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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon  we  have  as 
guests,  in  the  east  gallery,  students  from  C. 
R.  Marchant  Senior  Public  School  in  Weston 
and  from  Ignace  Public  School  in  Ignace, 
and  in  the  west  gallery  from  St.  Margaret's 
Separate  School  in  Toronto  and  South  River 
High  School,  South  River. 

Later  this  afternoon,  we  will  have  students 
with  us  from  Toniata  Public  School  in 
Brockville. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions. 


FIVE   PER   CENT  TAX   CREDIT 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  little  difiBculty,  but 
I  have  a  few  questions  here.  A  question  of 
die  Minister  of  Revenue:  Could  tlie  minister 
advise  us  how  much  it  has  cost  the  Province 
of  Ontario  to  date  by  reason  of  the  five  per 
c^nt  deduction  from  corporate  tax  for  the 
purchase  of  machinery;  and  the  number  of 
jobs  that  have  been  supplied  since  April  26, 
1971,  the  effective  date  of  that  statute  com- 
ing into  force? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  the  question  re- 
quires statistical  information,  I  will  take  it 
as  notice. 

Mr.    Singer:    By    way    of    supplementary, 
when  the  minister  provides  the  information- 
Mr.   Speaker:   There  cannot  be   a   supple- 
mentary,  but  the   hon.    member   may   ask   a 
new  question. 

/  Mr.  Singer:  A  second  question  then 
of  the  same  minister:  When  he  provides 
the  information,  could  he  give  us  that  infor- 
mation up  to  the  most  current  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Inasmuch  as  my  esti- 
mates will  be  on  the  floor  very  soon,  I  will 
certainly  see  that  that  is  done. 


Monday,  June  14,  1971 

FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL 
CONFERENCE  OF 
MINISTERS   OF   AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food. 
In  view  of  the  present  chaos  insofar  as  mar- 
keting is  concerned  in  Canada,  would  Ontario 
be  prepared  to  convene  a  meeting  of  all  of 
the  provincial  Ministers  of  Agriculture,  to- 
gether with  the  federal  Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture, in  order  to  determine  whether  or  not  a 
common  agreement  as  to  a  marketing  scheme 
could  be  established,  particularly  in  relation 
to  chickens  and  eggs,  similar  to  that  marketing 
scheme  which  was  worked  out  in  a  some- 
what similar  manner  for  the  marketing  of 
grain? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
there  is  a  meeting  called  of  the  Ministers  of 
Agriculture  with  the  federal  minister.  It  is 
taking  place  within  about  one  month's  time. 
It  is  scheduled  for  mid-July,  when  I  am  sure 
these  matters  will  be  discussed. 

Naturally,  we  hope  that  Bill  C-176  would 
have  had  the  approval  of  the  House  of  Com- 
mons by  that  time,  so  that  we  might  be  able 
to  examine  in  nK)re  detail  how  best  the  pro- 
vincial plans  may  fit  in  with  the  legislation 
provided  in  Bill  C-176.  Judging  by  the 
number  of  amendments  that  are  proposed  to 
Bill  C-176  and  the  number  of  bills  that  are 
on  the  order  paper  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
it  would  appear  somewhat  doubtful  if  that 
legislation  will  have  had  appropriate  consider- 
ation and  approval  by  the  time  the  ministers* 
conference  will  be  convened. 

In  the  meantime,  however,  I  was  heart- 
ened, as  I  am  sure  my  hon.  friend  from 
Downsview  was,  by  the  report  of  the  last 
meeting  of  the  Canadian  Broiler  Council  when 
it  appeared  that  eight  of  the  10  provinces, 
as  represented  by  their  broiler  producing 
marketing  boards,  were  in  accord  that  some 
type  of  an  agreement  should  be  worked  out 
on   an   interprovincial  basis. 

I  think  they  all  shared  the  concern  that 
most  of  us  have  now  that  Bill  C-176  has  not 
progressed  further.  Perhaps  they  may  ex- 
plore ways  and  means  under  The  Agricultural 
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Products  Marketing  Act  of  Canada  whereby 
the  various  provincial  groups  may  seek  some 
type  of  joint  action  under  the  authority  pro- 
vided in  that  Act.  That  is  about  the  most 
up-to-date  information  I  have  on  it  at  this 
time.  We  are  hopeful  that  by  the  time  the 
ministers'  conference  comes  along  perhaps 
the  other  provinces  will  have  seen  their  way 
clear  to  join  the  Canadian  Broiler  Council  and 
resolve  the  issue  under  that  statute. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
would  the  minister  not  agree  that  even  if 
Bill  C-176  is  finally  passed  there  would  be 
some  substantial  question  about  its  effective- 
ness unless  there  is  the  real  co-operation  of 
the  10  provinces? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Agreedl 

Mr.  Singer:  Would  the  minister  be  con- 
veying the  real  concern  of  this  House  to  that 
conference,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  all  mem- 
bers of  the  House  want  some  resolution  to 
this  very  serious  problem? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
already  done  this.  We  are  away  ahead  of  my 
hon.  friend.  If  he  had  had  the  opportunity  to 
read  the  statement  that  I  made  to  the  federal 
Department  of  Agriculture  standing  committee 
on  January  25— and  I  believe  those  copies 
are  available,  Mr.  Speaker— he  would  see 
we  were  very  much  concerned  that  it  re- 
quired the  co-operation  of  each  of  the  prov- 
inces in  this  legislation  or  it  really  cannot 
be  completely  effective.  It  just  has  to  have 
that.  Quite  frankly,  I  took  the  position  that 
if  any  province  saw  fit  or  chose  not  to  accept 
participation  in  any  commodity  marketing 
plan  on  a  national  basis,  that  province  should 
determine  to  look  after  the  disposal  of  that 
commodity's  production  within  its  own  pro- 
vincial borders.  Otherwise  the  plan  is  just 
hopeless,  we  might  as  well  not  have  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary: In  preparation  for  the  meeting— 
I  think  the  minister  said  in  July— is  the 
minister  taking  any  steps  in  advance  to  advise 
his  colleagues,  the  other  Ministers  of  Agri- 
culture and  federal  Minister  of  Agriculture, 
of  the  desires,  hopes  and  aspirations  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  in  this  field? 

Hon.   Mr.   Stewart:   Yes. 


OLD   FORT  WILLIAM 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Tourism  antd  Information. 

Has  the  Ontario  government  approached 
the  federal  government,  and  particularly  the 


federal  Minister  of  Indian  Affairs  and 
Northern  Development,  to  ask  its  aid  in 
acquiring  the  CP  railway  yards  at  the  foot 
of  McTavish  Street  in  Thunder  Bay  for  the 
purpose  of  locating  the  Old  Fort  William 
project  there? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Tourism  and 
Information):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been 
in  touch  with  Mr.  Jamieson,  the  Minister  of 
TraiKport,  and  I  am  waiting  a  reply. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
has  the  minister  in  fact  spoken  to  the  Min- 
ister of  Indian  Affairs  and  Northern  Develop- 
ment, who  advised  the  federal  member  from 
Fort  William  that  he  had  received  no  such 
approach  from  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  As  I  said,  I  have 
approached  the  Minister  of  Transport,  Mr. 
Jamieson. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  the  minister  also  intend 
to  approach  the  Minister  of  Indian  Affairs 
and  Northern  Development? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  would  like  to  inform 
the  hon.  member,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  city 
council  of  Thunder  Bay  also  has  a  resolution 
to  the  federal  government  and  to  my  knowl- 
edge it,  too,  has  not  heard  from  them. 

Mr.  Singer:  More  specifically,  and  by  way 
of  further  supplementary,  would  the  minister 
not  think  it  ad\'isable  that  as  well  as 
approaching  the  federal  Minister  of  Trans- 
port representations  might  be  made  to  the 
Minister  of  Indian  Affairs  and  Northern 
Development  in  that  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  objection  whatsoever.  However  there  is 
a  time  element.  I  would  be  quite  prepared 
to  write  to  the  hon.  minister  and  hopefully 
get  a  reply  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  time  element  does  the 
minister  refer  to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  For  the  reconstruction 
at  Fort  William.  We  feel  that  time  is  of 
the  essence,  and  if  we  do  not  get  any  reply 
from  the  federal  government  this  matter  will 
be  delayed;  we  are  hoping  to  get  it  done  as 
soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  the  minister  advise  how 
it  could  possibly  delay  the  project  if  he  sat 
down  and  wrote  a  letter  to  the  federal 
minister?   Might  it  not  expedite  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  It  is  a  matter  of  two 
or  three  weeks  if  we  do  get  a  reply. 
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SPECIAL  ENGLISH  TESTS 
FOR  NEW  CANADIANS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Si)eaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  the  Provincial  Secretary  and  Minister 
of  Citizenship. 

Is  he  aware  of  the  special  tests  being 
given  to  new  Canadians  to  ascertain  whether 
they  have  learned  English  well  enough  to 
work  at  certain  jobs  or  enter  the  post 
secondary  level  of  instruction  as  presently 
being  administered  by  the  Toronto  Board  of 
Education? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
Is  the  hon.  member  referring  to  the  so-called 
Michigan  test? 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  the  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  just  become 
aware  of  it,  but  have  no  details  with  respect 
to  its  nature  and  its  application  in  respect 
of  our  own  programme.  It  is  something  which 
I  intend  having  the  department  check  into. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  the  minister  think  it  is 
reasonable  that  this  kind  of  test,  if  at  all 
necessary,  should  have  evolved  in  the  United 
States  and  could  not  perhaps  have  been 
worked  out  in  the  minister's  own  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  not 
yet  been  established  that  the  test  has  any  re- 
lationship to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  depart- 
ment. I  may  say  this,  that  the  textbooks  and 
the  material  developed  by  The  Department  of 
Citizenship  are  presently  being  used  all  over 
the  world. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  was  not  what  I  asked  the 
hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  replying  to  the 
hon.  meml^er's  question.  When  others  see  fit 
to  use  as  their  materials,  materials  developed 
by  us,  I  am  not  horrified  that  something  devel- 
oped somewhere  else  is  being  used  by  us.  If 
it  meets  our  purpose,  I  see  no  question  to 
it,  just  because  it  happens  to  be  known  as 
"the  Michigan  test.*' 

As  I  said  to  the  hon.  member,  I  am  having 
the  matter  checked  into  to  see  its  apphcability 
and  whether  it  is  advantageous  or  disadvan- 
tageous or  has  any  ill  eflFect  upon  our  own 
programmes. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary; 
would  the  minister  undertake  to  consult  with 
his  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Education  (Mr. 
Welch)  and  advise  this  House  at  the  earliest 
opportunity  whether  or  not  such  a  test,  if  it 


is  necessary,  should  not  be  studied  and 
worked  out  either  within  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  adapted  to  Ontario's  needs? 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  By 
OISE. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  all  I  have  for  the 
moment,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  are  two  other 
ministers  I  am  looking  for;  they  are  not  here. 


FARM  MACHINERY  PARTS  DEPOTS 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  want  to  direct  a  question 
to  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food.  I 
wonder  if  he  has  done  any  studies  on  the 
proposal  which  has  been  made  by  Gordon 
Hill  of  the  Ontario  Federation  of  Agriculture 
that  centralized  depots  for  farm  machinery 
parts  be  set  up  across  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had 
not  even  heard  of  it  until  now. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Surely  the  minister  has  con- 
sidered this,  in  view  of  the  statement  in  the 
report  on  farm  machinery  of  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago,  the  suggestion  being  that  the 
main  problem  the  farmer  faces  is  the  fact 
that  he  cannot  get  parts  for  the  machinery 
which  he  uses? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
really  nothing  new  about  the  lack  of  avail- 
ability of  parts. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  will  say  it  is  not  new;  that 
is  the  point! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  This  does  not  apply  to 
all  companies  nor  does  it  apply  to  all  cir- 
cumstances affecting  all  companies.  It  does 
occasionally  happen. 

The  farm  income  committee,  of  which  Mr. 
Hill  was  a  member  a  few  years  ago,  made  a 
suggestion  that  there  be  a  Crown  corporation, 
I  believe,  established  to  handle  farm  machin- 
ery and  parts  and  servicing  and  all  the  rest 
of  it. 

The  farm  equipment  dealers  themselves 
took  a  very  dim  view  of  that— that  is  the 
littie  dealer  out  in  the  country.  They  took 
a  very  dim  view  of  that  idea,  because  he 
had  to  be  licensed  and  regimented  and 
inspected  and  all  the  rest  of  it.  I  have  a  very 
great  sympathy  for  the  local  dealer,  believe 
you  me,  because  that  fellow  is  caught  in  the 
squeeze  between  the  big  company  on  this 
side  and  the— 

Mr.  Pitman:  Leave  some  sympathy  for  the 
farmer  too. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  the  farmer  on 
the  other  side  and  he  is  in  a  real  problem. 

Generally  speaking  he  has  a  good  relation- 
ship with  the  local  farmer.  I  know  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned  it  would  be  difficult  to  oper- 
ate my  farm  without  a  good  relationship 
between  the  local  dealers  and  myself  as  a 
farmer;  and  that,  I  think,  applies  for  most 
farmers. 

This  suggestion  that  has  been  made  may 
carry  some  merit.  I  have  some  reservations 
about  it,  because  what  happens  to  all  the 
other  dealers?  I  do  not  know  what  Mr.  Hill's 
plan  is  specifically,  but  the  suggestions  that 
I  have  heard  in  relation  to  other  such  com- 
posite types  of  farm  machinery  depots,  to 
me  leave  something  to  be  desired.  Somebody 
has  got  to  carry  the  costs  of  all  those  parts, 
there  is  no  question  about  that.  That  costs 
money,  not  only  from  the  standpoint  of 
inventory  but  in  carrying  costs  and  servicing 
as  weU. 

In  my  way  of  thinking,  we  farmers  will 
be  paying  the  shot  of  carrying  that  cost  for 
those  central  depots  and  I  would  sooner  see 
a  very  strong- 
Mr.  Pitman:  The  farmers  are  paying  the 
shot  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  are  paying  the 
shot  now,  yes;  but  we  are  getting  along 
reasonably  well,  with  few  exceptions. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Certainly  Mr.  Hill  does  not 
think  so.  The  farmers  do  not  think  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  are  some  farmers 
who  are  saying  that,  but  the  Farm  Machin- 
ery Advisory  Board,  under  the— 

An  Hon.  member:  The  minister  is  losing 
his  grip. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —  secretary-manager- 
ship of  Prof.  Wright  from  Guelph,  and  the 
farmers  that  are  on  that  board  have  recog- 
nized there  are  some  problems  but  they  have 
been  able  to  resolve  a  great  many  of  them, 
a  very  great  many  of  them.  The  report  that 
I  have  of  the  farm  machinery  advisory 
board's  activities  of  last  year  clearly  indicates 
that  it  has  been  able  to  resolve  most  of  these 
problems  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  farmers 
involved. 

There  may  be  isolated  cases;  certainly  there 
can  be.  Some  come  to  my  attention.  I  had 
one  last  week  and  in  the  absence  of  the  sec- 
retary-manager I  had  to  handle  it  myself. 
I  think  we  resolved  the  matter  reasonably 
well.  But  I  can  tell  members  there  are  more 


problems   involved  here  than  meet  the   eye 
and  it  is  not  just  as  simple  as  it  would  appear. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  would 
consider  bringing  Mr.  Hill  and  his  associates 
before  an  appropriate  standing  committee  of 
this  House  to  do  a  study  of  this  whole  busi- 
ness of  what  farm  machinery  is  doing  to  the 
farmers  in  this  province? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Well, 
what  is  the  answer? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No  minister  directs 
people  to  come  before  the  standing  commit- 
tee; my  hon.  friend  knows  that  perfectly  well. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  am  sure  if  the  minister 
wanted  to  encourage  the  appropriate  chair- 
man and  the  appropriate  members  of  that 
committee,  we  would  soon  have- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  hon.  member  ask 
a  question  rather  than  making  a  statement? 


NUMBER  OF  JOBS  FOR  TEACHERS' 
COLLEGE  STUDENTS 

Mr.  Pitman:  Yes,  I  will  direct  a  question 
to  the  Minister  of  Education.  I  wonder  if  the 
Minister  of  Education  could  indicate  to  us 
what  percentage  of  the  students  who  have 
been  enrolled  in  the  teachers'  colleges  across 
Ontario  now  have  jobs?  Would  it  be  as  much 
as  50  per  cent  or  would  it  be  less? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  have  to  get  that  infor- 
mation for  the  hon.  member.  It  certainly  is 
more  than  50  per  cent,  of  that  I  am  satisfied. 

But  to  be  more  accurate  I  will  take  the 
question  as  notice  and  provide  the  hon.  mem- 
ber with  information  as  it  is  available  to  us. 
One  of  the  difficulties  here,  of  course,  is  that 
we  provide  the  students  at  the  teachers'  col- 
leges with  cards  in  hopes  they  will  in  fact 
send  them  back  to  the  college  to  indicate 
they  have  received  a  position,  but  many  of 
them  do  not  do  this  once  they  do  get  posi- 
tions. There  may  be  some  difficulty  getting 
the  information  very  quickly,  but  I  will  do  it 
as  soon  as  I  can. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  a  supplementary  question:  Is  there 
any  way  in  which  the  minister  can  secure 
some  indication  of  how  many  of  the  700  who 
were  unemployed  the  previous  year  are  still 
unemployed?  We  will  never  be  able  to  get 
any    kind    of    inventory    of    the    number    of 
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teachers  who  are  unemployed  in  this  province 
unless  we  get  that  kind  of  information. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
glad  to  see  how  practical  it  is  to  get  that  in- 
formation. I  met  with  the  executive  of  the 
student's  council  of  the  Althouse  College  and 
I  know  that  they  themselves  were  gathering 
information  relative  to  the  hon.  member's 
first  question,  watching  the  progress  of  their 
own  student  body  in  securing  employment. 
So  I  know  there  have  been  some  real  efforts 
to  follow  up  on  this.  But  I  will  see  how  prac- 
tical it  is  to  get  the  information  which  the 
hon.  member  requested  in  his  second  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  related  question,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Is  there  any  possibility  that  the 
Minister  of  Education  can  do  something  to 
help  those  teachers  who  have  taken  teachers' 
college  training  assuming  they  would  receive 
jobs  and  who  now  have  a  very  large  Province 
of  Ontario  student  aid  debt  which  they  now 
are  unable  to  refund  because  they  simply 
do  not  have  any  jobs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  intro- 
duces a  very  wide  discussion.  When  this 
question  was  raised  in  the  House  before  we 
did  indicate  that  perhaps  many  of  the  teach- 
ers unable  to  secure  positions  this  year  might 
in  fact  obtain  their  one-year  arts  work  which 
will  be  required  next  year  anyway,  so  that 
they  have  the  option  perhaps  of  starting  their 
arts  programme  in  one  of  the  universities.  I 
am  not  able  to  comment  with  respect  to  the 
student  aid  programme,  except  I  would 
assume  they  would  be  just  as  entitled  as  any- 
one else  entering  university  for  this  type  of 
financial  assistance  if  they  chose— 

Mr.  Pitman:  But  they  cannot  do  that  in 
some  oases. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —to  start  their  bachelor's 
undergraduate  studies  at  one  of  the  univer- 
sities. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  1  might  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  minister  the  possibility 
that  there  are  some  of  the  S'tudents  in  the 
teacher  education  programme  who  cannot  go 
on,  who  simply  will  not  be  able  to  go  on. 

If  I  might  ask  a  final  supplementary  on  this 
one,  is  there  any  kind  of  a  programme  in  the 
minister's  department  to  ensure  that  teachers 
who  have  taken  an  undergraduate  programme 
and  have  already  got  a  BA  will  be  given  any 
precedence  over  those  who  have  not  got  a 
BA  programme?  Those,  for  example,  in 
Thunder  Bay  who  have  graduated  with  a  BA 


programme  and  have  not  got  jobs;  while  those 
who  have  only  got  grade  13  have  got  jobs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  approach 
this  from  two  ways:  Of  course  at  the  moment 
that  would  be  a  decision  which  the  local 
board  would  have  to  make  in  so  far  as  their 
sta£F  needs  are  ooncemed;  well  advised,  as 
they  will  be  by  their  oflBcials,  in  making  staff 
choices.  However,  we  must  realize  that  in 
1974  the  requirement  for  elementary  school 
teachers  of  the  province,  other  than  the  bilin- 
gual schools,  will  in  fact  be  those  with  a  de- 
gree, and  therefore  the  decision  is  being  made 
by  the  depxartment  with  respect  to  teacher 
qualifications  with  that  particular  deadline  in 
mind.  Until  that  time  the  board  itself  will 
have  to  make  the  choice  between  the  available 
staff  people. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Many  are  making  the  wrong 
choice. 

CHARTS  FOR  POLLUTION  PROBE 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  final  question,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management  whether  he  has 
acceded  yet  to  Pollution  Probe's  request  that 
they  be  given  the  charts  which  enable  them 
to  assume  whether  air  x>ollution  is  taking 
place  over  or  in  a  particular  chimney? 

These  are  charts  which  I  believe  the  air 
pollution  control  offices  have  in  their  hands, 
which  Pollution  Probe  groups  would  very 
snuch  like  to  get  in  order  to  be  able  to  make 
some  assessment  themselves  of  what  air  pollu- 
tion is  taking  place  in  a  particular  community. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do 
not  see  any  particular  objection  to  this  in- 
formation being  given  to  Pollution  Probe.  It 
is  compiled  by  way  of  charts  or  some  other 
form  of  recording.  I  would  think  the  best 
possible  way  would  be  for  somebody  from 
Pollution  Probe  to  attend  the  ofiBces  of  air 
management  and  get  that  information  first- 
hand, rather  than  requiring  some  duplication 
of  these  charts  three  or  four  times  a  day. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  No? 

Then  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources 
Management  has  replies  to  two  questions 
which  I  think  we  should  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  re- 
plies to  questions  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  we  should  have  them. 
They  will  be  on  Hansard  and  he  can  re- 
question  later  if  he  wishes. 
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ODOUR  FROM  ST.  MARY'S 
MINK  FEED  PROCESSING  PLANT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
l>orough  West  asked  me  on  May  28  last: 

Has  a  solution  yet  been  found  for  the 
extraordinary  odour  problem  caused  by  the 
Finnie  Distributing  Plant  at  St.  Mary's, 
given  the  minister's  encyclopaedic  knowl- 
edge of  his  department? 

I  wanted  to  throw  that  in. 

The  answer,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  a  pro- 
posal for  a  waste  treatment  works  for  Finnie 
Distributing  Limited  has  been  developed  by 
staff  of  The  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  and  is  now  being  analysed  by  my 
officials. 

I  understand  that  plans  call  for  the  con- 
struction of  the  necessary  works  to  relieve 
the  odour  problem  this  year.  Fiimie  Dis- 
tributing has  been  advised  in  the  meantime  to 
dispose  of  its  waste  on  a  daily  basis  to  keep 
the  problem  to  a  minimum.  I  am  also  in- 
formed that  the  company  has  now  covered 
the  large  lagoon  with  a  plastic  sheet,  and  a 
cement  holding  tank  is  being  fitted  with  a 
similar  cover.  Wastes  from  these  two  areas 
are  being  taken  for  disposal  to  an  area  far 
removed  from  any  of  the  residences. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  other  one  too. 


SURVEY  OF  NIAGARA  REGION 

CONSERVATION  AND  RECREATION 

NEEDS 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  the  other  one  was 
asked  on  June  7  regarding  a  recreation  and 
conservation  survey  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula 
as  it  was  referred  to  by  myself  in  a  speech  to 
the  Federation  of  Ontario  Naturalists  in  Apr^. 

The  answer  is  this  survey  should  be  com- 
pleted by  January,  1972.  It  is  a  normal  survey 
carried  out  to  assist  a  newly-formed  conserva- 
tion authority  to  prepare  its  future  recreation 
land  requirements.  In  this  case,  tbe  report 
includes  both  escarpment  lands  and  lakefront 
lands  on  Lakes  Erie  and  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 


the  Point  Pelee  onion-growing  marsh  area 
with  a  view  to  possibly  granting  them  some 
sort  of  financial  assistance,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  growers  of  this  particular  crop  have  not 
yet  come  under  the  terms  of  reference  of  the 
crop  insurance  programme;  and  also  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  this  is  possibly  the  fourth 
situation  where  disaster  has  occurred  in  the 
last  five  years  in  this  area  and  it  may  be  the 
end  of  these  farmers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  very 
sorry  to  learn  of  the  comments  of  the  hon. 
member  regarding  the  field  damage  in  that 
area.  E\'eryone  sympathizes  with  the  farmers 
who  had  their  crops  wiped  out,  I  would 
assume,  with  harvesting  approaching  because 
of  the  early  planting  in  that  area. 

Yes,  I  will  certainly  undertake  to  have  our 
staff  have  a  look  at  the  situation.  It  is  a 
regrettable  affair  and  we  will  do  what  we 
can  to  be  of  assistance.  I  cannot  hold  out 
any  specific  hope  of  financial  aid,  but  we  will 
certainly  do  what  we  can. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  High  Park. 


ALLEGED  DIVERSION  OF 
POLLUTANTS  BY  INCO 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Man- 
agement, Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  minister 
investigate  the  complaint  that  the  Inter- 
national Nickel  Company  in  Sudbury  has  in- 
stalled two  burners  at  the  foot  of  their  short 
stack  so  that  when  the  pollution  reading  in 
Sudbury,  on  Ash  Street,  goes  up  to  a  high 
level  they  light  the  burners,  which  pushes  the 
pollutants  up  higher  in  the  air,  giving  a 
lower  pollution  reading  at  that  point,  but  a 
higher  pollution  for  the  general  area  of 
Sudbury? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
investigate  that.    I  was  not  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 


HAIL  DAMAGE  AT  POINT  PELEE 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food. 

Will  the  hon.  minister  instruct  his  senior 
officials  to  investigate  the  very  serious  hail 
damage  that  was  caused  this  past  weekend  in 


FREE  DENTAL  CARE  FOR 
CHILDREN  UNDER  7 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Health. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  Quebec  has  recently 
introduced  a  scheme  to  provide  free  dental 
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care  for  children  under  seven,  and  apparently 
has  come  to  some  arrangement  with  the 
federal  government  for  financing,  is  the  On- 
tario government  going  to  undertake  any  such 
programme? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  Mr.  Speaker,  this  question  was  raised 
during  the  estimates  and  I  mentioned  then 
that  this  is  one  programme  of  high  priority. 
As  to  when  we  will  be  able  to  go  ahead  witli 
such  a  scheme  in  Ontario  I  caimot  tell  the 
hon.  member.  I  can  simply  say  that  it  is  one 
of  the  two  or  three  priorities  we  have. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
can  the  minister  indicate  what  financial  assist- 
ance is  available  from  the  federal  government 
for  such  a  scheme? 

Hon  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  believe  it  is 
close  to  50  per  cent. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downsview. 


METRO  TRANSPORTATION  STUDY 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  TransjKjrtation  and  Com- 
munications. 

Will  the  Province  of  Ontario  pay  the  $1.8 
million  which  will  be  necessary  for  the  new 
preliminary  studies  that  are  going  to  be  under- 
taken in  relation  to  whatever  you  might  call 
that  transportation  system  which  we  are  now 
thinking  about  for  Metropolitan  Toronto? 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  whatever  we 
call  the  transportation  study;  that  was  ex- 
plained in  soane  detail  earlier  in  this  House. 
The  matter  to  which  the  hon.  member  refers 
reached  my  attention  only  through  the  news 
media  and  I  would  suggest  that  I  am  not  in  a 
position  to  answer  the  question  at  this  point 
in  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Can  I  ask  a  supplementary  on 
that?  I  have  a  second  question  along  the 
same  line. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  Without  having  a  copy 
of  the  order-in-council  relating  to  the  Spadina 
decision,  how  can  that  transportation  com- 
mittee proceed  with  the  implementation  of  the 
expenditure  of  $1.8  million  on  the  realignment 
of  the  rapid  transit  route? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
is  a  very  good  question.    1  do  not  know  how 


they  can  do  it  from  the  point  of  view  de- 
scribed by  the  hon.  member.  I  seem  to  recall 
reading  that  newspaper  article  and  that  it 
indicated  they  were  going  to  have  to  make 
an  application  to  the  Ontario  Municix)al 
Board. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Supplementary! 

Mr.  Peacock:  Further  supplementary  liieii, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Can  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  tell  us  when  the 
order  indicating  whether  the  OMB  order  will 
be  rescinded  or  varied  will  be  made  by 
cabinet? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  No  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  cannot  indicate  that  specifically.  Presiun- 
ably  it  will  be  before  cabinet  for  decision  in, 
let  us  say  the  reasonably  near  future. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker,  flowing  from  the  minister's 
earlier  reply.  Is  not  all  overall  study  of  any 
future  metropolitan  transportation  system  in 
the  wake  of  the  Spadina  decision  so  obvious  a 
need  that  the  minister  must  have  considered 
it  and  discussed  it  with  the  local  authorities? 
How  can  he  state  that  this  came  to  his  atten- 
tion through  the  news  media? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  My  reference  to 
its  coming  to  my  attention  through  the  news 
media  was  to  the  specific  request  for  $1.8 
million.  I  explained  in  the  House— probably 
the  hon.  member  was  not  here  last  week— on 
two  occasions,  at  least,  that  we  have  had  two 
discussions  now  leading  up  to  the  develop- 
ment and  formation  of  a  joint  provincial, 
metro  and  area  transportation  study  authority, 
if  that  is  a  good  way  to  describe  it.  It  does 
not  have  an  official  title  yet.  I  believe  one 
meeting  was  held  as  recently  as  last  Thurs- 
day with  the  chairman  of  Metro  and  the 
"chairman  of  the  Toronto  transportation  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  final  supplementary 
question:  Is  the  minister  in  eff^ect  saying 
that  this  joint  study  body  will  do  the  job 
and  therefore  the  proposed  expenditure  of 
$1.8  million  by  Metro  and  through  some 
other  agency  is  not  necessary? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  do  not  imply  that  at  all.  Certainly  some 
funds  will  be  required,  but  I  would  suggest 
to  the  hon.  member  and  to  the  House  that 
it  is  a  little  early  to  make  the  determination 
in  joint  form. 

The  only  recommendation  or  proposal  that 
I  have  any  knowledge  of  I  learned  of  through 
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the  press,  and  this  is  the  proposal  from 
Metro.  I  think  if  there  is  going  to  be  joint 
study  then  all  agents  should  be  involved  in 
the  determination  of  what  the  relationship 
of  shared  costs  should  be. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  thought  those  fellows 
were  talking  with  each  other? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  We  are. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  does  not  appear  that 
way. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  matter  was 
not  discussed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view  has  a  related  question? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  In  regard  to  this  new 
committee  which  the  minister  indicated  would 
have  shared  responsibility,  is  there  now  any 
reason  to  believe  that  its  decision  will  be 
final  and  not  be  vetoed  at  a  later  time  by 
the  government  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  hope  our  discussions  leading  to  deci- 
sions will  be  of  such  a  nature  that  there 
will  be  no  necessity  for  that  type  of  action. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  see.  I  have  a  further  related 
question,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  will  be  the  last  one 
that  this  member  can  ask  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  the  minister  indicate 
how  long  before  we  can  anticipate  the  first 
reports  from  this  committee?  And,  in  general 
terms,  can  he  tell  us  what  sort  of  recom- 
mendations we  might  look  forward  to? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Again,  if  the 
hon.  member  reads  the  newspaper  and  the 
press  assiduously  as  he  does  to  enable  him 
to  propose  questions,  I  would  ask  him  to 
read  an  account  of  observations  made  by  me 
to  the  press,  after  I  left  this  chamber  on 
the  occasion  when  we  discussed  this  matter 
before.  Subsequent  newspaper  reports,  fol- 
lowing certain  comments  by  the  chairman 
of  Metro,  indicated  that  the  formation  of 
the  technical  advisory  committee,  its  terms 
of  reference,  and  the  total  establishment  of 
such  a  committee  will  likely  take  three 
months. 

Mr.   Singer:   Just  the  establishment? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Of  the  committee. 
Yes;  that  is  exactly  the  reference  that  was 
made  both  by  myself  and  the  chairman  of 


Metro  which,  I  believe,  the  member  can 
read  in  this  morning's  Toronto  Globe  and 
Mail. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  did  not  answer 
my  question.  When  can  we  anticipate  re- 
ports—after the  three  months  is  over? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  has  answered 
the  question. 

Mr.  Singer:  No;  he  did  not,  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  great  respect. 

Mr.  Speaker:  As  he  sees  fit;  it  is  his  pre- 
rogative. The  hon.  member  for  Wentworth 
has  the  floor. 


USE   OF   PUBLIC   HOSPITAL 
FACILITIES  BY  PHYSICIANS 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  know  the  Minister  of  Health 
will  listen  as  he  returns  to  his  seat.  I  hope 
he  will  anyway.  I  would  like  to  ask  him  a 
question. 

Mr.  Peacock:  He  never  believes  us  when 
we  want  him  to. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Health:  Will  he  minister  move,  by  way  of 
Act  or  regulations,  to  ensure  that  physicians 
licensed  to  practise  in  die  province  of  Ontario 
are  permitted  without  discrimination  to  make 
use  of  hospitals  that  are  publicly  supported 
in  whatever  way  they  see  fit  to  treat  their 
patients? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No  Mr.  Speaker, 
baldly,  I  cannot  make  that  commitment, 
although  I  can  say,  if  you  will  excuse  the 
expression- 
Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  That  is 
a  self-serving  statement. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  —that  I  am  very 
seriously  studying  the  possibility  of  a  broad 
inquiry  into  privileges  and  the  use  of  our 
public  hospital  facilities  by  the  profession 
and  patients. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister's  predeces- 
sor ten  back  was  going  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I,  then,  by  way  of  a 
supplementary  question  ask  the  minister 
whether,  when  he  says  "a  broad  inquiry" 
he  is  considering  a  public  inquiry  or  an 
internal  inquiry? 
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Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  A  public  inquiry, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  further  supplementary? 
If  not,  then  the  Provincial  Secretary  has  the 
answer  to  a  question  asked  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Kent  (Mr.  Spence). 


USE  OF  CORN 
IN  ALCOHOLIC  SPIRITS 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  for  Kent  asked  the  following  ques- 
tion—I believe  it  was  a  supplementary  one: 

Could  this  minister  tell  me  if  the  many 
tons  of  com  that  are  used  to  manufacture 
alcoholic  spirits  are  all  grown  in  the 
province  of  Ontario  or  in  Canada? 

The  answer  is  no,  it  is  not  all  grown  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  or  Canada.  In  antici- 
pating the  information  the  member  wants  I 
learned  that  72,500  tons  of  com  were  im- 
ported from  the  United  States  to  Ontario  in 
1970  by  Ontario  distilleries,  and  approxi- 
mately 261,000  tons  of  com  were  imported 
from  the  U.S.  to  Canada  in  1970  by  Canadian 
distilleries  and  other  users. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 
Then  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 


REQUEST  FOR  SPEEDUP  ON 
HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

Mr.  H.  MacKenzie  (Ottawa  Centre):  Yes, 
A  question  of  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications:  Is  the  minister  aware 
there  was  another  death  on  Highway  17  this 
weekend  on  the  section  east  of  Ottawa;  and 
does  the  minister  have  anything  to  report 
with  regard  to  his  review  of  the  plans  for 
speeding  up  the  completion  of  Highway  417? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  the  plans  for  completion  of  Highway 
417,  as  far  as  the  current  fiscal  year  is  con- 
cerned, were  in  the  capital  construction  pro- 
gramme which  I  tabled  in  this  House  last 
week. 

Mr.  MacKenzie:  By  way  of  a  supplemen- 
tary, I  appreciate  what  the  minister  says,  but 
I  am  asking  him— and  I  asked  him  a  week 
ago— if  he  would  review  his  plans  in  the  light 
of  the  fact  there  is  a  predicted  death  rate  of 
at  least  another  50  before  he  completes  417. 
I  ask  him  again,  would  he  review  his  plans? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  will  review  our  plans. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Brantford. 


LOANS  TO  LAKE  ERIE  COMMERCLU. 
FISHERMEN 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development:  Can  the  minister 
indicate  if  today  is  the  day  that  Lake  Erie 
fishermen  are  going  to  receive  their  ODC 
money? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  I  would  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  they  have  already  received  it;  either 
last  Thursday  or  Friday,  or  probably  they 
will  have  it  by  today.  I  was  advised  the 
money  was  in  the  hands  of  the  banks,  I  think 
on  Thursday  or  Friday,  or  it  was  going  there 
this  morning.  But  it  is  imminent  if  they  have 
not  received  it. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  I  was  informed  Saturday  they  have 
not  received  it.  My  supplementary  question 
is,  can  the  minister  indicate  why  the  money 
is  being  paid  to  the  bank  instead  of  to  the 
fishermen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  believe  the  arrange- 
ments, if  I  recall,  were  made  that  they  were 
to  go  through  the  banks.  I  cannot  give  the 
hon.  member  any  further  details  at  this  time. 
I  will  make  inquiries  to  see  if  the  cheques 
have  been  handed  out  by  today  at  this  hour, 
and  if  not  we  will  find  out  why. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kent 
Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  supplementary- 
Mr.  Speaker:  A  further  supplementary? 
Mr.  Makarchuk:  Yes,  can  the  minister- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  will  be  the  last  one  on 

this  question  because  the  minister  cannot  get 

the  information  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Can  the  minister  give  as- 
surance that  the  fishermen  have  the  right  to 
decide  where  that  money  will  go,  instead  of 
the  bank  manager?  In  other  words- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  has  already 
answered  that  part  of  the  question. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  In  other  words,  does  the  minis- 
ter realize  that  it  is  the  fishermen  who  need 
assistance,  not  the  banks? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kent. 
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NOVA  LASER  SYSTEM 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  University 
Affairs  which  I  had  difficulty  giving  to  him 
on  Friday. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  did  not 
have  any  difficulty.  It  was  the  minister. 

Mr.  Spence:  When  will  the  minister  an- 
swer the  question  I  asked  in  regard  to  laser 
equipment  owned  by  the  University  of  Wind- 
sor and  used  by  a  contractor  in  private  enter- 
prise; which  other  contractors  feel  is  unfair 
competition?  Is  that  true,  Mr.  Minister? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University 
Affairs):  On  Friday,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  directed 
my  officials  to  get  the  information  so  that 
we  could  answer  the  question.  I  would  hope 
to  have  that  information  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside. 


E.  C.  ROW  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications.  In 
view  of  the  government's  new  philosophy 
of  people  over  cars,  will  the  minister  re- 
view the  relative  merits  of  the  E.  C.  Row 
Expressway  from  the  point  of  view  of  com- 
paring a  four-lane  road  to  a  10-mile  express- 
way through  the  suburban  part  of  Windsor? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  probably  might  be  sensible  to 
allow  the  municipality  of  metropolitan  Wind- 
sor to  make  a  review  of  that  situation  first 
and  let  the  Ontario  government  have  the 
findings  before  any  such  unilateral  move  is 
made  at  this  point  in  time.  It  is  very  difficult 
to  compare  the  E.  C.  Row  Expressway  pro- 
posal with  the  Spadina  Expressway  situ- 
ation. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  E.  C.  Row 
Expressway,  I  think  the  hon.  member  will 
be  aware,  is  in  a  rather  substantially  advanced 
state  of  progress  at  this  point  in  time.  It  is 
not  starting  at  the  beginning,  as  is  the  case 
with  the  Spadina  Expressway,  in  terms  of 
capital  construction.  A  very  substantial 
amount  of  capital  construction  with  respect 
to  the  E.  C.  Row  is  already  under  way  and 
complete,  as  the  hon.  member  knows. 

Mr.  Peacodc:  It  will  exceed  Spadina. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  guess  $150  million  is  not 
very  substantial. 


Mr.  Breithaupt:   What  is  $200  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  not  quite 
an  appropriate  question,  as  the  hon.  member 
from  Windsor  well  knows. 

Mr.  Peacock:  The  question  was  not  from 
me. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaugliton:  Oh,  I  see.  It 
seemed  to  be  coming  from  his  direction. 
Forgive  me. 

Mr.  Peacock:  It  is  from  the  Conestoga  Ex- 
pressway review  corporation  behind  me! 

Hon.   Mr.   MacNaughton:   Forgive  me. 

I  do  not  know  that  I  can  answer  the  hon. 
member  for  Sandwich-Riverside's  question  in 
any  more  detail  at  this  point  in  time  other 
than  to  make  the  observations  that  I  have 
made  to  this  House  and  to  the  Legislature. 
If  the  city  of  Windsor,  in  its  wisdom,  requests 
a  review,  I  would  presume  that  we  would 
undertake  it.  Or  if  any  other  agency  requests 
a  review,  I  suppose  that  the  department 
would  undertake  it.  But  I  cannot  find  any 
close  basis  of  comparison  with  the  two  situ- 
ations. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary:  Is  the  minister 
aware  that  whether  it  is  a  four-lane  highway 
or  an  expressway,  the  part  of  the  expressway 
already  done,  or  being  done,  is  essential  to 
both  and  therefore  the  one  does  not  exclude 
the  other? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  a  matter 
that  is  probably  worthy  of  pursuit  and  con- 
sideration. I  will  be  happy  to  undertake  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development  has  answers  to  questions 
which  we  might  have  now. 


ASSISTANCE  TO  FISHERMEN 
IN  POLLUTED  AREAS 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
an  answer  to  the  question  of  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Brantford.  He  has  had  an  answer 
privately.  I  have  just  sent  him  a  note  ask- 
ing him  whether  in  fact  he  wanted  me  to 
give  this  publicly  and  I  am  awaiting  a  nod 
or  a  shake  of  his  head. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  public  answer— read  it 
publicly. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
has  asked  if  a  Lake  Erie  commercial  fisher- 
man by  the  name  of  Gary  Vaughan  will  re- 
ceive assistance.  Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Vaughan's 
application  has  been  studied  with  the  utmost 
sympathy  by  ODC  and  they  feel  it  does  not 
warrant  a  loan.  There  is  no  reasonable  basis 
for  a  loan.  I  have  studied  his  file,  and  I 
can  see  no  reason  to  disagree  with  ODC. 
That  is  all  the  information  I  can  really  give 
to  the  hon.  member. 

The  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River- 
Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary,  yes. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  In  \iew  of  the  fa)ct  that 
this  view  is  not  held  by  the  other  fishermen  in 
the  >area,  could  the  minister  possibly  detail 
the  reasions  why  he  is  not  receiving  a  loan,  and 
also— in  view  of  the  fact  of  the  answer  the 
other  day  that  all  Lake  Erie  fishermeoi  re- 
ceived loans— whether  two  other  Lake  Erie 
fishermen  were  disqualified? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  cannot  recall  saying 
that,  Mr.  Speaker.  If  I  said  that  they  all 
received  loans  and  this  is  one  of  them,  then  I 
erred.  I  will  find  out  whether  in  fact  I  did 
say  this. 

As  to  why  OEXi;  has  turned  down  this  loan 
even  though  other  fishermen  believe  he  is 
entitled  to  one— of  course  we  are  very  glad  to 
have  other  people's  opinions,  but  they  do  not 
have  the  decision  to  make.  ODC  is  handling 
public  funds  and  it  has  to  take  care  as  to 
how  these  funds  are  being  handled  and  in  its 
view  this  money  would  in  fact  go  down  the 
drain.  In  view  of  that  I  think  that  it  is  the 
only  decision  they  could  have  arrived  at. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Peacock:  What  opportunity  is  there  fox 
an  applicant,  such  as  the  one  mentioned  by 
the  minister,  to  have  his  application  reviewed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  There  is  no  other  way 
except  to  ask  the  board— the  ODC— to  recon- 
sider it. 

Mr.  Deans:  Reconsider  their  own  decisions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  has  another 
answer.  We  might  as  well  get  the  decks 
cleared. 


ASSISTANCE  TO  FISHERMEN 
IN  POLLUTED  AREAS 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  for  Rainy  River  has  inquired  of 
me  about  assistance  to  commercial  fishermen 
in  areas  afl:ected  by  mercury  contamination, 
particularly  in  northern  Ontario;  and  what 
assistance  the  Ontario  Development  Corpora- 
tion is  providing.  I  think  this  has  been 
answered  previously. 

The  programme  for  fisheries'  restructuring 
announced  on  February  8,  1971,  by  The 
Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  and  by 
The  Department  of  Trade  and  Development 
provides  for  financial  assistance  to  commercial 
fishermen  in  any  part  of  Ontario  where  fish 
are  being  afi^ected  by  mercury  contamination. 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  vi^hat  happened. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Although  the  Northern 
Ontario  Develoxwnent  Corporation  anticipated 
a  sulbstantial  number  of  applications  from  the 
northern  part  of  the  province,  I  am  advised 
that  at  this  stage  no  applications  have  so 
far  been  received. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  That  is  not  part  of  the 
answer  at  all. 


VICTORIA  COUNTY  WELFARE 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion that  in  the  absence  of  the  Minister  of 
Social  and  Family  Services  (Mr.  Wells)  and 
because  of  the  particular  urgency,  I  would 
like  to  put  to  the  House  leader,  recognizing 
he  will  probably  have  to  take  it  -as  notice: 

Would  the  minister  advise  the  details  of 
the  recent  difiiculties  in  the  Victoria  county 
welfare  department  and  state  particularly  if 
the  director  has  resigned;  if  the  post  of  assist- 
ant director  is  being  eliminated;  whether  any 
criminal  charges  have  been  laid  or  not;  and 
what,  if  anything,  the  government  is  doing 
about  it? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  take  that  question  as  notice,  particu- 
larly in  the  absence  of  the  minister,  and 
endeavour  to  get  an  answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Hamilton 
East. 
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VIOLATIONS  OF  HAMILTON'S 
WASTE  DISPOSAL  BYLAW 

Mr.  R.  Gisbora  (Hamilton  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  question  is  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management.  Can  I 
take  it  that  the  minister  is  aware  that  accord- 
ing to  a  press  report  last  week  there  were  28 
violations  of  the  city  of  Hamilton's  waste 
disposal  bylaw? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  did  not  see 
the  particular  press  release  to  which  the  hon. 
member  refers.  I  am  assuming  if  this  was  a 
breach  of  a  city  of  Hamilton  bylaw  that  some- 
thing is  being  done  by  the  city  to  enforce 
certain  penalties  under  that  bylaw. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  A  supplementaiy,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Would  the  minister  investigate  the 
violations  and  ascertain  whether  or  not  there 
were  seepages  into  watercourses  or  Hamilton 
Bay  through  the  violations,  which  would  oome 
under  his  department's  jurisdiction? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question: 
Woidd  the  minister  also  determine  whether 
or  not  all  of  the  companies  involved  were 
notified  in  advance  of  the  violation  being 
filed? 

It  appears  from  the  press  report  which 
my  friend  refers  to  that  they  were  not 
notified  they  were  in  violation  of  the  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  I  will  include  that  in 
the  investigation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  period  has  now 
expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 
The  hon.  House  leader. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
pleasure  in  presenting  the  second  interim 
report  of  the  royal  commission  on  book 
publishing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  make  a  few 
brief  comments  with  respect  to  this  report. 
Copies  are  being  made  available  to  all 
members  of  the  House  at  once,  as  well  as 
to  the  press.  I  would  ask  the  hon.  members 
to  note  this  report  is  dated  as  late  as  June 
8,  1971,  and  therefore  was  received  a  very 
few  days  ago. 

The  report  is  brief  but  extremely  import- 
ant in  its  content.  I  would  direct  the  atten- 
tion of  the  members  particularly  to  the  last 


paragraph  on  page  3  of  the  report,  which 
sets  out  certain  concerns  of  the  members  of 
the  commission.  Then  particularly  to  the 
recommendation  of  the  commission  which  is 
contained  on  page  4,  and  which  recom- 
mendation urges  the  Legislature,  the  govern- 
ment, to  bring  in  legislation  implementing 
the  action  recommended  by  the  commission 
in  this  report. 

As  a  result  of  the  receipt  of  that  report 
last  week,  the  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis), 
having  read  it,  expressed  his  concern  and 
his  desire  for  action  in  carrying  out  the 
recommendations.  His  direction  was  that 
legislation  be  prepared  as  quickly  as  possible 
to  meet  that     recommendation. 

As  a  result  of  that  I  would  expect  later 
today,  Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  appropriate  time 
on  the  order  paper,  the  present  legislation 
which  has  been  prepared  with  care  and  with 
much  industry  in  the  short  time  available  in 
an  endeavour  to  meet  the  recommendations 
of  the  committee,  having  in  mind  particu- 
larly the  urgency  which  is  indicated  in  the 
report— the  urgency  as  to  time— in  that  the 
commission  has  knowledge,  which  it  has 
made  available  as  background  of  this  report, 
that  certain  takeovers  were  quite  imminent, 
very  imminent. 

Therefore  I  do  point  out  particularly  to 
the  members  of  the  House  that  the  Prime 
Minister  has  urged  that  the  government  lose 
no  time  in  taking  the  necessary  action  to 
carry  out  the  recommendations. 

I  will  be  presenting  that  legislation,  I 
trust,  later  today.  I  do  direct  particularly  the 
attention  of  the  members  to  those  sections 
of  the  report  to  which  I  have  referred.  The 
whole  report  is  full  of  very  important  con- 
tent. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  table  a  report  of  the  review 
committee  on  prescription  product  substitu- 
tion. This  was  a  committee  chaired  by  Julian 
Porter,  a  Toronto  lawyer,  members  Nathan 
N.  Levinne,  a  doctor,  Joseph  W.  Spence, 
Bachelor  of  Science  in  pharmacy  and  the 
executive  secretary  was  Earl  G.  Coulson,  of 
my  department.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  read  the  two  recommendations, 
which  are  quite  brief  and  in  a  couple  of  sen- 
tences. 

The  unanimous  opinion  of  the  commit- 
tee was  as  follows:  Unless  directed  other- 
wise by  the  prescribed,  a  pharmacist  when 
dispensing  a  prescription  for  a  product 
listed  in  the  Parcost  comparative  drug 
index  may  select  and  dispense  a  comparable 
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pharmaceutical  product,  provided  that  the 
cost  of  such  product  to  the  consumer  is 
equal  to  or  lower  than  the  lowest-priced 
comparable  pharmaceutical  product  listed 
in  the  Parcost  comparative  drug  index. 

Second  recommendation:  We  further 
recommend  that  the  pharmacist  be  required 
to  label  all  prescriptions  with  the  name  of 
the  drug  product  as  well  as  the  strength 
and    the    manufacturer's    identity. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  col- 
league, the  Minister  of  University  Affairs,  re- 
cently tabled  financial  statements  for  the  14 
provindally  assisted  universities  in  Ontario 
and  I  am  very  pleased  to  place  before  the 
members  the  auditor's  statements  for  the  year 
1969-1970  for  the  20  Colleges  of  Applied 
Arts  and  Technology;  and  in  addition,  the 
financial  statements  for  the  year  ended  June 
30,  1970,  of  the  Ontario  Institute  for  Studies 
in  Education. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 


PUBLICATION  DISTRIBUTORS 
REGISTRATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intitled,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Regis- 
tration of  Businesses  Engaged  in  the  Distribu- 
tion of  Paperback  and  Periodical  Publications. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  speak 
briefly  on  the  first  reading  of  the  bill,  I 
would  point  out  that  the  purpose  of  the  bill 
is  to  impose  requirements  for  Canadian  own- 
ership and  control  of  businesses  engaged  in 
wholesaling  and  distribution  of  paperbacks 
and  periodicals.  When  I  say  "Canadian  owm- 
ership  and  control,"  that  is  a  certain  content 
of  ownership  which  would  give  control. 

This  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  follows  the  recom- 
mendation of  the  royal  commission  on  pub- 
lishing which  I  tabled  a  few  moments  ago, 
to  which  I  referred,  and  the  recommendation 
contained  therein. 

As  I  have  said  to  the  House  in  connection 
with  the  report,  it  was  the  feeling  of  the 
Prime  Minister  that  the  government  should 
lose  no  time,  in  view  of  the  urgency  expressed 
in  that  report,  in  protecting  this  type  of 
business  engaged  in  the  distribution  of  peri- 
odicals, paperbacks  and  things  of  that  kind 
from  takeover  by  foreign  corporations  or  con- 
cerns. 

Consequently,  with  the  office  of  the  Attor- 
ney  General,    with   legislative    counsel,   with 


the  chairman  of  the  royal  commission  and  his 
counsel,  with  my  own  staff,  we  have  been 
engaged  since  the  middle  of  last  week  in 
careful  preparation— albeit  the  time  was  short 
—of  this  legislation. 

I  think  the  hon.  members  should  know— 
they  will  note  from  the  bill  as  they  receive 
it— 'that  we  approach  it  from  a  licensing  ap- 
proach, so  as  to  have  some  control  and  so 
as  to  obtain  disclosure  of  personnel  and 
ownership  generally. 

In  order  that  there  should  be  no  undue 
interference  with  all  those  businesses  present- 
ly carrying  on,  as  of  today  they  will  be 
licensed  automatically.  New  businesses  being 
formed,  or  businesses  being  taken  over,  par- 
ticularly by  foreign  corporations,  will  require, 
of  course,  to  make  application  for  a  licence. 
In  that  way  we  will  be  able  to  have  some 
control  of  takeover  or  merger  or  amalgama- 
tion of  existing  business.  But  as  I  say,  there 
will  be  automatic  licensing  of  those  presently 
in  business. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  the  bill  will  be 
effective  as  of  today,  and  in  order  tliat  we 
may  do  everything  possible  to  give  notice  to 
business  of  our  intention,  insofar  as  we  are 
able  to  ascertain  those  businesses  engaged 
in  this  type  of  business  in  Ontario  we  are 
notifying  them  this  afternoon  of  the  introduc- 
tion of  this  bill.  That  will  be  in  addition  to 
whatever  the  press  may  publish.  We  are 
sending  out  notice  by  way  of  letter  from  our 
department,  from  The  Department  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs,  that  this  legis- 
lation has  been  introduced.  I  stress  again 
that  it  was  the  concern  of  the  Prime  Minister 
that  government  should  lose  no  time  in  pro- 
tecting this  area  of  our  society. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  19th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
FINANCIAL  AND  COMMERCIAL 

AFFAIRS 
(continued) 

On  vote  604: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Department  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs;  the  member  for 
Windsor- Walkerville.  Maybe  you  might  wait 
for  just  a  moment  until  the  minister  is  ready? 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Thank  you  very  much,   Mr.   Chairman.  The 
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last  day  here  I  had  been  discussing  with  the 
minister  the  problem  of  dating  appliances  and 
so  forth.  He  made  mention  that  point  likely 
would  be  taken  care  of  by  the  federal  auth- 
orities. 

There  are  several  other  areas  I  would  like 
to  touch  on  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
the  first  is  that  of  the  car  repair  business.  I 
just  wondered  if  the  minister  has  any  com- 
mittees studying  the  high  cost  of  car  repairs; 
If  there  is  anything  the  department  can  do  to 
see  that  the  costs  are  kept  in  line,  or  if  not 
to  see  that  the  individual  having  repairs  made 
to  his  vehicle  is  getting  value  for  his  dollar 
and  is  not,  in  the  vernacular,  being  taken  by 
some  unscrupulous  dealer? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  I  noted  the  com- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  suggestion  that 
a  committee  be  set  up  to  study  the  cost  of 
car  repairs.  My  quick  reaction  is  that  while 
perhaps  there  is  some  merit  in  the  sugges- 
tion, I  think  it  is  recognized  there  are  many, 
many  concerns  in  all  communities  competing 
for  tlie  business  of  repair  to  motor  vehicles. 
Surely  that  should  be  one  factor  that  would 
keep  the  cost  of  repair  within  reasonable 
bounds. 

I  am  quite  prepared  to  admit,  and  I  think 
we  have  all  had  some  experience,  anyone 
who  has  a  car,  that  even  though  you  get 
what  would  ordinarily  be  firm  estimate,  the 
thing  always  seems  to  cost  a  lot  more  than 
the  ordinary  citizen  can  comprehend  it 
should. 

I  do  not  know,  though,  that  a  committee 
looking  into  the  cost  of  repair  would  accom- 
plish what  the  hon.  member  seems  to  fancy 
it  would.  He  knows,  I  am  sure,  a  few  years 
ago,  I  think.  Reader's  Digest  and  some  other 
institutions  in  the  United  States  and  in  this 
country  carried  on  studies,  investigations  into 
repair  of  television  and  other  household 
appliances.  I  think  cars  were,  to  some  extent, 
reviewed  in  that  too. 

What  came  out  of  those  studies,  as  I  recall, 
was  that  there  was  deception,  the  building 
up  of  the  job  and  doing  things  that  did  not 
need  to  be  done.  It  was  not  so  mucli  a 
matter  of  overpricing  for  the  work  done. 

Of  course  if  you  take  a  television  set  or  a 
radio,  it  was  a  bit  of  a  mystery,  with  un- 
known requirements  to  the  ordinary  citizen, 
which  is  not  the  case,  ordinarily,  with  the 
car.  The  fender  is  smashed  or  the  coimecting 
rod  is  broken  and  you  can  find  out  and  get 
an  estimate  on  it. 


We  have  a  committee  which  hon.  members 
know  is  doing  a  province-wide  study,  and  it 
has  been  on  the  job  now,  holding  public 
inquiries  as  to  settlement  of  claims  related 
to  insurance.  I  think  definitely,  in  the  work 
of  that  committee,  there  will  be  a  study  as 
to  the  cost  of  repair.  I  am  sure  that  certain 
features  of  what  the  hon.  member  has  in 
mind  will  come  out  of  that  committee. 

Because  definitely  the  cost  of  insurance 
settlement,  and  the  time  too,  turns  to  some 
extent  on  the  amount  of  the  claim— how  it  is 
established,  how  it  is  paid. 

I  am  not  convinced  that  in  addition  to 
that,  at  this  time,  we  need  to  establish  an- 
other committee  simply  to  look  at  the  cost 
of  car  repairs  because  I  think,  as  I  say,  that 
there  is  competition.  One  should  be  able  to 
get  a  reasonably  firm  estimate.  One  can 
ascertain,  not  like  a  television  set,  the  item 
which  is  damaged  or  needs  replacement. 
While  I  recognize  the  suggestion  may  have 
merit,  I  would  like  at  least  to  wait  until  I 
get  the  report  of  my  insurance  claims  settle- 
ment committee. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  know  that  the  committee 
is  ably  chaired  by  a  well-known  Windsor 
resident— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right! 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —so  it  is  in  good  hands, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

I  wanted  to  ask  of  the  minister,  is  he  not 
concerned  with  the  cosmetic  eggshell  front 
and  rear  ends  of  motor  vehicles?  Is  there 
something  tliat  his  department  could  be  doing 
or  recommendations  that  it  should  be  making 
to  the  manufacturer  to  overcome  the  abnormal 
costs  for  repairs  as  a  result  of  a  three-  to  a 
five-mile-an-hour  accident? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  the  programme 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Yorkview,  too. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Very  much  so. 
He  has  been  reading  my  speeches. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  As  I  understand  it,  I 
think  manufacturers  are  presently  studying 
this  and  have  made  some  approaches  or 
propositions— I  do  not  know  how  firm— as  to 
what  they  are  doing  in  this  area. 

I  am  not  trying  to  get  out  of  a  respon- 
sibility, but  I  do  not  know  that  it  lies  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  my  department.  Perhaps 
it  lies  within  federal  responsibility,  as  it  is 
the   standard   of   manufacture   of   an   article 
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coming   into    this    country,    or   manufactured 
in  this  country. 

Mr.  Young:  But  it  affects  the  insurance 
part. 

Mr.  Wishart:  Yes.  The  settlement  of  the 
damage  certainly  comes  within  provincial 
jurisdiction,  but  the  standard  which  an  ar- 
ticle must  meet— particularly  a  motor  vehicle 
manufactured  in  this  country  or  manufac- 
tured abroad  and  brought  into  this  country, 
lies  within  the  federal  authority  to  determine 
that  it  shall  meet  a  certain  standard  of 
strength,  durability  and  whatever. 

I  think  perhaps  what  was  The  Department 
of  Highways,  now  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications, has  certain  statistical  studies  on 
accidents  and  the  factors  which  enter  into 
accidents,  one  of  which  would  be  the  strength 
of  certain  portions  or  parts  of  the  vehicles 
concerned. 

But  I  do  not  know  that  I  can  do  much, 
other  than  co-operate  and  urge  upon  my 
federal  opposite  number  that  he  do  some- 
thing to  encourage  manufacturers,  or  to 
insist  upon  manufacturers  building  a  stronger, 
more  capable  vehicle  than  one  which,  when 
it  is  not  up  to  a  certain  standard  causes 
personal  injury  and  death. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  This  in  fact  is  not  under 
provincial  jurisdiction  at  all,  is  it  Mr. 
Minister?  Is  the  minister  not  really  concerned 
that  the  purchaser  of  a  commodity  may  be 
not  getting  value  for  his  dollar  as  a  result 
of  cosmetic  eggshell  appendages  on  parts 
of  the  given  vehicle? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  I  am  concerned. 
I  am  concerned  about  a  number  of  things 
over  which  I  have  no  control.  But  I  do  not 
know  that  the  hon.  member  should  stand 
in  his  place  and  say  to  me,  "The  minister 
has  got  to  something  about  it,"  other  than 
what  I  said  I  would  do,  and  that  is  contact 
the  departments  of  government  and  the 
governments  which  are  concerned  and  urge 
them  to  do  what  we  feel  is  necessary  to 
be  done. 

I  think  the  hon.  member  is  aware  that 
certain  things  are  manufactured  with  built- 
in  obsolescence.  Not  everybody  wants  to 
buy  the  car  which  will  stay  on  the  road 
12  years,  as  one  manufacturer  advertises. 
Many  people  like  to  change  the  model  every 
year  or  every  two  years. 

The  hon.  member  is  saying:  "Build  one 
that  will."  The  certain  parts  that  he  is  con- 
cerned   with    are    the    front    and    the    rear. 


which  he  calls  "cosmetic  eggshell  construc- 
tion." But  I  cannot  order  that;  this  govern- 
ment just  does  not  have  jurisdiction  to  do 
so. 

I  can  only  urge  upon  the  government 
which  has  that  power  that  this  is  public 
concern  and  this  is  what  the  public  wants, 
and  urge  the  government  to  implement  it 
by  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  wanted  to  ask  the  minister  about 
seatbelt  restraints  for  children.  I  think  at 
one  time  I  has  asked  him  this  question. 
Apparently  there  are  only  two  or  three  that 
are  actually  protective  devices,  yet  there  are 
dozens  that  are  on  sale  in  the  province. 
Is  there  no  control  over  the  seat  restraints, 
primarily  those  for  younger  children? 

If  I  may  simply  make  mention  that  the 
University  of  Michigan  Highway  Safety  Re- 
search Institute  found  only  two  out  of  37 
safety  seat  and  restraining  devices  could 
provide  a  satisfactory  degree  of  child  pro- 
tection, yet  many  of  these  are  on  sale  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

Presently,  the  Ontario  Safety  League  en- 
dorses all  oar  safety  devices  for  children  that 
meet  a  U.S.  federal  motor  veihicle  standard. 
Although  there  are  only  two  that  they  en- 
dorse, there  are  dozens  for  sale.  Should  not 
those  that  do  not  meet  some  type  of  CASA 
or  some  given  standard  be  forbidden  to  be 
sold? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply 
say  this  to  the  hon.  member,  this  is  a  matter 
of  which  I  cannot  say  a  great  deal  except 
that  I  will  take  his  comments.  I  have  noted 
it.  I  will  follow  it  up  and  see  just  what  may 
be  done  and  what  we  might  do  in  this  area. 

I  mn  surprised  to  find  that  the  Ontario 
Safety  League  is  recommending  equipment 
which  some  other  similar  body  in  the  State 
of  Michigan  finds  not  to  be,  in  a  large  part, 
satisfactory.  The  Ontario  Motor  League  has 
provided  us  with  information  and  material 
and  we  are  studying  that  matter,  but  I  will 
follow  it  up  with  more  intention. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  The  Ontario 
Safety  League  has  met  with  the  people  in 
Ontario  in  the  last  two  weeks. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chadrman,  I  did  not 
say  the  Ontario  Safety  League  endorses  all. 
I  said  it  endorses  those  that  the  U.S.  does 
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endorse  and  only  two  out  of  37  were  found 
to  be  of  any  actual  use. 

I  wanted  to  ask  of  the  minister  at  this 
time  if,  as  a  result  of  problems  with  tele- 
vision repair,  he  is  recommending  that  TV 
repairmen  be  licensed,  so  that  the  individual 
having  a  television  set  repaired  knows  it  is 
being  taken  care  of  by  someone  who  has 
attained  a  certain  degree  of  skill  and  has 
met  certain  qualifications. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  we  have  not  licensed 
TV  repairmen.  That  might  be  something  we 
perhaps  could  look  at.  I  understand  an  organ- 
ization of  repair  people  has  been  formed  or  is 
in  the  course  of  formation  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  it  is  setting  its  standards,  which 
we  are  looking  at.  We  are  encouraging  that 
and  working  with  them,  but  we  have  not 
approached  it  on  a  provincial  basis;  it  might 
be  something  that  we  could  well  consider 
doing.    I  have  noted  that  suggestion  also. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you.  I  understand 
the  TV  repairmen  from  the  association  wish 
to  have  some  type  of  control  of  licensing  so 
it  would  be  easier  for  they  themselves  to 
control  their  own. 

May  I  ask  of  the  minis'ter  if  flammability 
standards— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  On  that  point,  gener- 
ally in  groups  of  artisans— carpenters,  TV  re- 
pairmen, masons,  bricklayers-^here  used  to 
be  the  old  system  of  an  apprenticeship  guild 
and  so  on.  I  am  aware  that  certain  problems 
can  arise  in  a  community.  Say  a  certain  group 
gets  together  and  says  it  is  the  TV  repair- 
men's assiociation  of  a  city  or  of  a  town; 
where  does  one  draw  the  line?  Do  we  allow 
them  to  completely  set  the  standards  of  who 
may  join  or  do  we  lower  the  standard  to  the 
point  where  all  can  come  in? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Then  do  we  freeze  any- 
body else  out?  I  think  we  get  into  the 
whole  business  of  setting  a  course  of  appren- 
ticeship training,  perhaps  of  education,  and 
the  whole  question.  Then  when  we  start 
licensing,  we  have  to  have  certain  criteria  by 
which  to  issue  a  licence  of  the  standard  to 
which  people  must  attain.  It  is  just  not  as 
simple  as  saying,  "We  will  issue  a  licence 
through  an  association  to  its  own  members." 
We  cannot  give  them  complete  autonomy  to 
set  their  own  standards,  because  they  can 
become  a  closed  profession  and  perhaps  set 
rules  and  regulations  that  would  not  neces- 
sarily serve  the  public. 


Mr.  B.  Newman:  The  minister  speaks  very 
well  on  that,  but  it  would  be  a  matter  of 
co-operation  with  the  TV  repairmen  and 
some  department  of  government,  possibly  in- 
cluding Education,  so  that  some  type  of 
certification  could  be  made  available  to  them, 
just  as  it  is  in  other  skilled  trades. 

Why  should  the  TV  repairmen  not  likewise 
be  considered  some  type  of  skilled  trade;  and 
we  would  have  journeymen  as  we  have  in 
the  automotive  trades?  I  think  there  is  a  lot 
of  merit  and,  if  I  am  not  misftaken,  the  TV 
people  themselves  want  it.  They  do  not  come 
along  and  say  lower  the  standards  to  the 
point  that  anyone  can  get  in;  they  want 
extremely  high  standards,  because  they  like 
to  be  known  as  quality  craftsmen  who  do  a 
proper  job  at  all  times. 

Does  the  question  of  the  flammability  of 
materials  come  under  consumer  protection? 
We  read  very  often  today  about  the  new 
exotic  types  of  materials  that  almost  explode 
when  exposed  to  flame;  these  materials  are 
being  used  more  and  more  in  various  types 
of  garments  as  well  as  in  curtains  and  drapes 
in  homes.  Does  this  come  under  this  de- 
partment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  not  in  the  sense 
of  legislation  under  which  we  have  to  govern, 
or  not  really  in  the  sense  of  jurisdiction.  It 
is  federal.  There  is  a  federal  Act,  The  Haz- 
ardous Products  Act,  which  is  administered 
and  enforced  by  the  federal  government.  We 
have  a  very  full  degree  of  co-operation  and 
rapport  and  report  to  the  federal  department 
when  items  come  to  our  attention  that  are 
hazardous  in  any  way,  whether  through 
construction,  flammability  or  explosiveness, 
such  as  the  Party  Poppers  mentioned  in  the 
House  a  few  days  ago  or  firecrackers,  toys, 
dolls,  and  other  things  that  may  cut  and 
injure.  We  report  these  in  considerable  num- 
bers, as  they  come  to  our  attention,  to  the 
federal  government  and  their  people,  under 
The  Hazardous  Products  Act,  investigate  im- 
mediately and  take  the  necessary  action. 

We  have  a  committee  which  is  working 
now  on  hazardous  products.  In  our  discus- 
sions at  Ottawa  on  May  25  and  26  we  took 
some  time,  all  of  us  who  were  there  repre- 
senting the  provinces  and  the  federal  gov- 
ernment, to  discuss  this  matter.  It  was 
generally  agreed  the  federal  government  is 
doing  quite  a  thorough  job.  I  think  without 
exception  the  provinces  are  co-operating  very 
fully  and  working  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment. 
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So  I  think  it  is  best,  perhaps,  that  we  do 
leave  it  that  way  and  have  one  jurisdiction 
doing  the  enforcement,  doing  the  administra- 
tion, particularly  when  there  is  such  a  good 
degree  of  co-operation. 

The  one  Act  that  we  have,  which  is  perhaps 
not  exactly  what  the  hon.  member  spoke  of 
—hazardous— is  The  Upholstered  and  Stuffed 
Articles  Act.  That  is  the  only  one  of  that 
nature,  and  that  is  more  concerned,  really, 
with  health  to  the  degree  that  infected  or 
poor  material  is  used— health  and  quahty  are 
involved  to  that  extent.  We  do  administer  that 
to  see  that  new  material  or  material  that 
carries  no  risk  to  health  of  persons— in  mat- 
tresses or  things  of  that  sort,  upholstery— 
that  such  material  is  used.  If  second-hand 
material  is  used,  the  item  must  be  labelled 
to  show  that  it  has  been  sanitized  and  steri- 
lized and  is  of  a  proper  quality. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  have  two  other  small 
items.  I  am  glad  to  note  the  minister  made 
mention  that  certain  materials,  if  they  are 
harmful  to  health,  are  controlled  by  his 
department,  or  can  be  controlled.  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  asbestos  is  being  used 
and  mixed  with  wool  in  the  manufacture  of 
clothing?  According  to  US  health,  the  Ameri- 
can Public  Health  Association,  asbestos  is 
supposed  to  have  extremely  harmful  effects 
and  can  cause  cancer. 

Whether  garments  of  this  type  are  actu- 
ally being  manufactured  in  Canada  I  cannot 
say,  but  the  article  that  I  happen  to  have  is 
an  Associated  Press  report  out  of  New  York 
of  June  7.  It  makes  mention  that  over  200,000 
women's  winter  coats  are  manufactured  con- 
taining asbestos,  and  there  is  a  real  health 
hazard.  Asbestos  has  been  linked  to  high 
rates  of  lung  cancer  in  men  working  with  as- 
bestos, and  they  are  concerned  that  there 
may  be  a  health  hazard  with  individuals 
wearing  this  type  of  garment.  I  do  not  assume 
the  minister  has  had  this  problem  brought  to 
his  attention  at  all  in  the  province,  has  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  aware  of  this.  I  note  the  article  that  the 
hon.  member  read  is  from  another  country, 
but  I  think  the  only  people  that  wear  as- 
bestos, as  far  as  I  am  aware— any  type  of 
asbestos  clothing— would  be  firemen  perhaps. 
I  think  they  do  have  jackets  which  are  lined 
or  impregnated  with  some  type  of  asbestos 
or  asbestos  fibre. 

I  can  understand  that  miners  working  in 
asbestos  mines  might  very  well  develop  lung 
disease  in  the  dust  of  this  material  as  well 
as  from  other  minerals.   But  I   would  think 


that,  even  if  the  asbestos  were  woven  into  a 
fabric  as  a  fibre  mixed  with  other  fabric,  it 
probably  would  not  have  the  same  effect 
at  all.  Unless  medical  science  could  prove 
the  contact  of  asbestos  against  the  skin  was 
harmful,  I  would  not  think  it  would  be.  But, 
in  any  event,  it  has  not  come  to  my  atten- 
tion. I  have  noted  what  the  hon.  member  had 
to  say,  though. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  have  passed  the  press 
clipping  over  to  the  minister.  This  is  ap- 
parently a  newly  manufactured  item.  It  is 
just  being  newly  manufactured  in  the  United 
States  and  it  may  be  manufactured  in  Canada. 
I  do  not  know. 

As  far  as  safety  helmets  for  motorcyclists 
go,  there  are  different  standards  for  these.  I 
have  a  letter  here  from  an  individual  back 
in  my  own  home  town,  Mrs.  Frances  Rice, 
who  claims  our  standards  are  not  high 
enough. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  appreciate  the  interest 
of  the  hon.  member— and  I  notice  the  member 
for  Yorkview  perking  up  his  ears.  It  seems 
to  me  that  I  have  listened  on  several  previous 
occasions  in  this  House,  to  discussions  with 
the  Minister  of  The  Department  of  Trans- 
port, now  combined  with  Highways  to  be 
Transportation  and  Communications.  But  it 
seemed  to  me  that  the  standards  of  helmets 
and  equipment  of  that  nature  was  a  matter 
which  was  clearly  recognized  as  being  in  The 
Department  of  Transport,  and  in  fact  legisla- 
tion was  brought  in  by  that  department. 

I  have  no  objection  to  discussing  it  here, 
but  perhaps  it  is  a  little  irrelevant,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  my  estimates. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  The  minister  could  have 
stopped  me  earlier  if  he  had  mentioned  this. 
I  would  not  have  brought  it  up  at  all.  I  just 
thought  that  for  consumer  protection,  that 
it  might  have  some  merit  in  having  it  dis- 
cussed here. 

The  only  other  item  that  I  wanted  to 
mention,  Mr.  Chairman,  concerns  magazine 
prizes  for  subscriptions.  Can  the  minister 
assure  us  the  prizes  are  all  given  as  ad- 
vertised? 

I  happen  to  have  one  here  and  I  have 
never,  at  any  time,  heard  about  anyone 
receiving  an  award  from  them.  And  that  is 
from  the  Publishers'  Clearing  House,  where 
they  promise  $100,000  in  prizes  and  an 
extra  "instant  winner"  prize.  This  comes  out 
of  Toronto,  or  is  mailed  out  of  Toronto;  they 
use  an  address:  "PO  Box  1140,  Adelaide 
Street  PO,  Toronto  1,  Ontario." 
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Are  these  actually  legitimate  or  not,  Mr. 
Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  there 
is  anything  wrong— to  pass  an  off-hand  opin- 
ion—in the  advertisment,  if  it  were  estab- 
lished that  the  prizes— that  the  performance 
was  given,  and  that  the  payment,  or  the 
prize,  was  not  given  in  response  or  in  con- 
sideration; then  of  course  you  would  have  a 
case  of  deceit  or  misrepresentation,  or  per- 
haps fraud. 

We  have,  the  the  hon.  member  will  have 
noted  a  great  many  complaints  about  maga- 
zine subscriptions.  I  do  not  know  as  they 
relate  particularly  to  failure  to  get  a  prize, 
but  on  page  9  of  the  report  of  the  depart- 
ment which  I  have  tabled,  in  1970.  There 
were  511  complaints  which  were  brought  to 
our  attention  for  investigation.  Those,  I 
think,  were  generally  complaints  that  the 
companies  had  not  come  through  with  the 
delivery  of  the  magazine  or  the  publication. 

The  only  way  we  could  find  something 
wrong  with  what  the  hon.  member  discusses 
now  would  be  to  investigate— have  some 
speculation  and  say:  "Prove  to  us,  or  show 
to  us,  what  content  or  what  amount  of 
material  you  have  sent  out  in  the  way  of 
prizes.  How  are  you  performing?" 

Unless  we  receive  a  complaint,  I  do  not 
see  anything  wrong  with  that.  I  think  if  an 
individual  who  entered  one  of  these  sub- 
scription obtaining  contests  had  failed  to 
get  paid,  he  would  probably  bring  the  thing 
to  our  attention  without  too  much  delay. 

I  am  informed  that  our  department,  the 
consumer  protection  bureau,  has  an  active 
file  on  this,  but  unless  they  see  fraud,  about 
all  they  could  do  would  be  to  investigate  it. 
If  they  find  fraud,  of  course,  the  matter  is 
followed  through. 

I  do  not  think  we  have  many  complaints 
in  the  area  of  failure  to  give  prizes.  Most  of 
them  are,  I  think,  with  respect  to  failure  to 
deliver  the  publication. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  one  brief  matter 
under  this  vote,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  some 
protection  for  the  more  affluent  under  this 
vote.  It  is  for  people  who  have  credit  cards 
from  airlines. 

In  order  to  get  a  credit  card  from  a  num- 
ber of  the  airlines  you  must  make  a  deposit. 
With  American  Airlines  it  is  $400.  The  air- 


lines have  a  policy  that  they  pay  interest  on 
this  deposit  if  you  are  an  American  citizen, 
but  if  you  are  a  Canadian  citizen  and  hap- 
pen to  live  in  Ontario,  they  do  not  give 
interest. 

We  wrote  to  American  Airlines  complain- 
ing about  this,  and  they  wrote  back  a  lovely 
letter: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  May  2, 
1971.  I  am  sorry,  interest  on  deposits  is 
not  extended  to  Canadian  accounts.  This 
is  not  an  American  Airlines  ruling,  but  that 
of  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board  in  the 
United  States. 

Now  these  people  are  doing  business  here  in 
Ontario.  Surely  we  must  have  some  jurisdic- 
tion over  them. 

It  seems  like  a  gross  injustice  that  under 
exactiy  the  same  circumstances,  if  you  hap- 
pen to  be  an  American  citizen  you  receive 
interest  and  if  you  are  a  Canadian  you  do 
not.  What  can  we  do  about  this? 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  Fly  Canadian! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  only  thing  we  can 
do  is  sell  them  an  Air  Canada  card  and  re- 
fuse to  pay  for  it. 

No,  but  seriously,  I  was  not  aware  of  that. 
I  am  not  sure  again  of  what  interest  involves 
—the  question  of  interest  between  countries 
may  be  something  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment should  insist  upon. 

The  whole  field  of  commimications  is  fed- 
eral—certainly the  whole  field  of  international 
communications,  including  the  arrangements 
made  to  allow  American  Airlines  to  fly  in 
heie,  is  something  that  I  could  not  do  any- 
thing about.  I  cannot  raise  a  finger  except  to 
bring  this  to  the  attention  of  the  federal 
people  and  request  that  we  get  a  fair  shake 
on  that  thing. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Would  you  do  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Humber. 

Mr.  Ben:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
number  of  questions  to  ask  the  minister  and 
I  would  appreciate  very  much  if  he  would 
try  to  be  concise  in  answering  these  questions. 
He  will  get  his  estimates  through  much 
sooner.  Some  of  them  can  be  answered  in 
one  or  two  sentences. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Match  the 
brevity  in  the  questions  then! 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
try  to  be  nice  and  answer  the  hon.  member; 
I  think  I  always  try  to  be  reasonable  at  least. 
But  the  other  day  when  we  were  doing  these 
estimates,  he  castigated  me  for  taking  his 
time  when  I  was  answering  his  question. 
Because  I  got  up  and  interjected  answers  he 
said:  "I  am  not  going  to  give  up  any  more 
time.  The  minister  has  taken  up  a  lot  of  my 
time."  So  I  sat  down  and  subsided. 

Mr.  Ben:  This  is  an  example.  It  appears 
you  will  never  take  a  word  where  you  can 
sneak  in  a  paragraph. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Make  your  reply  the  same 
length  as  his  question. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the  minister 
please  tell  me  the  name  of  the  individual 
who  has  replaced  Walter  Kucherepa  as  the 
registrar  of  the  real  estate  and  business 
brokers?  What  was  his  position  prior  to  as- 
suming this  function,  and  what  is  his  annual 
remuneration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  name  of  the  gentle- 
man who  replaced  him  is  John  Cox. 

Mr.  Ben:  Cott  or- 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  C-O-X. 

Mr.  Ben:  C-O-X? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  And  he  was  chief  in- 
spector prior  to  his  appointment. 

Mr.  Ben:  And  what  remuneration  is  he 
receiving? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  know  at  the 
moment.  I  will  get  it  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Ben:  And  who  is  the  person  who  was 
appointed  the  registrar  pursuant  to  section 
21  of  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act;  when  did 
he  take  office  and  what  was  his  previous 
occupation  or  calling  and  what  is  his  present 
remuneration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  name  is  Reginald 
McCormick.  He  was  appointed  in  1964.  Prior 
to  that,  he  was  a  car  dealer.  I  do  not  know 
his  remuneration  at  the  moment,  but  I  can 
get  it  very  quickly. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  thought  it  was  shown 
in  some  of  our  budgetary  papers. 

Mr.  Ben:  In  the  public  accounts,  under  the 
minister's  department,  there  is  nothing  for 
1969  and  1970— rather  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 


ing March  31,  1969.  I  cannot  find  The  Used 
Car  Dealers  Act  noted  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  get  it  for  the  hon. 
member. 

Mr.  Ben:  May  I  ask  why  there  is  no  men- 
tion of  it  under  The  Department  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  have  the  remun- 
eration for  those  persons  about  whom  the 
hon.   member  inquires  very  quickly. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman,  through  you  to 
the  minister:  The  Real  Estate  and  Business 
Brokers  Act,  1968  and  1969,  and  The  Used 
Car  Dealers  Act,  require  posting  of  surety 
bonds— $5,000  for  dealers  under  The  Real 
Estate  and  Business  Brokers  Act,  and  $1,000 
for  salesmen.  This  is  so,  is  it  not?  Is  it  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Ben:  Would  the  minister  tell  me  the 
number  of  bonds  forfeited  for  the  year  1970 
under  The  Real  Estate  and  Business  Brokers 
Act,  and  how  many  of  them  were  dealer 
bonds  of  $5,000  and  how  many  of  them  were 
the  salesmen's  bonds? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  have  that  infor- 
mation, Mr.  Chairman,  in  a  few  moments.  I 
have  not  got  it  right  at  my  fingertips. 

Mr.  Ben:  Then  can  the  minister  tell  me 
what  w^as  the  dollar  amount  paid  from  the 
forfeited  amounts  in  the  years  1968,  1969  and 
1970?  I  have  the  book  here  before  me,  but  it 
does  not  give  that  information— unless  I  could 
not  find  it.  I  might  say  the  report  is  rather 
terse. 

Mr.  Chairman,  through  you  to  the  minister, 
would  he  give  me  the  same  informatioai  with 
reference  to  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  in  the  report, 
on  page  10. 

Mr.  Ben:  Paige  10?  It  shows  how  many 
complaints  were  issued  under  complaints  re- 
ceived and  investigated— six  bonds  forfeited 
by  dealers,  and  14  this  year— ibut  it  does  not 
say  what  the  value  of  these  weie. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Oh. 

Mr.  Ben:  In  other  words,  was  the  whole 
bond  forfeited  or  part  of  it?   How  much? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  if  a  bond  is  for- 
feited, there  might  be  a  repayment— ^:here 
might  be  a  balance  left  over  after  claims  are 
paid. 
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Mr.  Ben:  This  is  whfat  I  should  like  to  know 
—how  much  the  treasury  benefited. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  try  and  get  that 
very  shortly.  There  is  certainly  no  objection 
to  getting  that  information,  but  I  would  point 
that  under  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act  we  no 
longer  require  salesmen  to  be  bonded.  The 
onus  is  on  the  dealer;  he  must  satisfy  himself, 
select  his  own  salesmen  and  take  that  risk 
as  his;  so  that  if  something  goes  wrong  it  is 
the  dealer- 
Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  my  next 
question  of  the  minister.  I  am  appreciative 
of  this.  The  minister  will  note,  when  I  asked 
whether  or  not  it  was  a  fact  that  a  dealer 
has  to  post  a  $5,000  bond,  that  I  mentioned 
under  The  Real  Estate  and  Business  Brokers 
Act  the  salesman  only  has  to  post  a  $1,000 
bond.  My  question  is  this:  Back  in,  in  1968, 
I  think  is  was,  the  minister's  predecessor  (Mr. 
Rowntree)  promised  a  new  bonding  system  for 
used  ear  dealers,  and  he  agreed  the  bond  was 
not  worth  a  damn— and  "worth  a  damn"  are 
his  words;  by  the  way,  I  should  point  out 
that  Hansard  spelled  it  d-a-m-n.  I  think  what 
the  minister  meant  was  d-a-m,  like  the  tinker's 
dam. 

And  before  a  bonding  company  had  to  pay 
off  or  a  bond  was  forfeited,  a  finding  of 
fraud  had  to  be  found  by  the  court,  which 
made  it  almost  impossible  for  the  bond  ever 
to  be  brought  into  play. 

He  went  on  to  say  a  whole  review  of  the 
bonding  system  was  being  carried  out. 

The  question  naturally  arises,  Mr.  Chair- 
man: Surely  since  these  Acts  are  almost  ver- 
batim except  for  some  small  changes,  if  it  is 
ridiculous  to  bond  a  salesman  under  The 
Used  Car  Dealers  Act,  should  it  not  be 
equally  ridiculous  under  The  Real  Estate  and 
Business  Brokers  Act?  If  it  requires  under 
The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act  that  there  must 
first  be  a  finding  of  the  court  of  some  kind  of 
malfeasanoe  before  the  bond  will  be  forfeited, 
surely  this  must  also  apply  under  The  Real 
Estate  and  Business  Brokers  Act. 

Why  is  it  that  the  minister  compels  sales- 
men to  post  a  $1,000  bond  under  one  Act 
and  not  under  the  other  Act?  First,  when  the 
minister  is  answering  the  question,  would  he 
agree  that  the  situation  is  similar? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  do  not  agree. 
There  may  be  some  similarity,  but  dealing 
with  real  estate,  which  is  one  type  of  prop- 
erty, fixed  and  immOvalble  and  of  very  great 
value  in  many  cases,  is  one  thing.    Dealing 


with  the  sale  of  a  vehicle,  a  movable  item 
and,  particularly  in  used  oars,  sometime  of 
Very  small  value,  is  another  matter.  We  felt 
that  in  that  lesser  field— and  I  think  the  hon. 
members  would  agree  with  that  assessment— 
of  the  used  car  dealer,  that  you  could  put  the 
onus  on  the  dealer  without  any  great  burden; 
that  if  he  is  going  to  send  people  out  selling 
cars,  he  could  accept  the  responsibility  for 
Seeing  that  he  had  proper  people  employed 
there. 

Incidentally,  in  going  back  for  a  moment,  I 
understand  that  the  in  real  estate  dealer  situ- 
ation, where  the  member  was  asking  what 
bonds  were  forfeited,  while  I  have  not  got 
exactly  yet  the  number  of  bonds  forfeited,  I 
am  told  that  there  have  been  no  payouts. 
There  were  no  claims  in  the  real  estate  and 
business  brokers'  area  where  bonds  were  for- 
feited, nor  was  there  any  requirement  for  pay- 
ing. I  think  I  should  point  out,  of  course, 
that  payment  is  made  on  a  claim  that  is  court- 
proven.  I  am  told  there  has  been  no  payout  in 
the  real  estate  area  on  bonds. 

Mr.  Ben:  Well  with  that,  may  I  interrupt 
please?  Would  that  perhaps  prove  that  the 
minister's  predecessor  was  perhaps  correct 
when  he  said  that  the  bonds  were  not  worth 
a  damn  if,  before  a  bond  was  forfeited,  a 
finding  had  to  be  made  by  the  court?  Here 
we  had  2,661  complaints  las>t  year  and  2,497 
the  year  before,  yet  the  minister  is  telling  us 
that  out  of  those  2,400  complaints  there  was 
not  one  bond  forfeited.  Does  this  not  arouse 
his  suspicions  that  perhaps  all  is  not  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well  I  was  about  to 
continue  when  the  member  asked  to  speak, 
that  we  have  a  committee  studying  this  whole 
matter  of  bonding.  Perhax>s  it  should  have 
been  able  to  give  something  further  than  the 
fact  that  it  is  presently  working  on  the  ma'bter, 
but  there  is  a  committee  studying  the  whole 
matter  of  bonding.  The  member  for  York- 
view  the  other  day  was  talking  about  a  rug 
salesman  and  a  bond.  What  I  should  have 
perhaps  told  him  oit  the  time  was  that  one  of 
the  things  we  are  considering  in  the  bond 
situation  is  using  a  part  of  the  bond  to  pay 
claims  promptly,  rather  than  retaining  the 
whole  proceeds  of  the  bonds  or  the  whole 
amount  of  the  bond  for  a  period  of  two  years, 
or  whatever  the  period  may  be,  until  all 
claims  have  come  in  during  that  time.  We 
might  settle  promptly,  for  instance,  with  the 
elderly  couple  which  the  member  for  York- 
view  mentioned  and  still  use  perhaps  50  per 
cent  of  the  bond  from  our  knowledge  that 
perhaps  there  will  not  be  many  more  clajms 
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and  that  there  will  be  sufficient  left  to  meet 
th  other  claims. 

That  is  one  of  the  features  that  this  com- 
mittee is  studying,  and  I  think  that  the  hon. 
member  will  be  content  to  leave  it  with  me. 
There  is  perhaps  some  merit  in  what  he 
says  and,  while  I  do  not  know  in  what  con- 
text the  member  for  York  West  (Mr,  Rown- 
tree)  was  speaking  when  he  said  a  bond  was 
not  worth  a  damn,  I  would  have  to  look  at 
that. 

We  do  feel  tliere  is  some  considerable  im- 
provement to  be  made  in  the  whole  bonding 
situation.  The  fact  we  have  knocked  out  the 
requirement  for  the  used  car  salesman  to 
have  a  bond  may  be  an  argument  why  per- 
haps we  can  move  in  this  direction  in  real 
estate,  although  the  two  situations  are  some- 
what different, 

Mr.  Ben:  Maybe,  you  have  been  spoiled 
by  being  a  minister.  The  minister  has  not 
bought  an  automobile  lately  or  he  would  ap- 
preciate the  cost  of  those— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  bought  one- 
Mr.  Ben:  —contraptions  or  contrivances. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  bought  one  just  a 
couple  of  months  ago. 

Mr.  Ben:  Then  the  minister  should  not 
denigrate  their  value.  They  may  be  mobile 
and  they  may  not  be  immovable  like  real 
estate,  but  by  George  some  of  the  prices  you 
pay  for  these  cars  you  could  buy  yourself 
accommodation  perhaps  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
or   elsewhere! 

I  would  point  out  to  the  minister  that  at 
the  same  time  the  member  for  York  West 
made  the  statement  I  have  already  quoted, 
he  also  said  that  a  whole  review  of  the 
bonding  system  was  carried  out— that  was 
passed— and  that  the  new  bonds  would  not 
have  those  features  in  them.  The  minister 
will  find  that  in  Hansard  in  1968,  which 
means  that  at  that  time  there  was  already 
a  review  of  this  bonding  system.  I  presume  it 
was  for  that  reason  that  in  The  Used  Car 
Dealers  Act  a  salesman  is  not  obliged  to  be 
bonded. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  hon.  member  used 
a  couple  of  words  that  I  did  not  get— new 
bonds  with  what  features? 

Mr.  Ben:  New  bonds  would  not  have 
those  features  in  them.  That  was  the  phrase 
he  used,  but  you  have  to  go  to  court  and  the 
court  has  to  find  that  the  man  was   guilty, 


that  the  salesman  was  guilty,  before  they 
would  forfeit  the  bond. 

The  reason  I  raised  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
I  am  not  so  sure  that  I  am  content  that 
salesmen  in  the  used  car  industry  should  not 
be  bonded.  To  me  this  is  imposing  a  pre- 
carious liability  on  the  dealer.  It  is  fine  for 
the  minister  to  say,  a  dealer  ought  to  take 
care  of  the  type  of  salesmen  he  should  hire, 
but  then  so  do  those  who  come  under  The 
Real  Estate  and  Business  Brokers  Act,  es- 
pecially since,  according  to  the  minister,  there 
is  a  greater  burden;  there  is  greater  loss  to 
be  suffered  and  greater  value  involved.  So 
one  should  think  that,  if  you  are  going  to 
license  or  bond  salesmen,  it  should  be  in 
the  used  car  industry  where  they  do  not 
have  to  wait  a  month  or  two  months  or  three 
months  for  their  commission,  that  is  until  the 
property  is  sold.  They  receive  it  almost  im- 
mediately and  they  can  skip  away,  leave 
the  employer  and   go  some  place   else. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  give  consider- 
ation to  that  particular  aspect  of  it,  because 
surely  it  is  not  a  matter  of  natural  justice 
that  a  dealer  who  exercises  all  due  prudence 
and  caution  in  hiring  a  salesman  should  be 
precariously  liable  for  that  man's  torts. 

Hon.    Mr.    Wishart:    I    think    if    the    hon. 
member  will  permit,  I  am  not  going  to   go 
into  the  difference- 
Mr.  Ben:   Other  than  master-servant  rela- 
tionship, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  I  am  not  going  to 
go  into  the  difference  between  used  car  and 
real  estate  at  the  moment,  but  almost  invari- 
ably every  employer  who  has  a  business  of 
any  size  and  employs  a  treasurer  or  even  a 
bookkeeper,  who  handles  the  petty  cash  or 
the  funds  in  the  office,  bonds  that  employee. 
You  do  not  expect  the  employee  to  carry 
that  bond.  It  is  done  as  a  matter  of  responsi- 
bility and  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  em- 
ployer. I  think  the  same  principle  applies 
here  to  a  large  extent. 

Mr.  Ben:  Just  remember— if  it  is  a  dealer 
who  is  paying  for  the  bonding  of  the 
employee,  he  is  taking  it  out  on  the  con- 
sumer. It  is  the  consumer  who  is  going  to 
be  paying. 

Now  Mr,  Minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr,  Chairman,  I  won- 
der if  the  hon.  member  will  permit  me  now 
—I  can  give  him  those  figures  he  asked  for 
a   moment   ago.    For    Mr,    Cox,    his    present 
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annual  salary  is  $12,197;  that  can  go,  in 
the  normal  course  of  events  with— what  is 
the   word— implements? 

Mr.   Ben:   Increments! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  You  are  getting  me  a 
little   confused— with  increments   to   $14,714. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  That  is 
more  than  five  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  would  be  over 
a  period  of  time,  not  necessarily  in  one  jump. 

Mr.  McCormick's  present  salary  is  $14,714 
and  that  is  the  top  to  which  his  salary  can 
go. 

Mr.  Ben:  Yes.  On  this  point,  would  you 
perhaps  inquire  of  your  advisors  where,  in 
the  public  accounts  of  1969,  are  shown 
matters  pertaining  to  the  operations  of  the 
used  car  dealers'  department  for  that  par- 
ticular year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  My  information  is  that 
those  salaries  are  below  the  level  of  salaries 
which  are  reported  in  the  public  accounts. 
The  level  is  $15,000. 

Mr.  Ben:  It  is  $15,000?  The  registrar  is 
not  shown;  is  that  not  something?  I  guess 
he  is  not  as  important  as  perhaps  he  may 
lead  himself  to  believe.  Thank  you. 

Now  Mr.  Minister,  the  next  few  points 
are  technical.  The  Department  of  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications  issues  an  A 
licence  which  states  that  the  holder  thereof 
is  entitled  among  other  things  to  deal  in 
motor  vehicles  and  operate  a  used  car  lot. 
How  is  this  reconciled  with  the  requirement 
for  registration  under  The  Used  Car  Dealers 
Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  As  I  say,  the  A  licence 
which  The  Department  of  Transport— now 
Transportation  and  Communications— used  to 
issue  covers  the  lot,  the  area,  the  site.  We, 
in  our  department,  licence  the  dealer. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  believe  that  the  A  licence 
entitles  the  holder  to  deal  in  motor  vehicles 
and  operate  a  used  car  lot.  I  cannot  under- 
stand how  the  minister  can  say  he  is 
operating  a  used  car  lot  unless  he  is,  in 
essence,  selling  used  vehicles  because  he  is 
entitled  to  deal  in  motor  vehicles. 

Further,  so  the  minister  can  answer  two 
questions  at  once,  under  The  Used  Car 
Dealers  Act,  1968-1969,  section  3,  subsection 
3,  states: 


A  registered  used  car  dealer  shall  not 
carry  on  business  in  a  name  other  than 
the  name  in  which  it  is  registered,  or 
invite  the  public  to  deal  at  a  place  other 
than   that   authorized   by   the   registration. 

This  is  a  new  section  and  I  think  it  could 
cause  confusion  because  The  Department  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  were 
forced  to  licence  the  premises  from  which 
a  dealer  operates  by  the  issuance  of  the  A 
licence    under   The    Highway   Traffic   Act. 

Furthermore,  this  legislation  gives  to  the 
municipality  authority  to  zone  land  use.  The 
question  arises  does  the  word,  "authorized" 
in  this  section  mean  that  if  a  person  has 
an  A  licence  and  there  is  no  local  bylaw 
prohibiting  him  from  carrying  on  business  at 
a  given  location,  his  premises  are,  in  fact, 
unauthorized? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  hon.  member  is 
quite  right  when  he  said  these  are  technical 
questions.  He  is  getting  too  technical  for 
me.  I  can  hardly  follow  him.  I  think  I 
would  have  to  take  that  question  as  notice 
and  get  him  a  further  and  fuller  reply  than 
I  can  give  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Minister,  under  section  5 
(1  a)  of  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act: 

An  applicant  is  entitled  to  registration 
or  renewal  of  registration  except  where 
(a)  his  financial  responsibility  or  record 
of  past  conduct  is  such  that  it  would  not 
be  in  the  public  interest  for  the  regis- 
tration of  a  renewal  to  be  granted. 

The  question  arises— what  constitutes  finan- 
cial responsibility  and  what  record  of  past 
conduct  would  preclude  registration  and 
renewal  thereof. 

Before  the  minister  answers  this,  may  I 
ask  him,  in  keeping  these  records  that  he 
has  on  page  10— that  is,  "complaints  under 
The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act  and  under  The 
Real  Estate  and  Business  Brokers  Act"— is 
there  any  classification  used  to  categorize 
complaints,  such  as:  "unfounded,  warranted, 
malicious,"  and  so  forth? 

The  question  arises,  Mr.  Minister,  you  had 
2,400  complaints  under  The  Real  Estate  and 
Business  Brokers  Act  last  year;  and  you  say 
no  bonds  were  forfeited.  Last  year,  under  The 
Used  Car  Dealers  Act  section  you  had  2,081 
complaints;  and  there  were  14  dealer  bonds 
and  22  salesmen's  bonds  forfeited.  There 
were  only  11  prosecutions  of  dealers  and  one 
of  salesmen. 

So,  does  the  department  break  these  down 
into  categories,  as  I  said,  such  as  unfounded. 
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unwarranted,    or    warranted,    malicious,    and 
so  forth? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  yes.  As 
to  the  first  part  of  the  question,  what  criteria 
does  the  member  use  as  to  financial  responsi- 
bility? 

Generally  you  would  obtain  evidence.  If 
there  were  no  judgements  obtained,  no  judge- 
ments outstanding,  no  criminal  record,  and 
perhaps  some  evidence  of  general  reliability 
for  financial  matters  in  the  community  where 
the  applicant  resided,  then  I  am  quite  satis- 
fied he  would  present  a  recommendation  or 
references  which  would  establish,  as  most 
people  would  require,  in  informants,  or  other 
ways,  that  type  of  background.  Evidence 
would  show  if  he  was  worthy  of  trust  and 
confidence. 

For  the  second  part  of  the  question,  as  to 
categorizing  complaints,  I  think  it  is  certain 
that  we  can  get  that  and  I  will  get  it.  I  do 
not  know  if  we  break  it  down  automatically 
into  classifications  or  categories;  some  com- 
plaints are  bound  to  be  frivolous,  some  are 
unfounded,  some  are  simply  a  lack  of  having 
legal  advice  or  counsel,  or  entering  into  a 
bad  deal  with  wide-open  eyes  but  perhaps 
with  some  ignorance  as  to  what  the  person 
was  getting  into,  or  perhaps  carelessness  as 
to  making  any  inquiry  or  really  reading  the 
document.  This  is  the  type  of  thing  that 
comes  in  complaints. 

Then  there  are  those  where  there  has  been 
misinformation,  or  I  was  going  to  say  there 
are  those  which  do  contain  fraud  and  on 
those  prosecutions'  follow.  But  deception,  a 
wrongful  holding  out  of  things  which  justify 
a  complaint,  these  are  all  investigated. 

I  am  sure  the  hon.  member  has  gathered, 
as  a  member,  from  constituents'  complaints 
that  with  some  he  found  there  was  no  way 
he  could  assist  them  because  it  was  partly 
the  complainant's  fault,  or  perhaps  wholly 
the  complainant's  carelessness  in  getting  into 
a  situation,  or  maybe  it  was  a  contract  that 
was  just  regretted  after  it  was  entered  into. 

All  these  sort  of  things  come  in.  I  think 
perhaps  we  do  have  a  category  for  them, 
if  I  can  get  them. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  would  appreciate  very  much 
getting  it,  Mr.  Minister,  because  if  I  was 
inchned  to  wear  a  monocle  and  I  saw  the 
figure  of  complaints  at  2,600  and  no  prose- 
cutions or  no  bonds  being  forfeit,  I  should 
rather  put  it  to  my  eye  and  take  another  look 
at  it.  Either  the  real  estate  and  business 
brokers  are  not  the  miscreants  that  people 
have  made  them  out  to  be,  or  your  depart- 


ment is  not  prosecuting  them,  or  you  are  not 
putting   prosecutions    in   the    record   here. 

You  put  the  number  of  prosecutions  in  the 
used  car  dealer  section,  but  there  is  nothing 
in  the  statistics  here  to  show  how  many  prose- 
cutions you  had  under  The  Real  Estate 
and  Business  Brokers  Act.  Were  there  any? 
You  have  no  figures  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Not  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Ben:  All  right.  How  nmny  of  the 
prosecutions  of  the  dealers  and  salesmen 
under  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act  were  dis- 
missed? Has  the  minister  got  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  have  that.  There  are 
12  pending  under  real  estate,  which  I  did 
not  answer  a  moment  ago,  and  I  do  not 
have  the  figure  for  the  used  car  dealers 
but  I  will  get  it  for  you. 

Mr.  Ben:  Okay.  Now,  Mr.  Minister,  section 
52  of  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act  states 
that  a  registration  is  subject  to  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  are  consented  to  by  the  appli- 
cant, imposed  by  the  tribunal  or  prescribed 
by  the  regulations. 

The  question  is  this:  how  does  a  term 
or  condition  differ  from  a  regulation;  and 
are  we  to  presume  in  the  case  of  consent 
by  the  applicant  that  terms  and  conditions 
attendant  to  registration  are  voluntary? 

By  way  of  an  example— in  the  early  part 
of  the  administration  of  The  Used  Car  Deal- 
ers Act,  that  is  to  say  1965  and  1966,  there 
were  certain  registrations  granted  to  persons 
who  preferred  to  call  themselves  "wholesale 
dealers."  They  call  them  wholesalers.  These 
persons  were  not  required  to  establish  them- 
selves with  facilities  generally  described  as 
having  an  office,  lot  and  sign.  They  were 
permitted  waiver  of  office,  lot  and  sign  re- 
quirements upon  filing  an  affidavit  that  they 
would  confine  their  dealings  between  them- 
selves and  other  registered  dealers  and  not 
deal  with  the  public.  There  is  still  such  a 
group;  they  still  do  this. 

Apparently  this  type  of  registration  is  no 
longer  permitted,  and  there  are  persons  who 
wish  to  operate  as  wholesale  dealers  only, 
but  in  order  to  do  so  they  have  been  forced 
into  the  added  expense  of  renting  facilities. 
If  an  applicant  or  registrant  under  The  Used 
Car  Dealers  Act  wishes  to  act  as  a  wholesale 
dealer  could  he  not  consent  to  confine  his 
dealings  to  registered  dealers  only  in  return 
for  waiver  of  the  generally  accepted  office 
lot  and  sign  requirertients? 

Do  you  want  me  to  repeat  it? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No.  I  do  not  think  that 
would  help. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Do  not  take  up  too  much 
time  in  your  reply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  going  to  say  I 
will  get  that  reply.  But  I  have  the  reply  to 
the  previous  question.  I  am  catching  up 
slowly.  I  do  not  move  quite  as  quickly  as 
the  member  asks  the  questions. 

Under  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act,  there 
were  38  convictions  obtained;  there  was 
one  acquittal  out  of  those  prosecutions; 
there  are- 
Mr.  Ben:  What  year  is  this?  The  Used 
Car  or  Business  Brokers  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Used  Car.  Thirty- 
eight  convictions  were  obtained. 

Mr.  Ben:  In  1970? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes.  One  acquittal- 
Mr.   Ben:    You   have    11    prosecutions   for 
dealers  and  one  for  salesmen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Oh,  I  am  sorry.  I  am 
told  that  is  the  total  since  the  branch  was 
estabhshed.  Thirty-eight  convictions,  one 
acquittal;  there  are  four  cases  now  pending. 
That  is  53  altogether  that  have  been  taken 
to  court, 

Mr.  Ben:  That  is  since— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Two  of  the  convictions 
were  appealed  successfully. 

Mr.  Ben:  -since  1953,  or  1964  rather? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:   No,  1965. 

Mr.  Ben:  It  is  1965?  An  average  of  about 
10  per  year  or  nine  a  year.  Yes,  go  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  As  for  the  last  part  of 
the  question  the  hon.  member  asked,  I  will 
note  it  and  I  will  get  an  answer. 

Mr.  Ben:  All  right.  Fine.  Now,  Mr.  Min- 
ister, section  20  of  The  Used  Car  Dealers 
Act,   1968-1969,  states: 

An  order  of  the  tribunal  refusing  to 
renew  or  suspend  or  revoke  a  registration 
will  take  effect  immediately,  but  the  tri- 
bunal may  grant  a  stay  until  the  order 
becomes  final. 

This  is  the  section  that  provides  that  you  can 
appeal.  Should  not  the  word  "may"  be 
changed  to  "shall"  grant  a  stay  in  the  event 
of  an  appeal? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  think  that 
"may"  would  generally  perhaps  be  read  as 
"shall,"  but  I  think  it  should  remain  "may" 
because  the  tribunal,  I  think,  should  have  a 
discussion  in  the  circumstances  of  the  partic- 
ular case  as  to  whether  it  would  exercise  a 
discretion  or  not.  If  the  word  was  "shall"  it 
would  have  no  discretion  whatever.  I  would 
it  should  have. 

That  is  just  a  matter  of  opinion  and  I  am 
not  going  to  enter  into  an  argument  with 
the  hon.  member.  If  he  wants  to  express  a 
view  otherwise,  I  would  certainly  be  glad 
to  hear  it.  I  would  be  glad  to  consider  it, 
but  I  do  not  think  I  want  to  argue  with 
him  today. 

Mr.  Ben:  No,  I  do  not  want  to  argue.  I 
just  wanted  to  jwint  out  that  I  was  asking, 
should  the  word  not  read  "shall"  where  the 
applicant  or  registrant  makes  an  appeal  for 
a  judicial  review  decision,  only  imder  those 
circumstances? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  think  the  discre- 
tion should  still  be  there. 

Mr.  Ben:  All  right.  Section  22  of  the  Act 
deals  with  investigation  of  complaints.  Upon 
inspection,  under  this  section,  is  the  inspector 
limited  to  documents  pertaining  to  the  com- 
plaint? Section  23  of  The  Used  Car  Dealers 
Act  refers  to  conforming  with  regulations 
relating  to  registration  and  maintenance  of 
trust  accounts  by  registrants  and  possibility 
of  unregistered  persons  dealing  in  or  selling 
motor  vehicles.  Section  24  deals  with  powers 
of  inspection  in  relation  to  sections  22  and 
23.  On  an  inspection  under  section  23,  is 
an  inspector  limited  to  ascertaining  whether 
in  fact  the  person  is  or  is  not  registered 
under  the  statute  and  maintaining  a  trust 
account  as  required?  If  I  may  read  the 
section  to  him: 

The  registrar  or  any  person  designated 
by  him  in  writing  may,  at  any  reasonable 
time,  enter  upon  the  business  premises  of 
the  registrant  to  make  an  inspection  to 
ensure  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and  the 
regulations  relating  to  registration  and  the 
maintenance  of  trust  accounts  are  being 
complied   with. 

Now,  does  that  section— what  does  it  refer 
to?  An  investigation  to  determine  whether 
or  not  the  trust  account  regulations  are  being 
complied  with,  or  does  it  mean  all  the  regu- 
lations? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  think  that  the 
language  there,  which  the  hon.  member  read. 


JUNE  14,  1971 


2701 


would  go  wider  than  just  the  trust  account. 
I  think  primarily  that  would  be  one  of  his 
major  considerations— as  to  whether  that  trust 
account  was  being  maintained  and  maintained 
in  the  way  in  which  it  is  called  for.  I  think 
the  language  which  the  hon.  member  read 
and  which,  I  am  sure  he  is  quite  capable 
of  interpreting,  is  pretty  wide.  It  says:  "The 
purposes  and  requirements  of  this  Act,"  does 
it  not? 

Mr.  Ben:  Well,  my  reason  for  asking  that— 
that  was  a  little  sneaky  of  me,  because  my 
reason  for  asking  this— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  registrar  will  have 
to  be  the  judge. 

Mr.  Ben:  —is  with  reference  to  section 
25  ( 1 ) ,  which  states : 

Where,  upon  a  statement  made  under 
oath,  it  appears  probable  to  the  director 
that  any  person  has  (a)  contravened  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  Act  or  the  regu- 
lations; or  (b)  committed  an  offence  under 
the  Criminal  Code  (Canada)  or  under  the 
law  of  any  jurisdiction  that  is  relevant  to 
his  fitness  for  registration  under  this  Act, 
the  director  may,  by  order,  appoint  one  or 
more  persons  to  make  an  investigation  to 
ascertain  whether  such  a  contravention  of 
the  Act  or  regulations  or  the  commission 
of  such  an  offence  has  occurred,  and  the 
person  appointed  shall  report  the  result 
of  his  investigation  to  the  director. 

My  reason  for  asking  this  is  this.  If,  as  you 
say,  section  23  may  be  interpreted  wider 
than  merely  pertaining  to  the  keeping  of 
trust  accounts,  and  a  person  under  that  Act, 
the  registrar  or  any  person  acting  on  his  order, 
may  go  in  and  carry  out  a  complete  investi- 
gation, why  would  you  have  section  25  in 
there?  Section  25  would  imply  that  you  can 
only  carry  out  a  complete  investigation  into 
the  affairs  of  the  registrant  if  there  has  been 
a  statement  made  under  oath  which  would 
make  it  appear  probable  to  the  director  that 
some  person  has  contravened  the  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  A  contravention  of  this 
Act? 

Mr.  Ben:   Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  that  is  pretty 
wide  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Ben:  Perhaps  I  have  not  made  this  as 
clear  as  I  should.  The  minister  has  indicated 
to  me  that  in  his  opinion,  section  23  must  be 
interpreted  as  widely  as  possible;  that  under 
section  23  the  registrar  or  any  person  desig- 


nated by  him  in  writing  may  at  any  reason- 
able time  enter  the  premises  of  the  registrant 
and  demand  the  production  of  his  books  of 
account  and  so  on. 

My  opinion  would  be  that  this  restricts 
him  to  simply  checking  to  determine  whether 
a  person  is,  in  fact,  licensed;  and  second, 
that  he  is  maintaining  trust  accounts  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  the  Act  and 
the  regulations.  The  minister  expresses  the 
opinion  that  it  goes  vidder  than  that. 

My  next  question  to  him  is  if  section  23 
gives  wide  powers,  why  the  need  for  section 
25?  And  if  section  25  restricts  the  powers 
of  section  23,  is  it  not  possible  that  the 
registrar  could,  by  exceeding  the  powers  in 
section  23,  actually  carry  out  the  powers  he 
is  given  in  section  25,  where  a  complaint  has 
been  made  under  oath? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  since 
I  spoke  to  the  hon.  member  a  moment  ago, 
I  have  been  able  to  get  the  relevant  section 
before  me.  I  have  found  it  a  little  difficult  to 
follow  the  hon.  member  as  he  reads  quite 
rapidly.  Section  23  I  think  is  clear: 

The  registrar  or  any  person  designated 
by  him  in  writing  may,  at  any  reasonable 
time,  enter  upon  the  business  premises  of 
the  registrant  to  make  an  inspection,  to 
ensure  that  the  provisions  of  this  Act 
and  the  regulations  relating  to  registration 
and  the  maintenance  of  trust  accounts  are 
being  complied  with. 

I  think  those  are  subjunctive  expressions— "to 
make  an  inspection,  to  ensure  that  the  pro- 
visions of  this  Aot." 

Mr.  Ben:  Period.  Or  the  provisions  of  this 
Act  relating  to  registration  and  maintenance 
of  trust  accounts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  there  is  no  period. 
To  ensure  that  the  provisions  of  this  Act  and 
the  regulations  relating  to  registration  and 
the  maintenance  of  trusit  accounts  are  being 
complied  with. 

I  think  in  practice  we  have  in  the  depart- 
ment limited  it  pretty  much  to  the  inspection 
of  trusit  accounts.  I  think  the  language  is  quite 
clear.   And  in  my  view  it  is  quite  subjunctive. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Minister,  my  reason  for  rais- 
ing this  is  because  I  believe  it  is  restrictive. 
But  I  do  not  want  to  get  into  an  argument, 
neither  does  the  minister.  I  am  just  expressing 
my  opinion  that  I  believe  it  to  be  restricted 
to  trust  accounts.  If  it  is  not  restricted  to 
trust  accounts,  then  section  25  becomes  re- 
dundant.   But  as  long  .as  section  25  is  there. 


2702 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


the  courts  must  interpret  it  as  qualifying 
section  23  and  making  it  restrictive— that  you 
ought  to  discuss  the  matter  with  legislative 
counsel  and  your  own  solicitors  to  clear  it  up 
and  give  us  an  answer  as  to  what  it  means. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  in  the  light  of 
the  very  pertinent  comments  which  the  hon. 
member  has  made  I  shall  have  occasion  to  do 
just  what  he  suggests. 

Mr.  Ben:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Min- 
ister. Now,  I  am  getting  toward  the  end.  How 
many  are  on  staff  in  the  administration  of  The 
Used  Car  Dealers  Act?  Of  that  staff  how 
many  are  inspectors? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Fourteen  inspectors,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Ben:  How  many  of  them  are  in  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Seven. 

Mr.  Ben:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Ohairanan,  what 
is  considered  a  reasonable  time  to  process  an 
application  for  registration?  What  is  a  reason- 
able time  to  process  a  renewal  of  registration? 

Hon  Mr.  Wishart:  On  the  used  car  dealers? 

Mr.  Ben:  On  the  used  car  dealers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  told  that  the  time 
generally  runs  anywhere  from  three  days  to 
a  week  for  both  registration  and  for  renewal 
of  registration.  But  that  recently  under  the 
central  registration  programme  as  proposed 
it  is  taking  a  bit  longer,  temporarily. 

Mr.  Ben:  Temporarily—how  much  is  a  bit 
longer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Up  to  six  weeks. 

Mr.  Ben:  From  three  days  to  a  week  to  six 
weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  on  account  of 
some  congestion  as  I  say  on  this  new  pro- 
gramme. But  the  ordinary  time  is  three  days 
to  a  week. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Minister,  is  there  any  possi- 
bility of  giving  the  applicant  a  temporary 
permit,  temporary  registration,  while  the 
matter  itself  is  pending  for  those  six  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Where  there  is  an  indi- 
cation of  that  kind  and  there  is  merit  and  real 
urgency,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  applicant 
■getting  the  opportunity  to  carry  on. 


Mr.  Ben:  I  take  it  then  that  no  dealer 
has  had  to  suspend  his  business  because  per- 
mits are  being  processed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart.  No. 

Mr.  Ben:  That  is  gratifying.  Mr  Minister, 
through  you,  Mr  Chairman,  bow  many  hear- 
ings were  held  by  the  registrar  in  the  years 
1968,  1969  and  1970  and  how  many  de- 
cisions of  the  registrar  were  appealed  in  the 
same  years,  and  of  the  appeals  how  many 
of  the  decisions  of  the  registrar  were  over- 
ruled? I  am  dealing  with  The  Used  Car 
Dealers  Act.  It  is  not  in  here  in  your  report, 
Mr.  Minister.    I  looked. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  In  the  period  1965  to 
1971,  February  of  this  year,  there  were  601 
hearings.  Of  those  hearings  registrations  de- 
nied were  102;  registrations  cancelled  were 
44;  registrations  suspended  Avere  75;  condi- 
tional probation,  302;  reprimands,  39; 
cautions,  16;  no  action  taken,  22;  and  pend- 
ing, there  is  one.  If  the  hon.  member  would 
add  those  figures,  he  would  find  they  amount 
to  the  601  hearings  during  that  period  of 
time. 

Mr.  Ben:  Of  the  302,  Mr.  Minister,  can 
your  advisers  inform  you  bow  many  of  those 
conditional  permits  were  subsequently  made 
permanent?  Or  whatever  the  phrase  used 
may  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  I  have 
any  statistics.  I  would  assume  those  that  were 
conditional  were  for  a  period  of  time  and  if 
they  went  on  they  would  become  peimanent. 
There  were  302  conditional  probations.  I 
cannot  tell  from  the  statistics  but  I  would 
think  that  most  of  those  would  become  per- 
manent, probably  on  the  basis  that  they  bad 
to  meet  certain  conditions  and  they  probably 
did  so. 

Mr.  Ben:  When  the  minister  gets  those 
figures,  perhaps  he  could  put  the  answers 
in  a  letter  to  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  see  what  I 
can  do. 

Mr.  Ben:  Thank  you.  Under  section  29 
of  the  Act,  when  the  registrar  may  with 
the  approval  of  the  director  require  a  finan- 
cial statement,  under  what  circumstances 
would  the  directors  approve  the  demand 
for  a  financial  statement,  and  would  such 
approval  be  required  in  writing?  That  again 
is  under  The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  I  will  take 
that,  to  add  to  and  reply. 

Mr.  Ben:  Okay.  Under  section  33(l)(b): 
Every  person  who  knowingly  fails  to  comply 
with  any  order,  direction  or  other  requirement 
made  under  this  Act— that  is  the  phrase- 
should  this  wording  not  read  "lawful  order" 
and  "lawful  requirement"— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:   No. 

Mr.  Ben:  —since  it  is  possible  that  a 
requirement  or  order  for  which  no  authority 
is  found  in  the  statute  may  be  made  and 
the  registrant  could  be  penalized  for  the 
fact  of  disobeying  an  order  or  requirement, 
whether  it  was  lawful  under  the  Act  or 
statute  or  not.  Is  it  not  a  fact— the  minister 
is  a  lawyer— under  The  Criminal  Code,  he 
must  do  something  "unlawfully."  That  is 
the  key  word  that  the  accused  did  "unlaw- 
fully" or  wilfully  so  and  so.  Should  this  not 
read  the  same  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  is  just- 1  was  going  to  use  an  expression 
which  I  will  not  use.  You  do  not  put  'law- 
ful" in  front  of  everything.  Even  The  Crimi- 
nal Code  says,  "Everyone  who  does—" 

Mr.    Ben:    "They    did    unlawfully    such—" 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  "—such  and  such  is 
guilty  of  an  offence."  They  do  not  say  that 
anyone  who  "unlawfully"  does  something; 
they  say  if  you  do  it.  If  you  are  writing 
an  Act,  you  say  these  are  the  things  that 
must  be  done;  these  are  the  requirements. 
Then  everyone  who  contravenes  an  order  or 
a  provision  of  this  Act— you  do  not  say  "a 
lawful  provision  of  this  Act,"  because  pre- 
sumably it  is  lawful,  because  it  is  in  the  Act 
It  is  legislation;  it  is  all  law. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  think  the  hon.  minister  has 
become  so  engrossed  in  this  department,  he 
may  have  forgotten  some  of  the  facts  that 
he  picked  up  in  his  previous  portfolio.  But 
I  think  if  he  will  examine  all  the  summonses, 
he  will  find  that  they  read  that  the  accused 
on  such  and  such  a  date  did  "unlawfully"; 
in  the  case  that  they  held  that  those  words 
"unlawfully"  are  essential  to  the  validity  of 
the  charge, 

Hon.    Mr.   Wishart:   No. 

Mr.  Ben:  Well,  all  right.  Look  into  it 
again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  This  was  all  in  my 
department  anyway  previously,  so  we  can 
both  do  that  together. 


Mr.  Ben:  Okay.  Are  there  any  stipulated 
number  of  convictions  a  dealer  may  have 
under  section  49(1)  of  The  Highway  Traffic 
Act,  relating  to  certificates  of  mechanical 
fitness,  before  his  registration  is  in  jeopardy? 
For  the  uninitiated  here,  section  49(1)  is  the 
section  which  requires  that  a  dealer  in  used 
cars  give  a  certificate  of  mechanical  fitness 
to  a  purchaser;  and  in  a  subsequent  section 
under  that  which  says  makes  it  an  offence 
to  give  a  false  certificate. 

Now,  is  there  any  rule  of  thumb  or  number 
of  convictions,  or  do  you  cancel  registration 
on  one  conviction? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  see  what  I  can 
get  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  Ben:  Okay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Finished 
George? 

Mr.  Ben:  Two  more;  I  think  I  have  two 
more  questions.  Mr.  Minister,  in  the  regula- 
tions, section  16  of  The  User  Car  Dealers 
Act,  stipulates  that  if  any  portion  of  the  con- 
tract is  financed,  section  21  of  The  Comsumers 
Protection  Act,  1966,  as  amended  must  be 
complied  with.  What  consititutes  "finianced" 
within  the  context  of  this  regulation? 

Oh,  I  am  sorry;  you  did  not  hear.  I  will 
repeat  it. 

In  the  regulations,  section  16  of  The  Used 
Car  Dealers  Act,  it  stipulates  that  if  any  por- 
tion of  the  contract  is  financed,  section  21  of 
The  Consumers  Protection  Act,  1966,  as 
amended  must  be  complied  with.  The  ques- 
tion is,  what  constitutes  "finanoed"-^and  I 
put  the  word  "financed"  in  quotaition  marks 
—within  the  context  of  this  regulation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  know  ofiFhand, 
Mr.  Chairman;  I  would  have  to  take  the  Act, 
look  at  it,  and  give  it  a  litde  considered  study 
in  order  to  give  a  proper  answer.  At  the 
moment,  quite  frankly,  I  do  not  see  ithe  diffi- 
culty which  the  hon.  member  seems  to  find 
in  the  language.  I  think  it  is  clear.  But  if 
he  is  having  difficulty  wiith  it,  I  would  want 
to  study  it  and  come  up  with  considered 
answer  so  that  I  can  satisfy  him  and  be 
certain  that  what  I  am  saying  is  said  in 
definite,  clear,  legal  language  as  an  opinion  to 
him;  and  for  that  reason  I  do  not  want  to 
answer  ofiFhand. 

Mr.  Ben:  Well,  Mr.  Minister,  I  in  no  way 
chastise  you  for  so  doing.  I  stated  that  these 
were  technical  questions.  Under  the  rules  of 
the  House  I  can  either  ask  you  When  your 
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estimates  came  up  in  this  paiiioular  depart- 
ment or  I  must  put  them  to  you  day  by  day, 
question  by  question,  during  the  question 
period  before  the  orders  of  the  day,  and 
surely,  you  would  not  want  me  to  do  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No.  Please  let  me  make 
clear— I  am  not  objecting  in  any  way;  I  am 
just  saying  that  in  order  to  give  you  a  proper 
answer,  I  must  have  some  time. 

Mr.  Ben:  Very  we'll  then,  I  am  not  press- 
ing you  for  answers  today.  I  am  sorry  that 
this  is  the  only  opportunity  I  have  to  throw 
all  these  questions  at  you. 

Mr.  Minister,  again  vmder  The  Used  Car 
Dealers  Act.  Section  30  of  the  Act  relates  to 
advertising  where  the  registrar  is  given  wide 
powers  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  dealer's 
advertising  is  false,  misleading  or  deceptive, 
and  he  may  order  that  such  advertising  cease 
immediately.  The  questions  are:  what  are 
the  criteria  the  registrar  of  The  Used  Car 
Dealers  Act  uses  to  arrive  at  a  ceasenand- 
desist  order;  and,  should  there  not  be  an 
advisory  board  to  determine  some  ground 
rules  for  advertising? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Perhaps  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  right.  I  think  what  I  am  going  to  do, 
Mr.  Chairman  is— particularly  with  this  after- 
noon's debate— look  very  carefully  at  Hansard 
when  it  appears  to  get  the  hon.  member's 
comments  and  deal  with  them  seriatim  fully 
and  completely  and  give  him  those  answers. 

Mr.    Ben:    Very   well  then,    Mr.    Minister, 

without  asking  you  for  answers  now,  I  am 

going  to  put  two  more  questions  to  you,  is 
that  agreeable? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  All  right. 

Mr.  Ben:  The  minister  made  reference 
sometime  last  week— I  cannot  remember  whe- 
ther it  was  Tuesday  or  Thursday-to  The  Bills 
of  Sale  Act  in  connection  with  warranties. 
You  recall  I  asked  you— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  right. 

Mr.  Ben:  He  is  no  doubt  aware  that  in 
the  business  of  selHng  motor  vehicles,  used 
cars  are  often  sold  as  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right! 

Mr.  Ben:  That  is  without  a  guarantee  of 
any  kind.  In  view  of  his  remarks  on  war- 
ranties, can  we  conclude  that  a  used  car 
vehicle  must  be  sold  with  some  kind  of 
guarantee  in  all  circumstances?  One  question. 


Mind  you  if  die  minister,  after  I  am  finished, 
wants  to  give  an  answer  that  is  fine,  but  I 
will  read  the  next  question, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  can  answer  that  right 
now. 

Mr.  Ben:  Okay,  do  you  want  to  answer 
right   now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes.  The  answer  is 
that  by  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  and  I  think 
I  mentioned  this  to  the  House  the  other  day, 
the  fact  that  behind  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act 
was  the  common  law  always  accepted  as 
custom  of  law  that  when  you  bought  an 
article  there  were  certain  warranties  that 
went  with  it  as  a  matter  of  custom  which 
grew  into  law;  that  it  was  fit  to  do  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  designed;  that  it  had 
certain  qualities  of  proper  workmanship,  dur- 
ability and  so  on. 

Now  I  suppose  perhaps  I  should  say  next 
that  common  law,  which  grew  up  as  matter 
of  custom  in  the  marketplace,  was  consoh- 
dated  many  years  ago  into  an  Act  known 
as  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  which  attempted 
to  put  into  a  statute,  as  distinct  from  com- 
mon law,  the  warranties  which  went  with  any 
article  sold  in  the  marketplace,  no  matter 
what  it  was.  And  the  buyer  could  rely  on 
those  warranties  that  the  vendor  must  per- 
form and  that  the  article  must  possess  and 
he  could  sue  on  them,  under  The  Sale  of 
Goods  Act,  by  statute  rather  than  rely  on 
the  common-law  oases  which  the  courts  had 
to  look  back  at  from  precedent  to  precedent. 

Then  what  happened  recently  in  our  mar- 
ketplace, in  our  commercial  life,  was  that 
dealers— and  there  was  no  law  against  this— 
were  writing  in  the  fine  print  of  the  condi- 
tional sale  for  the  vendor  to  sign:  "I  will  not 
rely  upon  or  take  action  upon  any  warranties 
included  in  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act."  So  they 
wrote  them  out  and  they  were  free  of  all 
claims  or  warranty.  The  word  guarantee  is 
not  a  good  word,  really,  because  guarantee 
relates  generally  to  the  conduct  of  somebody 
else  or  some  other  thing,  you  guarantee  per- 
formance of  someone  or  you  guarantee  pay- 
ment. But  dealers  were  writing  out  the 
warranties  in  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  getting 
rid  of  them,  getting  the  buyer  to  sign  that 
he  would  not  take  action  to  enforce  the  Act. 

What  we  did  a  couple  of  weeks  ago  by  the 
bill  I  introduced  in  the  second  section  of  that 
bill,  was  to  say:  "No  vendor,  no  seller,  can 
require  'or  call  upon  the  buyer  to  release  him 
from  the  obligation  to  perform  the  warran- 
ties under  The  Sale   of  Goods  Act",   and  if 


JUNE  14,  1971 


2705 


he  does,  that  shall  have  no  efFebt  in  the  toourt, 
even  though  the  buyer  has  said:  "I  v^^ill  not 
take  ■aotion";  the  buyer  is  free  to  do  so.  Even 
if  you  face  him  with  his  signature  saying 
that  he  releases  you,  it  means  nothing;  he  is 
free  to  enforce  the  warranties.  And  they  are 
the  warranties  that  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act 
CBrme  from. 

Now  I  said  this  further  the  other  day  and 
I  repeat  it  again:  it,  I  think  it  is  probably 
very  desirable  and  necessary  that  today  in 
the  marketplace  as  it  has  developed  since 
the  days  of  The  Sale  of  Goods  Aot,  that  The 
Sale  of  Goods  Act  be  looked  at  and  revised 
and  rewritten  and  brought  up  to  date,  so 
that  new  types  of  warranty  in  this  sophisti- 
cated type  of  marketplace  we  have,  new  types 
of  warranty  may  be  written  into  a  new  Sale 
of  Goods  Act,  and  that  the  buyer  get  the 
benefit  of  those  and  that  the  seller  be  in- 
formed and  understand  what  his  obligations 
and  responsibilities  aie. 

That  took  quite  a  long-winded  answer,  per- 
haps, to  the  hon.  member,  but  I  think  it  was 
necessary  to  say  in  order  to  make  it  clear. 

Mr.  Ben:  Well  it  was  a  winded  answer- 
forgive  me,  I  am  not  trying  to  be  sarcastic 
about  something— its  just  that  it  was  a  long 
answer.  But  the  question  still  remains,  as 
between  dealers,  not  between  dealer  and 
the  public,  is  there  any  warranty  attaching 
to  a  vehicle  when  it  is  sold  by  a  wholesaler 
or  an  auctioneer  at  a  wholesale  to  a  dealer 
"as  is"— and  I  would  point  out  that,  all 
motor  vehicles  sold  at  a  car  auction,  that 
is  an  auction  where  only  dealers  are  permit- 
ted to  attend,  not  the  public,  are  sold  on  an 
"as  is"  basis,  or  have  been  until  now.  Is 
this  going  to  change  it?  Are  you  going  to 
now  impose  some  kind  of  a  warranty  be- 
tween buyer  and  seller,  or  seller  and  buyer, 
in  these  used-car  auctions  where  the  practice 
in  the  market  has  been  to  date  that  the 
purchaser  takes  the  motor  vehicle  "as  is"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think,  between  deal- 
ers, perhaps  they  are  knowledgeable  of  the 
item,  the  article.  There  would  be  little  to  be 
said  if  such  a  buyer  could  say  he  had  any 
warrant}',  especially  if  he  buys  on  a  basis  of 
"as  is",  "where  is"  and  so  on,  there  could  be 
no  warranty  actually  put  in  force. 

Mr.  Ben:  And  then  I  presume  that  the 
same  would  apply— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  distinct  from 
the  purchaser,  the  citizen,  in  the  market. 


Mr.  Ben:  I  would  presume  that  that  also 
would  apply  if  a  dealer  sold  to  a  consumer 
a  motor  vehicle,  marked  "as  is"  on  the 
understanding  that  he  could  not  license  it, 
be  could  not  get  a  transfer  of  the  ownership, 
until  he  satisfied  the  Minister  of  Transport 
and  Communications  that  the  motor  vehicle 
was  now  certifiable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  I  think  we  have 
regulations  and  rules  now  that  you  cannot 
sell— you  cannot  put  out,  certainly,  on  the 
road,  and  I  believe  it  goes  to  the  actual  sale 
of  a  motor  vehicle— unless  it  is  in  certain 
condition. 

Mr.  Ben:  No,  Mr.  Minister,  you  can  sell 
a  motor  vehicle  that  is  not  fit  for  the  road 
but  the  registration  goes  to  the  department 
and  it  will  not  be  rehcensed  to  the  new 
owner  until  lie  does  perform  what  has  to  be 
performed.  In  other  words,  I  can  sell  a  car 
that  is  not  fit  for  the  road,  providing  I 
notify  the  department  I  am  so  selling  it  and 
I  surrender  the  license  to  the  department 
until  such  time  as  a  certificate  of  mechanical 
fitness  is  filed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  I  was  trying  to 
remember  that  new  Act  that  was  introduced 
a  few  days  ago.  The  Consumer  Protection 
Act,  on  the  previous  question.  Consumer 
sale  is  defined  as  a  contract  for  a  sale  of 
goods  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  bus- 
iness to  a  purchaser  for  his  consumption  or 
use  but  does  not  include  a  sale  to  a  pur- 
chaser for  resale,  at  A,  or  to  a  purchaser 
whose  purchase  is  in  the  course  of  carrying 
on  business. 

Mr.  Ben:  That  answers  the  first  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  answers  your 
first  question.  Now  you  are  asking  me  about 
the- 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  41st  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —you  are  asking  about 
the  "as  is"  situation  between  the  citizen 
purchaser  of  the  "as  is"  vehicle  on  the 
used  car  dealer's  lots? 

Mr.  Ben:  And,  Mr.  Minister,  under  this 
"as  is"  clause,  the  dealer  must  send  in  the 
registration  to  that  motor  vehicle  to  The 
Department  of  Transport  so  that  the  pur- 
chaser does  not  get  the  registration  until  he 
has  satisfied  The  Department  of  Transport 
that  he  has  put  the  motor  vehicle  into  a 
state  of  mechanical  fitness. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right. 
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Mr.  Ben:   There  would  be  no  warranties 
then,   I   would   assume,   because   it   is   made 
clear  to  the  purchaser   that  he  is  taking  it 
as  IS  . 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  agree  quite 
with  that.  I  mean,  the  regulations  as  to  the 
condition  of  the  vehicle  are  special  things 
required  by  the  department  for  certain  rea- 
sons, that  it,  for  safety  or  so  forth.  But  I 
think,  perhaps,  one  could  very  well  argue, 
that  certain  things  are  required  imder  that 
regulation;  there  may  be  other  general  re- 
quirements in  the  nature  of  warranty  as 
would  affect  that  vehicle.  It  might  require  it 
to  have  certain  brakes,  for  instance.  I  pre- 
sume that  is  perhaps  in  the  regulations;  I  do 
not  know  them  in  detail.  It  must  have  a 
centain  quality  of  braking.  But  I  think 
there  could  be  something  else— if  it  were 
found  that,  say,  the  lower  half  of  the  engine 
or  the  pistons  were  made  out  of  wooden 
rods,  or  something  of  that  sort,  I  think  you 
could  say  that  that  was  something  for  which 
you  could  return  the  vehicle  and  say:  "I 
was  deceived,  this  will  not  perform  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  designed".  This  is 
deception.  I  think  you  would  have  other 
things  outside  what  a  department  requires 
for  safety  purposes;  at  least,  I  think  I  could 
make  an  argument  of  that  type  of  thing. 

Mr.  Ben:  My  question  is  this:  Is  it  not 
possible  any  longer  for  a  dealer  to  sell  to 
a  consumer  a  motor  vehicle  on  a  definite 
understanding  that  a  purchaser  buys  it  "as 
is"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Ben:  You  are  saying  that  it  is  no 
longer  possible? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Ben:  That  they  cannot,  any  longer, 
after  this  is  passed,  send  the  registration 
into  The  Department  of  Transport,  say  for  an 
antique,  or  sell  a  car  that  has  no  motor  in 
it  or  anything  like  that,  or  sell  a  car  that 
has  no  wheels  on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  a  car  with  no 
wheels  on  it,  it  is  certainly  clear  that  it  is 
not  designed  to  run  on  the  road, 

Mr.  Ben:  But,  Mr.  Minister,  you  do  not 
understand  your  own  Act. 

Hon.    Mr.   Wishart:   Yes,   I   do. 

Mr.  Ben:  Your  Act  specifies  at  the  present 
time  that  in  certain  conditions  you  can  sell 


a  motor  vehicle  on  an  "as  is"  basis  provided 
that  the  person  who  buys  it  cannot  drive 
it  away  until  such  time  as  he  has  satisfied 
The  Department  of  Transport  that  the  motor 
vehicle  is  mechanically  fit,  because  under 
the  Act,  in  the  regulations,  the  vendor  under 
such  circumstances,  does  not  transfer  the 
ownership  to  the  purchaser  but  sends  it  to 
the  Department  of  Transport  saying  that 
this  motor  vehicle  is  not  fit  for  the  road, 
and  the  minister  will  not  transfer  the  owner- 
ship or  give  a  license  for  that  motor  vehicle 
to  be  operated  until  the  purchaser  subse- 
quently puts  it  in  to  road  worthiness  and 
produces  a  certificate  of  fitness.  The  sale 
is  still  valid,  though,  because  the  purchaser 
is  entitled  to  buy  a  motor  vehicle  that  looks 
like  a  bunch  of  scrap  and  the  vendor  is 
permitted  to  sell  him  a  motor  vehicle  that 
looks  like  a  bunch  of  scrap,  and  it  is  a 
valid  and  binding  contract  except  that  the 
purchaser  cannot  operate  that  motor  vehicle, 
nor  will  the  Minister  of  Transport  issue  a 
licence  for  that  motor  vehicle  until  such 
time  as  the  Minister  of  Transport  has  been 
satisfied  by  certificate  of  mechanical  fitness 
that  it  is  fit  to  be  on  the  road. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  all  right,  I  am 
not  going  to  prolong  this  but  supposing  the 
hon.  member  goes  to  buy  a  1924  antique 
Ford  that  is  sitting  on  the  lot,  and  he  is 
really  not  interested  in  driving  it,  even 
though  a  certificate  of  fitness  were  obtained. 
Let  us  say  that  the  fender  and  the  door 
were  papier  mache,  glazed  and  polished 
and  varnished,  and  he  thinks  it  is  steel,  iron, 
metal,  and  he  gets  it  as  it  is.  Does  he  not 
think  he  has  a  right  to  go  back  to  the 
dealer  and  say,  "you  fooled  me,  you  deceived 
me,  you  did  not  sell  me  what  I  thought  I 
was   getting"? 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr,  Minister,  are  you  not  being 
a  little  too  far  fetched  that  a  person  is  going 
to  buy  a  1924  motor  vehicle  which  would 
be  in  the— it  is  not  called  an  antique,  there 
is  another  word  for  it— a  classic,  that  is  the 
word, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  All  right,  a  classic. 

Mr.  Ben:  A  classic,  that  he  would  not 
inspect  the  motor  vehicle,  at  least  who  buys 
a  motor  vehicle  without  kicking  the  tires 
or  slamming  the  doors.  Those  are  two  rituals 
that  everybody  performs. 

All  right,  I  will  let  you  meditate  on  that 
one,  Mr.  Minister.  I  just  have  two  small 
questions. 


JUNE  14,  1971 


2707 


Mr.  Stokes:  You  said  that  40  minutes  ago. 
"Mr.  Minister,  I  just  have  two  or  three  Httle 
questions." 

Mr.  Ben:  You  are  a  good  actor,  we  should 
put  you  on  the  stage.  It  says,  "The  sales- 
man's surety  bond  has  been  eliminated—" 

Mr.  T.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Better  check 
and  see  if  you  can  sell  the  stage. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  You  will  need  a  certificate 
of  fitness  for  the  stage. 

Mr.  Ben:  It  says:  "The  salesman's  surety 
bond  requirement  has  been  eliminated  from 
The  Used  Car  Dealers  Act  and  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  bond  forfeitures  in  this 
group  more  than  doubled  last  year—"  well 
not  quite,  from  seven  to  11— "would  the 
minister  give  consideration  to  reinstating  the 
bond  requirement  for  this  category,  that  is, 
for  the  salesman,  or  increasing  the  amount 
of  dealers'  bonds?" 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  this  will  be 
one  of  the  points  along— 

Mr.  Ben:  I  think  there  is  just  one  final 
question,  and  that  is  to  satisfy  my  friend 
over  there.  Would  the  minister  indicate 
whether  registration  under  The  Real  Estate 
and  Business  Brokers  Act  and  under  The 
Used  Car  Dealers  Act,  and  like  regulatory 
statutes,  is  either  right  or  privilege? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  perhaps  again 
it  is  a  bit  of  a  legal  question.  One  could 
philosophize  for  some  time.  I  think  it  is  a 
privilege,  not  a  right,  except  on  certain 
conditions  being  met.  In  that  sense  it  is  a 
right,  but  having  met  those  conditions,  it 
has  become  almost  automatic.  I  suppose 
somewhere  it  is  not  an  absolute  right,  like 
the  right  to  walk  down  the  street,  but  a  right 
to  be  granted  on  condition.  Therefore  I  sup- 
pose it  verges  into  the  nature  of  a  privilege 
if  condition  must  be  met. 

Mr.  Ben:  Should  not  therefore  the  right 
and  the  conditions  be  acutely  defined  so 
there  is  no  doubt  in  anybody's  mind  who  has 
to  pass  judgement  as  to  whether  they  have 
been  complied  with  or  have  not  been  com- 
plied with? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  They  should  be  rea- 
sonably and  clearly  defined,  yes.  I  agree  with 
you. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  look  forward,  Mr.  Minister 
through  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  answers  to 
the  points  I  have  raised,  because  that  was 


the   purpose    of    putting  those    questions    to 
you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  604,  the  hon.  member 
for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  am  going  to  take  considerably  less  time 
than  the  previous  speaker. 

I  want  some  advice  from  him  on  behalf 
of  a  person  who  bought  a  brand  new  car 
from  General  Motors  and  it  was  found  to  be 
faulty,  and  he  took  it  to  the  dealer  who  had 
subsequently  gone  out  of  business  and  said: 
"We  have  not  facilities  for  fixing  the  car. 
You  will  have  to  take  it  somewhere  else." 

I  appealed  on  his  behalf  to  General  Motore 
in  Oshawa,  and  they  said:  "You  will  have  to 
take  it  to  the  next  closest  dealer,"  which  is 
Thunder  Bay— 110  miles  from  his  home.  After 
considerable  dialogue  back  and  forth  with 
your  department  and  The  Department  of 
Consumer  and  Corporate  Affairs  in  Ottawa 
and  General  Motors  in  Oshawa  and  Winni- 
peg, we  finally  did  get  some  redress  for  the 
chap.  But  he  lost  considerable  time  and 
was  put  to  considerable  expense  in  travel- 
ling back  and  forth  to  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay  to  get  this  work  done,  and  he  has  not 
got  complete  resolution  of  the  problem  now. 

My  constituent  says,  "My  tax  dollar  sup- 
ports The  Department  of  Transport  and  The 
Department  of  Consumer  and  Corporate  Af- 
fairs; I  do  not  like  the  way  they  spend  it. 
I  reported  an  unsafe  vehicle  to  The  Depart- 
ment of  Transport;  why  did  they  not  take 
it  off  the  road?  And  why  can  General  Motors 
sell  junk?"  He  says,  "Why  does  The  Depart- 
ment of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  not 
make  a  complete  investigation  of  a  product 
it  has  never  seen,  and  yet  it  is  offering 
advice?" 

I  am  wondering  when  a  case  like  this  is 
brought  to  your  attention,  do  you  send  any- 
body to  look  at  the  vehicle  and  find  out 
whether  in  fact  the  claims  made  by  the 
purchaser  are  in  fact  a  true  reflection  of  what 
actually  took  place,  and  then  go  to  General 
Motors  or  whoever  the  offender  is  and  say, 
"Put  this  in  order"?  There  is  a  warranty,  as 
you  well  know,  with  all  new  cars;  it  is  not 
the  case  that  the  hon.  member  for  Humber 
was  speaking  of  when  you  buy  on  an  as-is 
and  where-is  basis.  You  know  that  when  you 
buy  a  new  car  it  is  supposed  to  come  up 
to  certain  specifications  and  the  seller  has  a 
responsibility  under  the  warranty. 

I  am  wondering  what  advice  you  would 
give   to    a   person    like    this    who    has    been 
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aggrieved    and    is    having    a    great    deal    of 
difficulty  in  resolving  the  problem? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  not  in 
every  case  would  we  possibly  send  an  in- 
spector to  inspect  a  vehicle,  such  as  in  the 
case  the  hon.  member  recites.  If  we  had  an 
inspector  in  the  area  reasonably  close  by, 
we  would  do  so. 

The  hon.  member  speaks  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Consumer  and  Corporate  Affairs, 
—sometimes  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Ajffairs— 

Mr.  Stokes:  Both  of  them  were  involved. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Our  department? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  And  the  provincial 
Department  of  Transport,  I  take  it? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes. 

Hon.   Mr.   Wishart:   I   do  not  know  what 
advice    one    would    give.    Apparently    there 
has    been   correspondence   with   this   depart- 
ment- 
Mr.  Stokes:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  There  has  been  cor- 
respondence with  Transport,  with  General 
Motors- 
Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  Not  The  Department  of 
Transport,  but  The  Department  of  Consumer 
and  Corporate  Affairs  federally  and  Financial 
and   Commercial  Affairs  provincially. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Ottawa  and  the  prov- 
ince. And  do  I  understand— I  am  not  asking 
this  to  soften  the  blow— but  do  I  understand 
that  General  Motors  have  now  agreed  to  do 
something? 

Mr.  Stokes:  They  have  agreed  to  do  some- 
thing about  it,  but  certainly  not  to  the  extent 
that  would  compensate  the  person  for  all  his— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  For  his  time  and  trouble 
lost.  Well,  I  really  am  at  a  loss  to  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  whether  we  have  authority  to  do 
anything  in  the  way  of  getting  that  compen- 
sation for  him.  I  think  that  all  that  the  manu- 
facturer is  required  to  do  is  to  make  good  on 
the  basis  of  its  warranty.  If  the  car  has  to  be 
taken  to  the  service  station  some  distance 
away,  or  to  the  dealer,  I  do  not  think  we  can 
require  him  to  pay.  Perhaps  we  might  look 
at  the  warranties  and  examine  them  and  see 
if  we  can  improve  the  type  of  warranty.  I 
think  that  is  one  of  the  studies  that  we  are 


doing  with  respect  to  many  types  of  goods, 
the  fact  that  many  warranties  are  almost 
worthless  when  one  comes  to  read  them  as  to 
what  they  undertake  to  do  from  the  points 
of  view  of  time  of  their  duration,  all  the  ex- 
ceptions that  are  written  into  them,  savings 
and  so  on.  So  we  are  doing  that. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  would  you  do  in  a  case 
where  there  is  not  an  obvious  attempt  by  the 
seller  to  delay  until  the  warranty  had  nm 
out,  but  in  fact  that  is  what  happens  in  many 
cases?  By  the  time  you  get  finished  determin- 
ing the  extent  to  which  the  seller  is  liable  to 
make  something  right,  the  warranty  does 
run  out,  and  then  you  have  not  as  good  a 
case  as  you  previously  had. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  know  this 
fellow,  but  I  am  going  to  risk  this  answer. 
I  think  if  that  letter  is  brought  to  the  atten- 
tion of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs, 
then  we  would,  through  the  department, 
contact  the  manufacturer  with  the  facts  of 
the  situation  of  the  warranty,  that  the  dealer 
is  bringing  about  delay  and  is  stalling.  We 
would  bring  it  to  his  attention.  I  think  the 
fact  that  we  get  in  touch  with  him— which  I 
hope,  was  not  in  this  case— would  have  some 
good  effect  in  bringing  him  to  the  mark  and 
getting  him  to  undertake  to  carry  out  the 
warranty. 

So  I  would  say  generally,  to  those  persons 
who  have  difficulty  in  that  area  of  warranty, 
use  us.  Use  our  department.  That  is  what  we 
are  for. 

That  is  why  we  are  sending  out  a  caravan 
to  say:  "Here  is  what  you  can  do.  Here  is 
what  we  do.  Let  us  have  your  complaint 
and  we  will  follow  it  up."  And  I  do  not  say 
for  a  moment  that  our  department's  perform- 
ance is  perfect,  but  I  think  we  are  proving 
that  we  are  anxious  to  serve  the  public. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  follow  up  very  briefly  with  the 
minister  this  question  of  the  warranty  with 
respect  to  used  cars,  whether  it  be  between 
dealer  and  dealer,  or  between  auctioneer  and 
dealer,  or  whether  it  be  between  the  dealer 
and  the  ultimate  purchaser.  I  am  mainly  con- 
cerned with  the  ultimate  purchaser. 

I  would  like  to  urge  on  the  minister  that 
he  set  up  a  minister's  committee  to  deal  with 
the  possibility  of  establishing  some  method 
by   which   warranties    could   be    given   with 
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respect  to  used  cars.  I  think  it  is  an  entirely 
separate  and  distinct  and  specialized  field- 
apart  altogether  from  whatever  general 
amendments  may  be  necessary  with  respect 
to  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act  at  the  present  time. 

The  reason  I  think  it  is  distinctive— and 
perhaps  this  relates,  to  some  extent,  to  what 
my  colleague,  the  member  for  Thunder  Bay, 
was  saying— is  that  your  report  shows  a  large 
number  of  grievances  filed  under  the  heading 
of  used  car  dealers,  to  which  the  member  for 
Humber  has  referred.  Namely,  2,081  in  the 
year  1970,  and  2,075  in  the  year  1969  and 
presumably,  somewhat  about  the  same  figure 
in  the  fiscal  year  which  ended  on  March  31 
of  this  year. 

I  would  guess  that  an  analysis  of  those 
grievances  would  show  that  only  a  small 
number  are  related  necessarily  to  the  question 
of  fraud  or  misrepresentation  or  some  other 
ground,  which  might  ultimately  lead  to  the 
cancellation  of  a  salesman  or  a  dealer's 
licence  to  deal.  Many  of  them  are  related  to 
a  misapprehension  on  the  part  of  the  public 
of  the  function  that  the  minister's  department 
performs  with  respect  to  the  question  of  the 
fitness  of  used  cars.  I  make  that  as  a  first 
categorical  statement,  in  part  with  a  question 
mark.  Perhaps  the  minister  has  an  analysis 
of  those  grievances— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  generally  right. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —which  this  would  bear 
out,  but  I  would  assume  that  to  be  the  case. 

My  own  experience  has  been  that  I  write 
on  a  number  of  occasions  throughout  the 
year— as  I  am  sure  many  other  members  do- 
to  the  department  on  behalf  of  constituents 
on  this  question  of  the  faulty  nature  of  the 
automobile  which  they  have  bought.  It  has 
all  sorts  of  ramifications,  particularly  if  the 
vehicle  is  not  repaired;  the  man  does  not 
have  an  adequate  automobile,  and  yet  is 
saddled  with  the  consumer  debt  which  he 
incurred  for  the  purpose  of  buying  it.  But 
that  is  a  separate  question. 

I  urge  on  the  minister  the  need  to  have 
a  specia!l  study  of  the  possibility  of  a  war- 
ranfty  in  the  used  oar  business.  It  may  be 
that  it  is  not  an  identical  warranty  in  all 
cases,  related  to  an  aging  process.  The  length 
of  time  of  the  warranty  might  be  longer  in 
certain  cases.  Or  it  might  be  well  known  to 
the  public  that  if  you  buy  a  car  which  is  of 
a  certain  age,  no  warranty  attaches.  And  it 
may  be  that,  depending  on  the  age  of  the 
vehicle  and  its  history  as  known  to  the  dealer, 
that  the  extent  of  that  warranty  may  be 
broader  in  some  cases  than  an  others. 


So  I  am  not  speaking  about  some  kind  of 
a  uniform  warranty.  I  am  talking  about  a 
carefully  assessed  and  studied  possibility  that 
a  warranty  could  be  made  available  to  a 
person  who  buys  a  used  oar  so  that  he  know 
exactly  what  he  can  expect  for  the  money 
which  he  is  paying. 

I  would  also  couple  with  that,  in  the  alter- 
native, that  the  minister  could  give  consider- 
ation, or  such  a  committee  could  give 
consideration,  to  abolishing  the  use  of  the 
word  "warranty"  in  respect  of  used  car 
sales,  except  within  the  limited  purposes 
which  I  think  has  got  to  come  about  in  the 
province  with  respect  to  these  sales.  Many 
people  get  something  headed  "warranty"  or 
"guarantee"  or  some  such  document  and  all 
it  is  is  an  indication  that  if  the  oar  breaks 
down  that  they  can  come  back  and  get  the 
work  done,  with  the  parts  costing  a  certain 
graded  percentage  of  the  dealer's  usual  cost 
for  goods.  It  is  really  not  a  warranty  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  What  word  would  the 
hon.  member  use?  Has  he  a  suggestion  instead 
of  warranty? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  think  the  minister  should 
retain  warranty,  but  he  should  not  let  a  dealer 
use  it  for  what,  in  many  cases,  are  misleading 
forms  which  he  gives  to  a  person.  I  may  not 
have  made  myself  clear.  I  think  warranty 
should  be  kept  for  the  purposes  of  the  war- 
ranty. But  a  dealer  should  not  be  able  to  use 
the  word  warranty  for  things  which  are  not 
warranties  with  respect  to  the  vehicle,  but 
are  only  a  privilege  to  come  and  get  the 
necessary  parts  for  repair  purposes  at  a  re- 
duced price,  or  some  similar  advertising  gim- 
mick, drawn  up  usually  in  a  form,  w'hJch  to 
most  people  is  misleading,  if  they  do  not 
read  it,  and  many  people,  including  myself, 
probably  would  not  read  it. 

But  the  principal  reason  is  that  I  think  it 
is  fair  to  say  that  the  law  in  the  province 
with  respect  to  motor  vehicles,  new  or  used, 
at  the  present  time,  is  reflected  in  three  state- 
ments taken  from  a  recent  case— and  I  am 
not  going  to  comment  about  the  case.  The 
first  proposition  is  that  the  motor  vehicle  is 
a  dangerous  or  potentially— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Would  the  hon.  mem- 
ber care  to  cite  the  case?  I  would  like  to  have 
a  citation  if  he  has  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes,  Twelve  Dominion 
Law  Reports,  third  edition,  at  page  53; 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Third  edition? 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Whatever  they  call  it- 
third  series— sorry— Twelve  Doaninion  Law 
Reports,  third  series,  1970,  page  53. 

The  three  statements  which  are  made  are 
that: 

A  motOT  vehicle  is  a  dangerous  or  po- 
tentially dangerous  thing,  and  as  such, 
there  is  a  duty  imposed  upon  those  who 
manufacture,  supply  or  repair  it  to  take 
reasonable  care. 

That,   of  course,   is   within  the  concepts   of 
MoAlister  (or  Donoghue)  versus  Stevenson. 
Secondly: 

A  manufacturer  who  designs  and  puts  a 
product  on  the  market  is  liable  to  the  ulti- 
miate  consumer  to  ensure  that  the  goods 
so  marketed  are  free  from  defects  which 
arise  from  negligence  or  lack  of  care  on 
the  part  of  the  manufacturer. 

Thirdly: 

Persons  who  supply,  distribute,  sell  or 
import  a  product  owe  a  similar  duty  of 
care  to  the  ultimate  consumer  to  ensure 
that  the  product  does  not  contain  defects 
which  result  from  the  neghgence  of  such 
supplier,   distributor,    vendor  or   importer. 

The  problem,  therefore,  is  that  a  person  who— 
take  the  sad  situation  where,  as  a  result  of 
buying  such  a  vehicle,  he  is  involved  in  an 
accident.  He  then  has  to  go  to  a  lawyer  and 
arrange  to  sue.  The  lawyer  will  advise  him  to 
sue  in  negligence  on  the  basis  of  the  Donoghue 
and  Stevenson  doctrine,  because,  in  all  likeli- 
hood, the  chance  of  recovery  there  in  the 
case  of  a  new  car  are  some^vhat  greater  than 
on  the  basis  of  suing  on  a  warranty.  If  he 
couples  with  it  a  suit  on  the  warranty,  then 
it  may  well  be  that  the  proof  of  the  war- 
ranty is  a  much  more  difiRcult  proposition 
than  the  proof  of  negligence. 

In  the  particular  case  to  which  I  referred, 
negligence  was  held,  but  the  court  did  not 
even  consider,  or  they  claimed  they  were 
going  to  consider  but  they,  in  fact,  did  not 
consider,  the  nature  of  the  warranty. 

If  I  can  go  back  to  try  to  apply  that 
statement  to  the  case  of  the  sale  of  a  used 
car,  then  it  seems  to  me  that,  without 
waiting  for  a  person  to  be  injured  or  suflFer 
property  damage  in  an  accident,  with  respect 
to  the  use  of  a  used  car,  a  person  who  buys 
one  is  entitled  under  the  law  of  this  prov- 
ince, as  I  think  it  should  be,  to  the  benefit 
of  very  definite  warranties,  that  he  knows 
exactly  the  extent  of  the  protection  which 
he  got  when  he  bought  the  vehicle. 


I  tend  to  agree  with  what  the  minister 
said,  that  the  certificate  of  mechanical  fit- 
ness requirement  is  a  different  field  of  public 
policy.  While  it  may  indirectly  assist  the 
purchaser,  that  is  not  its  purpose.  The  pur- 
pose is  a  public  purpose  of  a  minimum 
degree  of  safety  of  vehicles  on  the  highway, 
and  does  not  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
actual  nature  of  the  kind  of  warranty  that 
I   am  speaking  about. 

But  as  I  take  it  under  The  Sales  of  Goods 
Act,  with  the  amendment  when  it  comes 
into  force  for  Consumer  protection  which 
the  minister  introduced,  which  leaves  the 
person  back  with  the  warranties  which  are 
under  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act,  that  he  does 
not  have  any  warranty  with  respect  to  mer- 
chantable quality,  because  as  I  read  The 
Sale  of  Goods  Act,  the  warranty  as  to 
merchantable  quality  applies  only  where 
you  buy  goods  by  a  description,  and  not  in 
the  case  where  you  buy  such  a  specific 
vehicle  as  a  particular  used  car  on  a  par- 
ticular lot.  He  does  not  have  the  benefit 
of  the  merchantable  quality  warranty.  Then 
you  come  to  the  question— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  one  reason, 
but  not  the  major  reason  I  think,  why  we 
feel  The  Sale  of  Goods  Act  should  be  re- 
written,  updated,    reviewed   and   revised. 

I  am  interested  in  what  the  hon.  member 
has  to  say  about  the  used  car  and  the 
warranty  we  may  give  it.  It  seems  to  me 
it  is  going  to  present  some  difficulties,  be- 
cause you  take  a  vehicle  of  that  nature  out, 
even  for  an  hour,  and  the  usage  you  get  is 
going  to  make  it  very  difficult  to  say  whether 
some  purchasers  were  at  fault  in  the  usage 
of  it,  or  whether  the  vendor  still  remains 
liable. 

However,  I  interrupted  the  member.  I 
would  like  to  hear  his  comments. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  will  just  comment 
on  what  the  minister  said.  That  is  always 
an  argument  with  every  article  that  one 
buys.  I  think  specffically  because  of  the 
dangerous  nature  of  an  automobile  we  should 
not  be  diverted  from  trying  to  find  a  solution 
to  this  problem,  because  of  that  particular 
problem  which  is  common  to  the  use  of  all 
equipment   which  one  buys. 

Just  to  follow  on;  therefore,  if  I  am 
correct,  I  read  the  Act  to  state  simply  that 
the  only  warranty  which  the  purchaser  of 
a  used  car  would  have,  taking  into  account 
the  minister's  amendment,  is  that  he  falls 
within  the    class   of  buyer   who   meets   this 
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requirement.  That  he  expressly,  or  by  impli- 
cation, makes  known  to  the  seller,  the  par- 
ticular purpose  for  which  the  goods  are 
required,  so  as  to  show  that  the  buyer  relies 
on  the  seller's  skill  or  judgement,  and  the 
goods  are  of  a  description  that  is  in  the 
course  of  a  seller's  business  to  supply. 

There  is  an  implied  condition  that  the 
goods  will  be  reasonably  fit  for  such  purpose. 
I  think  that  in  a  court  one  could  talk  for 
some  considerable  time  as  to  whether  or 
not,  when  you  buy  a  used  car,  presmnably 
the  purpose  you  bought  the  car  is  to  get 
from  point  A  to  point  B,  and  to  use  it  for 
your  general  purposes   of  transportation. 

I  am  not  at  all  certain  whether  even  that 
warranty  is  available  to  a  person  who  buys 
a  used  car.  It  would  appear  in  common 
sense  to  be  the  case  that  if  I  go  and  buy 
a  used  car  I  do  not  have  to  say,  "Mr. 
So-and-So,  I  am  buying  this  car  for  the 
purpose  of  my  general  transportation,  and 
I  am  relying  on  your  skill  to  give  me  a 
car  which  will  be  fit  for  that  purpose,"  in 
order  to  make  certain  that  the  warranty 
applies  to  the  vehicle  which  one  bought. 

It  may  be  that  a  court  would  uphold  it. 
In  the  used  car  business  it  is  now  an  under- 
stood custom  of  the  business  that  no  war- 
ranty attaches,  regardless  of  what  the  min- 
ister may  say,  because  another  section  here 
may  indicate  that  in  a  particular  trade  no 
warranty  attaches  at  all. 

I  come  back  to  my  proposition,  which  was 
sort  of  implicit  in  what  the  member  for 
Humber  said  in  the  case  of  the  new  car, 
and  was  a  matter  of  concern  in  what  my 
colleague  from  Thunder  Bay  said.  To  come 
back  to  my  original  proposition  that  the 
minister  establish  a  minister's  committee  to 
deal  with  this  problem  in  its  specific  frame- 
work of  the  purchaser  who  buys  the  used 
car— I  think  it  was  interesting,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  there  was  a  notice  in  the  paper 
just  within  a  day  or  so,  which  a  dealer  of 
one  of  the  more  expensive  cars  is,  in  fact, 
giving  some  kind  of  a  warranty  on  used 
cars  which  he  sells. 

I  think  that  there  must  be  an  extension. 
I  think  only  a  special  study  can  disclose 
what  is  fair  and  reasonable  both  to  the  used 
car  dealer  or  the  motor  vehicle  dealer,  and 
what  is  fair  and  reasonable  to  the  purchaser. 
I  just  do  not  think  we  can  tolerate  in  the 
province  a  condition  under  which  no  one 
knows  what  warranties  a  person  has  when 
he  purchases  a  used  car. 

It  would  be  much  better  for  everyone  to 
have  different  warranties   depending  on  the 


year  and  the  make  and  the  length  of  time 
it  has  been  on  the  road  and  its  past  history, 
than  to  be  in  a  state  where  no  one  knows 
exactly  what  those  warranties  are  without 
having  recourse  to  a  court,  because  that  is 
an  expensive  proposition.  There  are  very 
few  people  who  buy  used  cars  who  can  afford 
the  luxury  of  going  to  court  to  find  out  what 
warranty  they  may  or  may  not  be  entitled 
to.  And  I  urge  the  minister  to  appoint  such  a 
committee  to  see  whether  it  is  possible  to 
come  up  with  some  positive  suggestions  in 
this  very  limited  but  important  field  where 
dangerous  chattels  are  sold  to  the  public 
day  in  and  day  out  in  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
the  hon.  member  for  Humber  rises,  I  would 
like  to  simply  state  how  I  have  hstened 
with  great  interest  to  the  member  for  River- 
dale,  and  I  think  in  our  studies  of  warranties 
generally  we  will  certainly  take  his  sugges- 
tion into  account. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Hum- 
ber. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  have  one  further  matter 
—do  you  mind? 

Mr.  Ben:  Yes  I  do.  On  this  particular 
point,  apropos  of  what  the  hon.  member 
for  Riverdale  was  saying,  I  would  ask  the 
hon.  member  to  read  carefully  the  regula- 
tions passed  pursuant  to  The  Used  Car  Deal- 
ers Act,  You  will  find  that  the  requirements 
under  those  regulations  make  it  almost  im- 
perative that  the  car  be  put  into  new  war- 
ranty condition. 

I  have  had  occasion  to  act  for  a  number 
of  used  car  dealers  because  they  came  to  me 
as  being  the  person  who  had  in  the  first 
instance,  in  this  Legislature,  pushed  to  make 
the  certificate  of  mechanical  fitness  manda- 
tory. I  think  the  hon.  minister  will  recall 
that.  They  were  suggesting  that  they  were 
carrying  these  things  to  ridiculous  extremes, 
as  a  result  of  which  I  defended  a  number  of 
them  and  I  am  happy  to  say  that  I  lost  but 
one. 

Your  department  sent  down  a  solicitor, 
and  in  that  particular  instance  the  magistrate 
said,  "Well,  this  was  obviously  an  honest 
mistake."  He  said  to  the  solicitor  for  the 
department:  "Are  you  suggesting  that  even 
though  I  find  it  is  an  honest  mistake,  I  must 
convict  this  man  of  having  made  a  false 
certificate  of  mechanical  fitness?"  The  solicitor 
said:  "Yes,  you  must."  He  says:  "Well,  I 
find  that  it  is  an  honest  mistake,  but  if  you 
say  I  have  to  conviot,  then  I  will  convict." 
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Well,  he  could  appeal.  But  this  is  what  was 
bothering  him.  They  were  alleging  persecu- 
tion by  the  department.  And  this  is  why  I 
had  made  it  a  point  to  go  over  this  Act  with 
a  fine  tooth  comb.  One  last  question  I  am 
going  to  leave  with  you,  because  it  is  5 
o'clock  and  I  have  two  minutes,  and  this 
touches  on  the  position  of  the  registrar 
appearing  before  the  tribunal. 

Section  19  (1)  of  The  Used  Car  Dealers 
Act,  stipulates  that  any  parties  to  the  hear- 
ing before  the  tribunal  may  appeal  from 
the  decision  of  the  tribunal  to  the  Court 
of  Appeal.  Since  the  registrar  is  designated 
by  section  8  (1)  of  the  Act  as  a  party  to  the 
tribunal,  it  seems  that  he  can  also  appeal 
the  decision  of  the  tribunal  where  the  tri- 
bunal does  not  agree  with  his  decision. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  one  of  these  has 
happened.  Why  does  the  registrar  have  the 
right  to  appeal  the  decision  of  the  tribunal, 
since  the  tribunal  is  set  up  to  protect  the 
rights  of  applicants  and  registrants  against 
arbitrary  decisions  of  the  registrar?  What  is  to 
prevent  the  registrar  from  using  the  appeal 
machinery  on  each  and  every  action  when 
the  tribunal  does  not  agree  with  his  decision, 
since  it  is  not  going  to  cost  him  anything? 
The  government  pays  for  every  appeal  of  the 
tribunal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  and  he  could 
exercise  that  right  frivolously  and  put  dealers 
with  whom  he  does  not  have  a  rapport  to 
unnecessary  expense. 

You  recall,  Mr.  Minister,  when  you  were 
the  Minister  of  Justice  I  suggested  that  city 
solicitors,  municipal  solicitors  in  municipali- 
ties, ought  not  to  have  the  right  to  appeal 
the  decisions  of  prosecutions  which  they  laid 
by  way  of  trial  de  novo  because  there  was 
every  possibility,  with  the  sources  available 
to  the  department,  to  try  their  case  properly 
the  first  time;  that  if  there  was  a  mistake 
in  law  found  then  they  should  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Appeal  on  a  point  of  law,  but  that 
they  should  not,  through  their  own  negligence 
and  inability  to  carry  a  case  forward  properly, 
put  the  citizens  to  unnecessary  expense. 

Or,  the  alternative,  that  where  the  citizen 
succeeds,  then  the  department  or  the  munci- 
pality  should  pay  that  citizen's  cost  on  a 
solicitor  and  his  cHent  basis. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  very 
briefly,  even  when  I  was  Attorney  General, 
there  is  always,  on  the  other  side  of  the  case, 
the  right  of  the  public— just  that  one  citizen's 
right  of  appeal  in  court.  Sometimes  even  The 
Department  of  Justice  had  to  appeal  to  main- 
tain the  public  interest.   And  here,   in  this 


department,  in  these  civil  matters,  there 
might  be  occasion  where,  in  order  to  make 
it  clear  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  citizenry, 
that  a  point  be  carried  by  the  registrar  to 
appeal. 

Have  we  time  to  put  the  vote,  Mr.  Chair- 
man? 

Mr.  Ben:  Why  does  the  minister  not  pay 
the  costs  of  the  successful  litigant? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  604  carried? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  I  thought  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale  did  have  a  question. 
The  vote  is  not  carried. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report  progress  and  ask  for  leave  to 
sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and  asks  for 
leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Notice  of  motion  No. 
12,  by  Mr.  J.  Renwick. 
Resolution: 

That  any  tax  concessions  or  incentives 
granted  under  any  statute  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  designed  to  assist  corporations, 
subject  to  the  taxing  jurisdiction  of  Ontario, 
to  acquire  shares  or  other  interests  in  other 
corporations  incorporated  in  Ontario  or 
elsewhere,  be  restricted  to  corporations 
having  a  degree  of  Canadian  control  as 
defined  in  The  Corporations  Tax  Act  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  move  the  resolution  standing  in  my  name. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  J.  Renwick  moves  reso- 
lution No.  12. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolu- 
tion which  is  stated  to  some  degree  in  jargon 
is  one  which  is  simply  designed  as  a  plea  to 
urge  the  government  to  give  some  consider- 
ation to  using  the  definition  presently  in  The 
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Corporations  Tax  Act  of  a  degree  of  Cana- 
dian ownership  which  has  been  introduced 
into  the  statutes  for  a  very  limited  and  speci- 
fic purpose.  Let  me,  before  elaborating  fur- 
ther, make  the  one,  two  or  three  very  obvious 
points. 

The  first  point  is  that  it  is  acknowledged 
now  that  the  fiscal  measures  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario— as  indeed  of  every  other  jurisdic- 
tion—are not  designed  solely  for  the  purposes 
of  raising  revenues,  but  are  also  designed  for 
the  purposes  of  furthering  certain  policies 
implicit  in  the  policies  of  the  government  of 
the  day  that  introduces  them.  This  particular 
policy  is,  and  I  think  we  can  have  broadly  a 
general  agreement  in  the  Legislature,  that 
on  this  day  and  at  this  time  there  is  a  general 
desire  to  maintain  a  degree  of  Canadian 
control  over  the  economic  activities  which 
take  place  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  mainly 
through  the  instrumentality  of  corporations 
which  carry  on  their  business  in  this  province 
and  are  subject  to  the  taxing  jurisdiction  of 
the  province. 

If  that  proposition  is  correct,  that  there  is 
a  general  agreement  we  maintain  a  degree 
of  Canadian  ownership,  then  I  point  out  to 
the  government  that  in  their  Act,  The  Cor- 
porations Tax  Act  of  Ontario,  for  a  very 
limited  purpose  there  is  a'  definition  of  a 
degree  of  Canadian  control. 

The  second  point  I  want  to  make— I  am  not 
in  any  way  advocating  some  suggestion  that 
Ontario  take  a  separate  road  in  this  regard. 
The  definition  of  the  phrase,  "a  degree  of 
Canadian  ownership"  was  taken  into  our 
statute  because  it  was  in  the  federal  statute 
and  it  was  a  desire  to  maintain  the  uniformity 
between  the  federal  Income  Tax  Act  and 
The  Ontario  Corporations  Tax  Act  that  the 
definition  was  introduced  into  our  statute. 

It  would  be,  I  assume,  through  co-operation 
between  this  jurisdiction  and  the  federal 
jurisdiction  that  any  implementation  of  any 
comments  I  made  in  this  particular  regard 
would  be  carried  forward  on  a  uniform  basis. 

The  Corporations  Tax  Act— to  return  now 
to  the  jargon  and  to  try  and  eliminate  it  as 
best  I  can— presently  provides  that  a  cor- 
poration which  has  a  permanent  estabUsh- 
ment  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  therefore 
subject  to  tax  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  on 
its  taxable  income  as  defined  in  the  Corpor- 
ations Tax  Act  has  a  degree  of  Canadian 
ownership  in  a  fiscal  year  if  in  a  particular 
60-day  period  it  can  establish  certain  things. 

There  are  three  tests.  First,  that  the  cor- 
poration is  resident  in  Canada  during  that 
time. 


Secondly,  that  either  25  per  cent  or  more 
of  the  equity  shares  of  the  corporation  were 
owned  by  one  or  more  individuals  resident 
in  Canada  or  by  one  or  more  corporations 
were  controlled  in  Canada  or  a  combination 
thereof  or  alternatively  that  the  equity  shares 
of  the  particular  corporation  were  listed  on  a 
Canadian  stock  exchange  and  not  more  than 
75  per  cent  were  owned  abroad  directly  or 
indirectly. 

Thirdly— and  I  will  have  to  leave  it  to  my 
friend  to  establish  that— there  is  a  requirement 
with  respect  to  directors'  representation  on 
the  board  which  I  do  not  happen  to  have 
wriifcten  down  in  the  brief  sketch  I  made  of 
the  sectiion,  so  that  there  axe  basically  the 
three  tests;  residence  in  Canada,  a  certain 
directorship  qualification,  and  ^hen  this  ques- 
tion as  to  the  ownership  of  25  per  cent  or 
more  of  the  equity  shares  in  Canada,  in  the 
case  of  a  company  which  is  not  listed  on  the 
exchange,  or  in  the  case  of  a  compaoy  whose 
shares  are  listed  on  the  exchange,  the  oppo- 
site proof  that  not  more  than  75  per  cent 
were  owned  abroad. 

Now,  using  that  particular  definition  of  a 
degree  of  Canadian  ownership— and  one  need 
only  read  The  Income  Tax  Act  to  see  the 
immense  technicality  w'hich  flowed  to  even 
give  precise  meaning  for  tax  purposes  to  the 
phrases  used  in  that  definition— one  can  realize 
the  limitation  which  was  placed  on  the  use 
of  the  definition. 

I  simply  point  out,  to  the  House,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  it  has  a  precise  and  limited 
definition,  and  that  is  that  during  certain 
periods  of  time— if  goods  are  purchased  or 
buildings  constructed  for  manufacturing  and 
processing  purposes  which  can  then  be  shown 
to  have  produced  revenue  from  those  invest- 
ments. And  if  from  the  result  of  the  sale 
of  goods  processed  or  manufactured  in  Can- 
ada, or  the  leasing  or  renting  of  goods  that 
were  processed  or  manufactured  in  Canada, 
it  can  be  shown  the  revenue  from  those 
reaches  a  certain  figure,  then  a  person  is 
entitled  to  value  them  for  depreciation  pur- 
poses at  115  per  cent  of  their  original  value. 

That  is,  at  the  present  time,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  sole  reason  why  this  particular 
definition  of  a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership 
is  in  The  Ontario  Corporations  Tax  Act,  and 
it  again  makes  the  provision  uniform  for  the 
purposes  of  the  Federal  Income  Tax  Act. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  struck  me  during  the 
course  of  the  reading  of  the  budget  in  the 
House,  the  introduction  of  the  budget,  some 
weeks  ago  now,  and  in  the  bill  introduced 
by  the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Winkler)  to 
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implesment  a  particular  cahange  reflected  in 
the  budget;  namely  that  a  company  should 
be  allowed  to  deduct  interest  paid  for  the 
use  of  money  borrowed  for  the  purpose  of 
buying  shares  of  another  corporation.  The 
amendment  to  provide  for  the  deduotioai  of 
interest  for  tax  purposes  was  designed  in 
accordance  with  a  statement  made  by  the 
Treasurer  to  do  something  about  maintaining 
Canadian  ownership  or  control  in  the  econ- 
omy, and  to  place  Canadian  corporations  ait 
no  disadvantage  to  foreign  corporations. 

At  that  time,  I  was  not  able  to  be  here 
when  the  particular  debate  took  place  at  the 
particular  moment  when  the  section  went 
through.  I  wandered  why  the  government 
did  not  use  at  least  this  minimal  qualification 
—-that  any  corporation  in  Canada,  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  deductibility  of  interes:t 
paid  when  the  moneys  were  borrowed  for 
the  purpose  of  buying  shares  of  another  cor- 
poration, should  not  be  required  to  be  a  cor- 
poration which  bad  a  degree  of  Canadian 
ownership. 

It  seemed  to  me  that  was  implicit  in  the 
remarks  made  by  the  Treasurer,  that  that 
condition  should  have  been  contained  in  the 
statute  which  was  passed.  It  may  be  that  out 
of  these  remarks  on  this  debate  on  this  par- 
ticular resolution  today,  the  minister  may 
consider  that  such  an  amendment  would  be 
justified. 

I  wanted  to  go  on  from  that,  after  making 
that  particular  isolated  point,  to  suggest  to 
the  govemmenit  that  there  is  a  creative  pos- 
sibility in  this  idea  of  a  degree  of  Canadian 
ownership  in  furtherance  of  a  policy,  no 
matter  how  ardently  some  of  us  may  pursue 
it  as  distinct  from  others,  on  which  we  could 
all  agree— that  there  are  certain  incentives 
or  benefits  which  corporations  can  get  under 
The  Corporations  Tax  Act  of  the  province, 
if  they  happen  to  be  companies  which  have 
a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership. 

I  have  tried  to  search  in  my  mind  for  the 
kind  of  areas  where  it  might  be  possible 
to  further  the  objectives  stated  by  the  gov- 
ernment in  some  of  the  reports  which  have 
come  out.  For  example,  the  Ontario  Exjonomic 
Council  a  short  while  ago  issued  a  report 
indicating  that  the  impact  of  estate  taxes 
and  succession  duties  was  one  of  the  reasons 
why  Canadian-controlled  corporations  were 
in  many  cases  forced  to  sell  out.  Whether 
or  not  one  accepts  the  full  implications  of 
that  report  I  do  not  think  maitters.  It  may 
well  be  that  there  are  certain  specific  things 
which  this  province  could  do  to  assist  corpora- 
tions in  Ontario  which  can  be  classified,  say. 


as  family  corporations,  and  give  them  an  ad- 
vantage or  a  benefiit  that  would  prevent  or 
at  least  go  some  way  to  prevent— if  the 
reason  is  a  bona  fide  one— the  sellout  of  such 
a  company. 

For  example,  there  are  provisions  in  The 
Corporations  Act  which  permit  loans  to  be 
made  to  shareholders.  If  one  were  to  take 
this  specific  example  of  a  closely-held  family 
corporation  and  the  death  of  the  principal 
shareholder  in  Canada,  one  would  find  that 
if  a  corporation  which  happened  either  to 
have  funds  available  to  it  among  its  own 
assets  in  Uquid  form,  or  had  available  to  it 
bank  credit,  if  they  made  the  mistake  of 
lending  money  to  the  estate  of  that  deceased 
shareholder— or  to  a  living  shareholder  if  he 
had  decided  to  sell  out  while  he  was  aUve 
because  of  the  pressures  of  trying  to  maintain 
his  position  because  he  did  not  have  sufficient 
assets  to  meet  the  succession  duty  require- 
ments and  wanted  to  adequately  plan  his 
estate— one  would  find  that  there  were  very 
serious  income  tax  imphcations  if  any  such 
loan  were  made. 

It  may  well  be  that  if  it  were  possible  to 
frame,  in  the  taxing  statute,  a  provision 
which  said  that  if  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
was  satisfied  that  a  loan  was  being  made  to 
a  shareholder  for  the  purpose  of  enabhng  him 
to  do  something  to  ensure  the  maintenance 
of  a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership  in  his 
corporation  in  the  event  of  his  death— if  he 
is  planning  his  estate  prior  to  his  death— or 
his  executors  in  the  event  that  the  death  has 
already  occurred  and  the  executors  feel  they 
are  forced  to  sell  it,  it  may  well  be  that  we 
could  provide  a  benefit  or  advantage  to  such 
a  corporation;  exclusive  to  that  land  of 
corporation  when  the  minister  was  satisfied 
that  it  was  for  the  bona  fida  purpose  of 
maintaining  a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership. 
It  seems  to  me  also,  for  example,  that  to  the 
extent  that  we  wanted  to  foster  research  and 
development  projects,  research  works,  scienti- 
fic research  or  product  research,  by  Canadian- 
based  companies  with  a  degree  of  Canadian 
ownership,  it  would  be  possible  to  provide 
more  favourable  terms,  under  which  expendi- 
tures made  for  scientific  or  product  research 
could  be  a  deduction  for  tax  purposes,  if  it 
was  being  taken  advantage  of  by  a  corpora- 
tion which  had  a  degree  of  Canadian  owner- 
ship. 

It  seems  to  me,  similarly,  in  the  field  of 
capital  cost,  which  I  have  referred  as  the 
immediate  reason  for  the  definition  being 
in    the    statute,    that   it    would    be    possible. 


JUNE  14,  1971 


2715 


carefully  perhaps  to  provide  additional  in- 
centives, by  way  of  increased  depreciation 
allowances  to  those  corporations  which  had 
a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership.  It  might 
well  be  possible  to  provide  more  adequate 
depletion  allowances  for  companies  which 
had  a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership. 

It  may  well  be  that  in  the  situation,  where 
a  company  with  a  degree  of  Canadian 
ownership,  buys  another  company  that,  in- 
stead of  having  a  portion  of  the  surplus  of 
the  company  which  is  being  bought  desig- 
nated as  designated  surplus  and,  therefore, 
not  part  of  the  available  funds  to  the  overall 
operation,  without  a  tax  impact  coming  to  it, 
it  may  well  be  that,  if  the  buying  company 
can  show  that  it  bought  that  company  in 
order  to  ensure  the  maintenance  of  a  degree 
of  Canadian  ownership,  there  should  be  an 
ameliorative  provision  pennitting  the  funds  in 
the  one  company  to  be  moved  to  the  other 
company  for  the  purposes  of  the  overall 
business  of  the  organization. 

Let  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  just  simply  in  closing, 
in  throwing  out  these  remarks  for  the  govern- 
ment, urge  them  to  take  the  concept  of  a 
degree  of  Canadian  ownership,  not  necessarily 
in  the  specific  form  in  which  it  presently  is 
in  the  Act,  because  it  is  a  very  Milquetoast 
one  at  the  present  time.  That  concept  could 
be  validly  and  effectively  expanded  to  be  an 
instrument  by  which  the  generally  agreed 
policy,  I  believe,  of  the  members  of  this 
House— regardless  of  party— and  of  the  people 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  It  could  be  im- 
plemented to  go  some  way  to  giving  some 
effective  strength  to  carrying  out  the  policy 
that  we  are  interested  in  in  maintaining  a 
degree  of  Canadian  ownership,  at  least  in 
those  economic  operations  within  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  carried  on  mainly  through 
corporations. 

Many  of  us  in  tliis  party  would  go  much 
further  than  members  of  other  parties,  but  I 
am  convinced  that,  on  this  minimal  basis, 
there  is  the  germ  of  a  fundamental  idea  which 
could  provide  an  expanding  basis  for  this 
Legislature  aflBrming,  and  the  government 
affirming,  its  considered  view  that  it  is  in  the 
interests  of  the  people  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  the  interests  of  the  people  of 
Canada  that  we  do  what  we  can  through  the 
taxing  structure  to  ensure  the  continuance  of 
a  degree  of  Canadian  ownership. 

I  throw  out  those  ideas,  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
the  consideration  by  the  government  and  with 
the  plea  that  the  government  would  metic- 
ulously  consider   the  ideas   reflected  in   that 


definition  in  any  further  fiscal  policies  which 
they  may  introduce  by  way  of  benefits  or 
advantages  to  corporations  through  the  tax- 
ing structure  of  the  province. 

Mr.  J.   R.   Smith:    (Hamilton   Mountain): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution  before  us  by  the 
hon.    member    for    Riverdale    and    the   basic 
principle    indeed    have    merit.    The    issue    of 
Canadian  economic  nationalism  presents  many 
varied  and  highly  complex  points  for  consid- 
eration. It  has  become  a  very  popular  issue 
and,  while  I  applaud  the  interest  and  involve- 
ment of  the  public,  I  do  hope  we  can  avoid 
the  pitfalls  of  simplistic  answers  and  solutions 
based  largely   on   emotion-charged   rationale. 
Simple  parochialism   and   simple   anti-Ameri- 
canism   are    not    worthwhile    substitutes    for 
policies    which   will   maintain   our   economic 
strength   and   preserve   our   own  heritage   at 
the    same    time.    Dependence    upon    external 
sources  of  capital  for  financing  in  periods  of 
heavy  investment  activity  has  been  character- 
istic  of  Canadian   development.    During   the 
exceptional  growth  that  occurred  during  the 
First    World    War,    non-residenit    investment 
was  very  high,  with  the  main  source  of  in- 
vestment   being    London.    However,    during 
the    first   part   of   the   inter-war   period,    the 
United  States  became  the  principal  source  of 
external    capital,    and    by    1926    the    portion 
of  Canada's  international  debt  owned  in  the 
U.S.   exceeded  that  owned  in  Britain.   With 
some  interruption  during  the  1930's,  Ameri- 
can investment  in  Canada  continued  to  in- 
crease,   particularly    after    1947,    when    the 
period   of  intense   activity  in   the  petroleum 
industry  got  under  way.  In  1967,  American 
direct  investment  of  more   than   $28   billion 
continued  to  represent  more  than  three  quar- 
ters of  all  non-resident  investment  in  Canada. 
This  transition  from  Britain  to  the  United 
States    as   the   major   investing   country   also 
in\'olved    a    shift    in   the   major  type   of  in- 
vestment. While  British  investment  had  been 
primarily    portfolio    investment    in    railways 
and  utilities,  American  investment  has  been 
primarily   direct   investment   in   other   Cana- 
dian industries.  There  are  many  reasons  for 
the    penetration    of    Canada    by    American 
capital.  The  United  States  emerged  from  the 
last  world   war   as   the  world's   largest  eco- 
nomic    power.     It     was     the     first     among 
industrial  nations  to  build  a  market  economy 
based   on  the  principles   of  large-scale   eco- 
nomics   and    fast    technological    change.    In 
this    process,    a   huge    and    well   functioning 
capital    market    was    created    and    powerful 
joint  stock  companies   grew  up  in  size  and 
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numbers  capable  of  developing  natural  re- 
sources and  sophisticated  technological  in- 
ventions, not  only  on  American  territory 
but  also  abroad. 

Our  foreign  trade  policy  converged  with 
this  American  capacity  and  eagerness  to 
expand  into  foreign  markets.  Canada's  tariff 
structure  was  designed  to  raise  the  cost  of 
imported  goods  in  order  to  protect  young 
domestic  industries,  and  American  companies 
availed  themselves  of  the  opportunity  to  get 
behind  the  Canadian  tariff  wall  to  set  up 
plants  designed  to  supply  Canada's  domestic 
market.  Our  general  open  economy  welcomed 
American  capital  investment,  based  upon  the 
conviction  that  any  restrictions  on  the  inflow 
of  foreign  capital  would  seriously  impair 
our  economic  growth  and  prosperity.  And 
■along  with  direct  American  investaienlt  came 
the  "package"  of  technological  and  mana- 
gerial knowhow  and  marketing  facilities 

Almost  all  of  the  western  nations  look 
favourably  upon  some  capital  inflows  from 
abroad,  provided  this  foreign  controlled  in- 
vestment does  not  get  out  of  proportion  to 
their  domestic  economy. 

In  Canada,  the  size  of  economic  control 
and  ownership  is  now  clearly  the  centre 
of  dispute  and  there  is  also  the  fundamental 
question  of  whether  foreign  investment  will 
continue  to   contribute   to   Canada's   growth. 

However,  in  working  toward  the  reduc- 
tion of  American  influence  over  our  lives, 
several  cautionary  guidelines  need  emphasis. 
Before  any  steps  are  taken  to  limit  foreign 
control  of  the  Canadian  economy,  policies 
and  plans  must  be  devised  to  ensure  that 
alternative  sources  of  capital  and  technology 
are  available.  We  must  ensure  that  designs 
to  Canadianize  businesses  do  not  imperil 
the  maintenance  of  full  employment,  reduce 
productivity  or  economic  growth  or  work 
against    equitable    distribution    of    resources. 

In  the  past,  Canadians  have  tended  to  ac- 
cept the  economic  benefits  of  foreign  invest- 
ment with  little  regard  of  the  real  costs. 
Now  we  must  turn  to  developing  policies 
which  will  maximize  the  economic  benefits 
of  foreign  investment  while  minimizing  the 
social   and  political   costs. 

Nationalistic  economic  policies  directed  to- 
ward securing  an  appropriate  measure  of  Can- 
adian ownership  and  control  of  this  country's 
economy,  should  first  aim  at  halting,  then 
subsequently  reversing,  the  trend  toward 
more  and  more  non-resident  ownership  and 
control.  To  be  successful  such  policies  would 
have  to  be  both  comprehensive  and  firm,  but 
moderate  at  the  same  time.  Nationalistic  ex- 


tremism would  be  economically  self-defeating. 
Panic  in  the  foreign-owned  sector  of  Can- 
ada's economy  would  cut  down  domestic 
investment,  increase  unemployment  and  un- 
dermine our  balance  of  payments. 

Under  a  policy  of  enlightened  national 
self-interest,  the  federal  government  would 
have  to  establish  a  comprehensive  set  of 
rules  regarding  the  permissable  growth  of 
foreign  control  of  domestic  industries,  while 
at  the  same  time  creating  strong  incentives 
to  more  domestic  ownership  and  control. 

I  want  to  underline  the  importance  of  the 
need  for  federal  action.  Control  and  restric- 
tions must  be  applied  right  across  Canada. 
Independent  action  by  a  provincial  govern- 
ment would  be  an  impossible  task  and  would 
place  any  province  in  the  dangerous  position 
of  keeping  out  investments  which  would 
simply  move  to  another  province.  The  phrase 
is  "economic  nationalism,"  not  "economic 
provincialism." 

There  is  a  vast  arsenal  of  ways  and  means 
of  achieving  the  objectives  of  moderate  for- 
eign investment  policy  without  undue  eco- 
nomic hardships  for  Canadians.  Examples 
would  be  the  exclusion  of  foreigners  from 
certain  industries  such  as  the  real-estate 
trade;  requirements  for  Canadian  majority 
ownership  and  control  of  selected  industries 
such  as  natural  gas  extraction  and  insurance 
companies;  restrictions  on  long-term  borrow- 
ing by  foreign-controlled  firms  on  the  domes- 
tic capital  market;  requirements  for  minimum 
Canadian  equity  participation  in  foreign- 
controlled  subsidiaries  such  as  chemical  firms; 
income-tax  incentives  for  Canadians  who  in- 
vest the  larger  part  of  their  savings  in 
Canadian-controlled  corporations.  Indeed, 
this  is  one  of  the  tragedies,  it  seems  to  me, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  in  Canada  so  few  involve 
themselves  in  investing  their  savings  in 
Canadians  stock  companies. 

As  emphasized  previously,  most  of  the 
defensive  weapons  should  be  exercised  at 
the  federal  level,  but  there  are  several  areas 
in  which  the  provincial  government  can 
establish  ground  rules.  Ontario  has  attempted 
to  do  that. 

Our  cultural  development  is  now  under 
review  by  the  royal  commission  on  book 
publishing  and  the  government  has  accepted 
the  commission's  recommendation  that  as  an 
emergency  measure  the  Ontario  Development 
Corporation  acquire  from  McCelland  and 
Stewart  Limited  10-year  term  convertible 
debentures  for  one-third  of  the  company's 
assets.  This  acquisition  should  ensure  that 
the  creative  momentum  in  original  Canadian 
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publishing  undertaken  by  McCelland  and 
Stewart  will  not  be  lost  or  permitted  to  be 
transferred   to    non-Canadian    ownership. 

Preference  to  Canadian  owned  businesses 
seeking  grants  and  loans  under  our  various 
incentive  programmes  has  been  established, 
as  has  a  venture  capital  fund  to  further 
encourage  Canadian  enterprise  and  owner- 
ship. 

Crown  lands  are  now  made  available  only 
on  a  lease  basis  and  Canadians  are  given  pre- 
ferential treatment  when  Crown  land  is 
available  for  cottage  lots. 

These  new  measures  are  in  addition  to 
legislation  passed  in  the  previous  session  to 
keep  Ontario  trust  and  loan  companies 
Canadian-owned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  government  aimounced 
its  intentions  to  hold  a  conference  on  eco- 
nomic and  cultural  nationalism  in  the  Throne 
Speech  opening  this  fourth  session,  and  at 
the  end  of  May,  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis) 
announced  details  of  the  conference.  The 
conference  has  been  designed  to  put  forward 
a  wide  range  of  informed  views,  and  to 
bring  forward  relevant  aspects  of  the  debate. 
In  addition  to  speakers,  chairmen  and  panel- 
ists invited  by  the  government,  key  organi- 
zations and  associations  haVe  been  invited 
to  nominate  delegates  sto  that  a  cross - 
section  of  the  public  will  be  represented  at 
the  conference.  The  broad  range  of  delegates 
should  result  in  a  fruitful  exchange  of  ideas, 
and  above  all,  should  create  much  to  the 
understanding  of  this   important  issue. 

The  NDP's  decision  to  hold  their  own 
conference  on  economic  nationalism  is  a 
move  which  can  only  be  interpreted  as 
grandstanding.  At  the  same  time  Mr. 
Speaker- 
Interjections  by  hon,   members. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  The 
hon.  member  will  regret  ilt.  It  will  backfire 
and  he  knows  it. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  That  sort  of  woke  a  few 
people     up.     It     is     very     interesting,     Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.   W.   Ferrier  (Cochrane   South):    He  is 
not  even  discussing  the  issue. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  very 
interesting  to  see  that  the  Waffle  wing  of 
the  NDP  will  be  centre  stage  at  that  con- 
ference. Political  opportunism  has  a  very 
short   memory- 


Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  That 
is  a  terrible  speech  I  would  not  even  read 
it.  They  are  sure  turning  out  some  awful 
stuff  for  these  guys  to  read 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  Featured  speaker  Melville 
Watkins  is  the  author  of  the  proposed  NDP 
manifesto,  which  Stephen  Lewis  described 
in  October  1969  as  being  a  docmnent  of 
sheer  unabashed  weariness,  containing  old 
ideas  with  solutions  dangerous  to  the  NDP 
party  and  to  the  country. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  A  love  affair  going  on  in 
secret.  That  is  what  it  is. 

Mr.  J.  R  Smith:  The  Waffle  policy  of  nation- 
alism of  industry  is  a  solution  for  repatriation 
of  our  economy,  and  continues  to  haunt  and 
embarrass  Mr  Lewis  as  the  provincial  leader. 

Mr.    Ferrier:    Better    get    a    new    speech 

writer. 

Mr.  J.  R  Smith:  In  February  of  this  year, 
he  is  repoTited  by  the  Toronto  Star  as  having 
described  the  Waffle  group's  economic  policy 
as  "hopelessly  deficient,"  and  that  his  party's 
policy  of  economic  nationalism  should  not  be 
"diffused,  reinterpreted,  or  distorted,  by  the 
Waffle  wing".  I  suppose,  Mr.  Speaker,  one 
could  give  marks  for  allowing  freedom  of 
expression  on  this  issue,  but  it  is  difficult 
to  accept  their  intent  as  sincere  when  the 
policy  of  the  star  ND]^  speakers- 
Mr.  Pitman:  Right,  he  has  heard  of  that. 
Not  much  freedom  of  expression  in  his  caucus. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Would  the  hon.  mem. 
ber  please  find  a  convenient  place  to  conclude 
his  remarks,  as  his  time  is  overspent? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Thanks,  Mr.  Speaker.  It 
is  about  time. 

Mr  J.  R.  Smith:  Speakers  have  been  written 
off  by  their  provincial  leader  as  hopelessly 
deficient.  Such  a  recommendation  does  litde 
for  the  credibility  of  this  forum. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  rise  in  support  of 
this  resolution  by  the  member  for  Riverdale. 

Foreign  investment  in  the  past  has  been 
a  tremendous  help  to  the  development  of 
this  country,  not  only  in  the  provision  of 
funds,  but  in  management  skills.  But  the 
foreigners,  to  begin  with,  oame  in  here  as 
partners  with  us.  They  needed  us  here  on 
the   ground,   in  the    country,   to   help   them 


2718 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


and  this  is  the  initial  way  that  most  foreign 
investment  and  skills  have  come  into  our 
country,  working  together  with  us. 

So  often  familiarity  breeds  contempt  and 
in  many  cases,  unfortunately,  those  who  have 
invested  in  this  country  from  abroad  and 
from  the  other  side  of  the  border  have  learned 
that  they  can  do  things  to  their  advantage 
without  considering  the  Canadian  and  the 
local  requirements.  For  that  reason  there  has 
been  a  tremendous  concern  expressed  to  an 
increasing  degree  about  the  matter  of  foreign 
control  in  this  country. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  We  just  do  not 
horse-trade  enough,  that  is  all.  It  is  just  a 
matter  of  good  horse-trading.  Never  mind 
whining. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  the  private  members' 
hour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Oops,  sorryl 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  one  point  that  interests 
me  in  the  legislation,  the  tax  area,  is  the 
matter  that  it  refers  to  shares  with  full  voting 
rights.  I  think  this  is  a  point  we  must  take 
into  account  when  we  talk  aibout  foreign 
ownership   and    foreign   investment. 

It  is  the  degree  of  control  that  those  outside 
this  country  have  that  really  has  the  greatest 
impact  on  what  happens  and  the  way  our 
capital  is  directed  in  the  country.  I  therefore 
am  pleased  that  the  member  for  Riverdale 
has  tied  his  resolution  to  the  present  legis- 
lation which  does  speak  about  shares  with 
full  voting  rights  and  the  criterion  is  in  that 
regard. 

I  share  with  him  concern  though  that  the 
present  legislation  refers  only  to  25  per  cent 
of  Canadian  ownership.  I  feel  in  time  we 
must  move  to  majority  ownership— and  well 
over  majority  owner^ip— to  ensure  that  we 
have,  in  fact,  control  over  our  own  destiny. 

I  would  point  out  though  that  even  the 
25  per  cent  criterion  that  has  been  in  efiFeot 
in  the  past,  has  had  quite  a  beneficial  effect 
in  three  or  four  situations  where  the  com- 
panies have  chosen  to  offer  shares  of  their 
Canadian  subsidiaries  to  Canadians.  I  know 
of  several  situations  in  one  company  which 
were  corrected  as  a  result  of  this. 

In  the  past  one  company  had  been  known 
to  shift  assets  without  very  mudh  concern 
as  to  whether  the  shift  in  assets  was  going 
to  be  a  benefit  or  a  detriment  to  our  interests 
here  in  Canada.  They  shifted  sales  to  the 
mosit  convenient   subsidiaries   in   other  parts 


of  the  world  that  might  have  been  developed 
by  our  own  Canadian  sales  force.  They,  in 
many  ways,  showed  little  concern,  about  the 
position  of  the  Canadian  subsidiary  that  they 
controlled.  But  once  they  had  a  25  per  cent 
Canadian  minority  position  to  consider,  their 
attitude  changed  to  one  of  a  much  greater 
degree  of  responsibility  and  good  citizenship. 

Many  of  out  foreign-controlled  companies 
do  show  signs  of  good  corporate  citizenship, 
but  it  is  nothing  like  having  in  the  law  of  this 
country,  whether  in  tax  incentives  or  in 
other  means,  the  measures  that  will  provide 
an  inducement  to  be  good  corporate  citizens. 

I  suggest  that  the  time  for  action  is  long 
past.  We  have  had  a.  lot  of  talk;  we  have 
had  more  conferences  suggested  by  the  Pre- 
mier. The  question  I  think  is  quite  well  under- 
stood by  Canadians.  They  recognize  the  fact 
that  they  have  lacked  capital  and  manage- 
ment skills  in  the  past,  but  we  certainly  should 
know  now  that  we  do  have  capital  and  we 
do  have  available  to  us  great  management 
skills.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  any  longer 
to  be  and  remain  so  dependent  upon  foreign 
control. 

For  example,  with  regard  to  the  availability 
of  capital,  we  do  know  that  the  studies 
by  York  University  conducted  three  or  four 
years  ago,  showed  an  excess  of  $10  billion  of 
equity  funds  could  be  made  available  by 
Canadians— there  would  be  a  surplus  of  that 
—for  investment  in  Canadian  opportunities 
were  we  to  make  situations  attractive  enough 
to  them.  This  attraction  would  include  the 
problem  of  having  sufficiently  marketable 
Canadian  securities  so  that  iE  they  invest  in 
them,  they  know  there  would  be  a  buyer  if, 
at  some  time,  they  had  to  dispose  of  their 
securities  for  one  reason  or  another. 

They  also  would  like  to  have  some  assur- 
ance of  opportmiity  in  the  field,  scale  and 
size  of  the  operations;  that  they  would  have 
an  opportunity  for  diversity  of  investment 
which  we  could  provide  if  we  had  more  of 
our  companies  operating  in  Canada,  con- 
trolled by  Canadians. 

Despite  the  fact  that  many  foreign  com- 
panies point  out  that  their  own  head  office 
shares  are  listed  here  in  Canada,  it  does  not 
mean  much  to  us.  We  recognize  that  we  can 
buy  into  these  companies,  but  we  are  buying 
a  position  in  which  the  Canadian  interest 
might  be  one  or  two  per  cent.  There  is  no 
signfficant  impact  on  what  that  company  does 
in  the  way  of  providing  incentives  to  the 
development  of  our  own  Canadian  opportuni- 
ties. 
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I  also  feel  that  part  of  the  programme  for 
developing  Canadian  control  should  be  that 
of  encouraging  companies  to  oflFer  to  Cana- 
dians the  special  shares  that  have  extra  votes 
per  share  so  that  they  can,  without  requiring 
a  substantial  percentage  of  actual  ownership, 
be  able  to  turn  over  to  Canadians,  in  the 
Canadian  plans,  a  much  greater  degree  of 
the  control  of  the  company.  For  example,  if 
a  company  such  as  International  Nickel  cre- 
ated a  class  of  shares  of  10  votes  per  share 
to  offer  to  Canadians  it  would,  in  effect,  mean 
that  by  offering  one-tenth  of  the  number  of 
shares  that  is  normally  listed  on  the  market, 
you  would  greatly  increase  the  percentage 
of  Canadian  control  of  that  particular  com- 
pany, the  Canadian  interest  in  that  particular 
company. 

This  question  of  voting  privileges  on  the 
stock  does  not  normally  attach  to  it  a  very 
high  monetary  value;  or  does  not  normally 
have  attached  to  it  a  very  high  monetary 
value.  As  we  have  seen  in  the  past,  ^'oting 
shares  which  have  other  identical  attributes 
to  non-voting  shares  very  seldom  sell  at  more 
than  five  per  cent  above  tbe  non-voting 
shares,  unless  there  is  some  particular  battle 
for  control  in  the  offing. 

For  that  reason,  I  think  it  is  quite  feasible 
for  us  to  have  incentives  such  as  these  tax 
incentives  for  creation  of  opportunities  for 
Canadian-controlled  corporations— special  op- 
portunities—in order  that  the  problems  we 
have  seen  in  the  past  of  foreign  control, 
where  good  corporate  citizenship  is  often 
ignored  and  is  more  likely  to  be  ignored 
than  if  they  are  Canadian  controlled,  can  be 
overcome. 

It  is  time  that  we  stopped  talking.  It  is 
time  that  we  took  action.  The  recent  budget 
introduced  by  the  government  continued  to 
show  its  reluctance  to  take  any  action,  do 
anything  that  would  change  the  present  situ- 
ation. It  continued  to  show  its  failure  to  see 
that  it  is  not  just  Ottawa,  that  it  is  Ontario, 
tliat  can  be  doing  something  to  bring  control 
of  our  industry  back  to  this  country. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  resolution 
moved  by  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale. 
I  cannot  bring  to  bear  in  support  of  his  argu- 
ment anything  like  the  technical  competence 
which  he  and  the  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre  share  in  a  discussion  of  this  nature, 
having  regard  to  all  the  intricacies  of  the 
corporation  taxing  statutes  and  the  structure 
of  corporations  under  our  law. 


I  want  to  make  a  few  general  observations 
about  the  proposal  and  about  the  state  of  the 
Canadian  economy  and  the  influence  of  non- 
resident ownership  upon  it.  In  the  decade  of 
the  sixties  Canadians  saw  about  1,000  busi- 
ness establishments  pass  from  resident  owner- 
ship to  foreign.  It  was  not  until  the  close 
of  the  decade  and  well  into  the  first  year 
of  the  nineteen  seventies  that  we  began  to 
express  very  much  concern.  The  recital  that 
we  just  heard  from  the  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  Mountain  was  a  pretty  dusty  reci- 
tation indeed  of  the  attitude  of  this  govern- 
ment all  through  that  same  decade  of  the 
nineteen  sixties.  "We  have  to  welcome  foreign 
ownership.  We  must  not  affront  those  who 
would  invest  in  our  society  and  economy. 
We  owe  a  great  debt  to  them,  not  just  finan- 
cially, but  in  all  other  respects  for  their 
graciousness  in  coming  here  to  help  us  with 
the  development  of  the  Ontario  and  Canadian 
economies."  I  suspect  that  something  like 
that  same  tone  will  be  set  by  the  Prime 
Minister  and  those  that  follow  him  at  the 
conference  on  foreign  ownership  to  be  held 
next   week. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  What  does  the  member 
see  at  the  Waffle  conference? 

Mr.  Peacock:  A  complete  contrast,  I  say 
in  answer  to  the  member  for  Renfrew  South, 
and  one  that  will  follow  four-square  the 
policy  position  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
as  set  down  last  October,  when  it  elected 
the  member  for— 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Yes,  the  shouting  of 
radicals. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Gratitude 
to  anybody! 

Mr.  Peacock:  —Scarborough  West  its 
leader.  And  that  is  a  policy  position,  Mr. 
Speaker,  only  a  small  part  of  which  is 
reflected  in  the  resolution  here  this  afternoon 
before  us.  The  much  broader  aspects  of  that 
policy  which  the  member  for  Renfrew  South 
will  hear  about  next  week  include  such 
things  as  a  foreign  takeover  review  board. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  You  are  going  to  have  to 
disclose  your  love  affair  this  week.  That  has 
been  going  on  behind  the  scenes. 

Mr.  Peacock:  So  the  disclosure  that  really 
ought  to  be  made  is  the  disclosure  of  the 
extent  to  which  foreign  interests  already 
own  the  Ontario  economy  and  the  extent  to 
which  they  propose  to  acquire  further  in- 
terests   in    it    should    they    come    into    the 
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province  to  take  over.  What  did  we  know 
in  advance  of  the  takeover  of  Canadian  Oil 
by  Shell  a  few  years  ago?  Who  told  us, 
except  after  completion  of  the  deal,  that 
Canadian  Breweries  had  been  acquired  by 
Rothmans?  Or  that  Royal  Securities  Cor- 
poration had  sold  out  to  Merrill,  Lynch, 
Pierce,  Fenner  and  Smith?  And  it  was  not 
until  the  acquisition  of  W.  J.  Gage  Limited 
by  Scott,  Foresman  Publishing  Company  of 
Chicago  and  the  acquisition  of  the  Ryerson 
Press  of  Toronto  by  McGraw-Hill  of  the 
United  States  that  tempers  on  the  other  side 
of  this  House  really  began  to  rise  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  sellout  of  one  honourable, 
well-established,  independent,  vigorous  Cana- 
dian firm  after  another  to  non-resident 
ownership. 

Not  until  that  recent  point  in  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  did  we  hear  a  word  from  the  other 
side,  and  coincidentally  it  happened  during 
the  campaign  for  the  leadership  of  the  Pro- 
gressive Conservative  Party  of  Ontario. 
Whatever  was  said  in  that  campaign,  the 
new  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  and  the  new 
Prime  Minister  chose  to  ignore  the  new 
wave  of  enthusiasm  for  direct,  effective 
controls  and  inhibitions  on  further  foreign 
ownership  of  our  economy.  When  the 
Treasurer  brought  down  his  budget,  he  said 
in  his  budget  statement  on  page  26: 

A  major  anomaly  of  present  Canadian 
tax  law  is  that  foreign  companies  enjoy 
a  tax  advantage  over  Canadian  companies 
in  bidding  to  take  over  other  companies. 

He  went  on  to  describe  how  this  advantage 
arises,  because  foreign  purchasers,  particu- 
larly United  States  corporations,  can  deduct 
the  interest  costs  of  funds  borrowed  to 
purchase  shares  in  other  companies,  including 
Canadian  companies.  And  he  went  on  to 
declare  that  as  of  the  date  of  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  budget,  with  the  passage  of 
legislation  in  this  House,  the  Ontario  govern- 
ment would  remove  that  restrictive  rule  in- 
sofar as  the  Ontario  Corporations  Tax  Act 
is  concerned  and  would  free  Ontario 
corporations  to  obtain  a  deduction  of  the 
interest  costs  on  the  money  borrowed  to 
purchase  shares  in  other  companies  from 
their  Ontario  taxable  incomes.  I  point  out 
to  the  member  for  Renfrew  South  and  the 
member  for  Hamilton  Moiuitain  that  he  did 
not  take  that  opportunity  to  narrow  the  new 
freedom  that  he  was  affording  corporations 
in  Ontario  to  those  that  would  be  caught 
or  defined  by  the  resolution  put  forward 
by  the  member  for  Riverdale,  those  that  were 
truly    Canadian-owned   or   controlled.    Every 


corporation  operating  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  can  now  obtain  the  same  advantage, 
an  advantage  that  the  motion  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale  seeks  to  restrict  to 
genuine  Canadian-owned  and  controlled  cor- 
porations  resident   in   this   province. 

What  this  means,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
every  major  corporation  incorporated  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  whether  Canadian- 
owned  or  controlled  or  under  non-resident 
ownership  or  control,  can  enjoy  the  same 
|tax   advantage. 

Let  me  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  has 
been  taking  place  in  the  United  States  under 
similar  tax  loopholes  that  encourage  con- 
glomerates to  acquire  smaller  firms  and  have 
given  a  tremendous  bias  in  favour  of  cor- 
porate mergers  in  the  United  States. 

An  article  from  the  conference  on  the 
transportation  trades  of  the  American  Fed- 
eration of  Labour,  I  take  it,  entitled  "Con- 
glomerates: Concentration,  Collusion  and 
Control",  February,  1970,  points  out  that 
of  the  18  largest  acquisitions  by  conglomerates 
during  the  1967-1968  period,  14  were  tax- 
free  as  a  result  of  the  tax-free  exchange  or 
deferral  of  capital  gains  provisions  in  the 
United  States  tax  laws. 

It  goes  on  to  list  the  14:  US  Plywood  was 
one.  It  has  operations  in  Ontario.  McDonnell 
Aviation  acquired  Douglas  Aircraft.  Douglas 
Aircraft,  of  course,  has  a  subsidiary  operation 
in  Ontario  wholly  owned  by  the  parent  US 
firm.  Mack  Trucks,  a  firm  taken  over  by 
Signal  Companies  Incorporated,  operates  in 
Ontario.  North  American  Aviation  acquired 
Rockwell-Standard;  Rockwell -Standard  has 
branches  operating  in  Ontario.  Studebaker 
Corporation  acquired  Worthington;  I  beheve 
Studebaker  still  has  some  remnants  of  oper- 
ations in  Ontario.  Then  there  is  IT&T, 
which  acquired  the  Rayonier  company;  IT&T 
certainly  has  subsidaries  operating  in  On- 
tario, and  so  does  the  Sun  Oil  Company, 
which  acquired  the  Sunray  DX  Oil  Company. 
The  American-Standard  Incorporated  acquired 
Westinghouse  Air  Brake;  and  American- 
Standard,  of  course,  is  a  prominent  US  cor- 
poration operating  in  Ontario. 

I  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  all  of  the 
companies  I  have  named  are  probably  wholly 
owned  subsidiaries  of  U.S.  parents  or  are  in 
themselves  the  U.S.  parents  of  other  com- 
panies operating  in  Ontario,  and  all  of  them 
will  be  able  to  operate  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Treasurer's  budget  in  which  he  afforded 
this  new  tax  advantage,  the  deduction  from 
income  of  interest  on  the  cost  of  borrowing 
to  acquire  other  companies. 
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I  might  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  companies 
like  these  with  the  backing  of  major  inter- 
national corporations,  usually  headquartered 
in  the  United  States,  will  be  able  to  take 
most  advantage  of  the  new  corporate  tax 
laws  in  the  Province  of  Ontario— not  the 
small,  independent  Canadian  firms,  but  the 
large  international  conglomerate,  which  has 
lieen  successfully  practising  the  same  merger 
and  takeover  techniques  in  the  United  States 
in  the  modern  post-war  period.  That  is  going 
to  be  a  major  loophole  that  the  Treasurer  and 
his  Minister  of  Revenue  will  find  or  meet 
down  the  road  with  some  surprise  that,  in- 
stead of  having  aff^orded  an  equity  to  Cana- 
dian coiporations  operating  in  Ontario,  they 
have  simply  opened  the  door  wider  than  it 
already  has  been  opened  for  the  major 
U.S.  and  other  foreign  concerns  operating  in 
this  province. 

That  is  why  that  kind  of  tax  advantage 
must  be  narrowed  in  the  way  in  which  the 
member  for  Riverdale  has  described  and  set 
out  in  his  resolution.  Certainly,  that  is  the 
kind  of  amendment  to  our  corporation  tax 
laws  in  our  province  that  ought  to  be  the 
subject  of  discussion  at  next  week's  con- 
ference and  not  the  kind  of  pious  rhetoric 
recited  by  the  member  for  Hamilton  Moun- 
tain and  that  which  is  to  come  from  the 
member  for  Renfrew  South. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
participate  in  the  debate  on  the  resolution 
by  the  member  for  Riverdale,  and  I  want 
to  say  at  the  outset  that  at  this  particular 
time,  I  cannot  go  along  with  this  resolution. 
That  is  not  to  say  that  in  perhaps  a  year 
or  two  years  from  now  I  might  whole- 
heartedly support  a  resolution  along  this  line. 

My  main  reason  for  not  buying  it  or  sup- 
porting it,  at  this  time  is,  I  think,  because 
of  federal  economic  policies  adhered  to  and 
practised  over  the  past  few  years.  We  all 
know  that  our  economy  is  at  a  state  where 
we  want  to  do  all  possible  to  inject  into 
that  economy  the  necessary  stimulants  to 
get  it  on  the  road  to  recovery.  This  resolu- 
tion in  my  mind,  Mr.  Speaker,  would  do 
nothing  to  forward  or  promote  the  aim  of 
each  and  every  Canadian  at  this  particular 
time. 

We  kiK)w  that  the  matter  of  economic 
nationalism  is  a  very,  very  importanit  one  and 
a  very  popular  one.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  It  is  probably  the  most  important 
topic  to  come  on  the  provincial  and  national 
scene  in  the  last  five  years,  siupassed  only 
to  this  point  probably  by  the  topic  of  pol- 
lution   itself.    I    feel    that   there    is    nothing 


wrong  with  this.  I  think  it  is  a  good  thing.  I 
think  it  is  a  discussion  and  a  concern  thait 
we  all  should  be  deeply  involved  in. 

I  would  want  to  say  too,  though,  that  I 
think  the  whole  matter  of  economic  national- 
ism should  be  removed  from  the  highly 
emotional  climate  that  we  now  find  it  en- 
compassed in.  I  think  we  have  to  look  at  the 
whole  problem  from  rational  and  reasonable 
eyes.  Only  in  this  way  can  we  airive  at  the 
proper  decision.  For  example,  a  great  part 
of  our  province  depends  to  a  great  degree, 
to  a  high  degree,  on  the  tourist  from  the 
United  States  of  America.  I  think  it  is  sheer 
hypocrisy  to  be  saying  with  one  side  of  our 
mouth,  "Yankee,  go  home,"  and  with  the 
ether  saying,  "Let  us  have  some  more  of 
those  Yankee  dollars."  I  think  we  have  to  be 
very,very  careful  in  this  area. 

I  have  some  comments  on  the  matter  of 
the  conference  that  will  be  taking  place 
shortly,  one  sponsored  by  this  government, 
and  the  other  sponsored  by  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party. 

We  know  that  one  of  the  first  persons  who 
was  attracted  to  the  conference  sponsored  by 
the  New  Democratic  Party  was  Professor 
Watkins.  I  am  really  wondering  whether  it 
was  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
or  Professor  Watkins  himself  who  spawned 
and  hatched  the  idea  to  hold  a  conference 
simultaneously  in  an  endeavour  to  steal  the 
show.  I  have  a  feeling,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
this  sortie  into— 

Mr.  Peacock:  Sort  of  rankles. 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  about  Stephen  Hymer? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —or  this  boldness  is  going 
to  have  a  very  disastrous  efi^ect  for  the— 

Mr.  Peacock:  Hear,  hear!  Very  apt. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —New  Democratic  Party 
because  I  am  sure  it  is  going  to  backfire. 

I  remember  that  it  was  just  a  week  or  more 
ago  in  the  members'  dining  room  someone 
pointed  out  to  me  that  Professor  Watkins 
was  present.  The  thing  that  struck  me  was 
this,  that  one  of  the— 

Mr.  Peacock:  That  was  sinister. 

Mr.  Pitman:  It  really  bothers  the  member. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —meekest  members  of  that 
group  had  been  commissioned,  so  to  speak, 
to  take  him  quietly  into  the  dining  room.  I 
did  not  see  the  leader  of  the  NDP  with  him, 
I  did  not  see  the  No.  2  man,  so  to  speak,  in 


2722 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


the  NDP  with  him.  All  the  time  I  was  telling 
myself,  "Are  they  that  naive,  to  have  the 
man  within  the  confines  of  this  building  and 
pretend  that  they  are  not  associated  with 
him  at  all?" 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  logic! 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Is  the 
member  suggesting  he  has  no  right  to  be 
there? 

Mr  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Does  the  mem- 
ber want  to  know  why  he  was  there? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Really,  when  all  this  time, 
and  the  member  for  Thunder  B«ay  knows  it, 
there  has  been  a  torrid  love  affair  going  on 
between  the  leader  of  the  NDP  and  Watldns' 
economic  pohcies  and  they  axe  concealing  it. 

Mr.  Young:  No.  He  was  here  to  see  me. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  member  is  off  base. 

Mr  Yakabuski:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  NDP 
members  remind  me  of  somebody  who  is 
having  a  secret  love  affair,  they  do  not  want 
their  parents  to  find  out!  Anyway  in  this  case, 
Mr.  Speaker,  they  do  not— 

Mr.  Pitman:  So  we  take  him  into  the  dining 
room? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —want  the  rank  and  file  of 
the  NDP  to  find  out.  They  know,  they  know. 

Mr.  Pitman:  He  is  an  officer  of  the  i>arty. 

Mr.  Young:  Does  the  member  want  me  to 
tell  him  why  he  was  here? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  you 
know,  I  am  a  bit  surprised  at  the  leader  of 
the  NDP.  I  thought  he  would  be  more  cau- 
tious than  that.  But  I  think  he  has  become  so 
desperate  that  he  will  try  anything. 

Mr.  Pitman:  It  was  completely  open.  Ckwn- 
pletely  open! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Take,  for  instance,  Mr. 
Schreyer  out  in  Winnipeg.  After  the  1968 
election,  Schreyer  bad  Watkins  out  there 
for  a  while,  but  he  found  him  to  be  such 
a  hot  potato  he  kicked  him  out.  The  only- 
Mr.  Peacock:  Is  that  a  fact? 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  think  that  is  a  ratheo:  dis- 
torted view. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —party  to  have  Watkins 
is  the  New  Democratic  Party  in  Ontario— 


Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
And  how! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  It  is  die  only  haven  he  has 
left,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  Schreyer,  the  chap 
out  in  Manitoba  they  are  so  proud  of,  since 
his  election  in  June,  1968,  has  crawled  to 
every  capitalist  from  Thompson  to  Tokyo, 
because  he  knows  that  private  enterprise  is 
the  only  tool  at  his  disposal  to  get  the— 

Mr.  Pitman:  That  is  not  true  at  all. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —economy  of  Manitoba 
going  to  the  degree  the  people  of  Manitoba 
want. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  has  that  got  to  do  with 
this  resolution? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  It  has  a  lot  to  do  with  this 
resolution,  because  this  resolution  is  all  built 
around  economic  nationalism,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Stokes:  When  is  the  member  going  to 
speak  about  it? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  We  are  talking  about  it. 
We  are  talking  about  the  tax  incentives  the 
sponsor  of  this  resolution  mentioned  and— 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  do  not  think  the  member 
even  understands  it. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —I  will  buy  that.  I  think 
the  answer— one  of  the  probable  answers  to 
solving  this  problem  of  Canadian  ownership 
and  so  on— 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  to  accept  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —will  be  in  the  area  of  tax 
incentives.  There  is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Not  now. 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  year  from  now. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  The  minute  this  govern- 
ment extends  tax  incentives  to  private  enter- 
prise—to make  Ontario,  to  make  Canada  grow 
—the  NDP  say  that  we  are- 
Mr.  Stokes:  It  is  too  new  for  the  member. 
He  will  have  to  ponder  it  for  a  while. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —subsidizing  the  magnates 
just  as  they  complained  hard  and  bitterly  in 
the  mining  committee  about  the  tax  incen- 
tives to  the  mining  industry.  Now  they  will 
not  say,  "y^s"  or  "no."  They  say  that  they 
are  for  incentives  and  then  they  say  they  are 
against  incentives.  Now,  we  on  this  side- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members 
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Mr.  Yakabuski:  —would  like  to  know  just 
what  they  want.  We  would  like  to  know  just 
what  they  want,  but  I  think  they  prefer  not 
to  know  what  they  want  sometimes,  just  for 
cheap  political  purposes. 

With  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to  say, 
because  of  the  timing  of  this  resolution,  I 
would  reject  this  most  emphatically. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  completes  the  private 
members'  hour. 

Mr.  Stokes:  On  that  note  of  irrelevancy  I 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  move  the  adjournment  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  adjournment  of 
the  House  and  there  is  no  adjournment  of 
the  debate.  I  believe  that  the  acting  House 
leader  has  a  motion  to  go  into  committee. 

Does  the  member  for  Windsor  West  wish 
to  speak  to  that? 


Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
motion  to  go  into  supply  is  put,  could  the 
acting  House  leader  advise  the  House  what 
estimates  will  follow  Revenue  should  we  com- 
plete it  this  evening? 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  does  not  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot 
give  the  hon.  member  that  information  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  Peacock:  May  I  then  ask  the  acting 
House  leader  if  he  will  go  to  bills  on  com- 
pletion of  the  estimates  this  evening? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  leave  that  to  the 
determination  of  the  House  Leader,  when  we 
return  at  8  o'clock. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  19th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8:00  o'clock  p.m. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

FINANCIAL   AND    COMMERCIAL 

AFFAIRS 

(concluded) 

On  vote  604. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  one  further  comment  I  wanted 
to  make.  I  was  curious  to  note  in  a  speech 
made  by  the  hon.  Ronald  Basford,  Minister 
of  Consumer  and  Corporate  Affairs,  to  the 
symposium  on  misleading  advertising  of  the 
Canadian  Consumer  Council  on  December  4, 
1970,  that  in  referring  to  the  background  of 
the  transfer  of  the  criminal  law  power  from 
The  Criminal  Code  to  The  Combines  Invest- 
igation Act  dealing  with  misleading  advertis- 
ing, he  has  a  comment  with  respect  to  the 
ajttitude  of  the  then  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence) 
for  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  I  would 
like  to  have  the  minister's  comment  about  it. 
Mr.  Baisford  said: 

In  our  meetings  with  provincial  ministers 
and  officials  consideration  has  been  given 
to  what  kinds  of  behaviour  can  be  most 
readily  dealt  with  by  regulatory  action, 
such  as  that  achieved  through  licensing 
power,  and  what  can  be  dealt  with  by 
outright  prohibition. 

Our  experience  under  section  33(d)  — 
that  is  the  section  now  of  The  Combines 
Investigation  Act  dealing  with  misleading 
advertising— demonstrates  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  activity  in  this  area  which  cannot 
be  adequately  dealt  with  by  any  system 
other  than  that  provided  in  the  criminal 
law. 

Then  he  goes  on  to  say: 

I  caimot  agree  with  the  Ontario  Minister 
of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  that 
there  is  no  place  for  this  law  in  dealing 
wdth  commercial  conduct.  There  are  people 
in  commerce  who  have  quite  evidently 
taken  a  calculated  risk  in  attracting  business 


through  deceptive  advertising  until  such 
time  as  the  law  should  catch  up  with  them. 
For  many  years  they  operated  in  compara- 
tive safety,  but  since  the  provisions  of 
section  306  of  The  Criminal  Code  were 
transfered  to  The  Combines  Investigation 
Act  many  of  them  have  at  least  suspended 
their  operations  and  others  have  moved 
out  of  the  country. 

It  must  also  be  recognized  that  a  bus- 
inessman's operations  need  not  be  fraudu- 
lent in  order  to  do  real  damage  to  the 
market  mechanism  through  misinformation, 
and  to  suggest  that  there  is  something 
gentlemanly  about  this  behaviour  that 
should  shield  it  from  the  application  of 
criminal  law  is,  I  believe,  either  unneces- 
sarily benign  or  naive. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  there  are  areas 
where  the  criminal  law  remedy  can  be  sup- 
plemented, widened  and  made  more  general 
by  application  of  the  regulatory  process, 
and  I  would  be  glad  to  examine  any  pro- 
posal for  complementary  action  to  achieve 
a  common  goal. 

Well  my  comments  are  threefold.  If  the  hon. 
Ronald  Basford  is  correct,  is  the  present 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs 
(Mr.  Wishart)  as  benign  or  naive  as  his 
predecessor? 

Second,  does  he  agree  that  while  the 
criminal  law  is  not  all  of  the  answer,  that 
nevertheless  it  is  an  esential  part  of  any  effort 
to  deal  with  misleading  advertising? 

Third,  what  is  this  goveniment  doing  with 
respect  to  complementary  activity  in  the 
question  of  regulation  of  misleading  adver- 
tising insofar  as  it  falls  into  the  non-criminal 
field  and  falls  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
government,  which  I  believe  in  its  non-crim- 
inal aspect  it  does? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs ) :  My  first  comment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  would  be  that  I  think  Mr. 
Basford  has  questioned  his  own  views  to 
some  considerable  extent  since  he  made  those 
comments. 

As  his  speech  in  Halifax  the  other  day 
indicated,  he  is  moving  to  a  very  considerable 
degree  to  a  new  approach  in  the  combines 
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investigations  field  and  the  action  that  can 
be  taken  in  respect  to  combines  and  competi- 
tive fields  of  merchandising  and  agreements 
between  competitors  not  to  allow  competition. 

He  has  indicated  he  is  going  to  set  up, 
under  legislation  at  the  federal  level,  a  very 
expert  and  comprehensive  committee  to  exa- 
mine all  these  areas,  including  advertising, 
not  only  of  business  but  as  he  said  of  the 
professions,  service  industries  and  so  on— 
and  to  move  in  that  way  to  give  that  commit- 
tee wide  powers  to  control,  regulate  and 
assert;  to  give  it  investigative  powers  to  deal 
with  a  situation  which  I  think  he  has  found 
cannot  be  really  adequately  dealt  with  under 
the  criminal  law  approach. 

I  think  it  is  apparent  to  anyone  that  within 
the  criminal  law  you  have  to  prove  a  crime, 
you  have  to  prove  an  intent,  a  criminal  intent. 
Not  necessarily  in  every  case,  but  a  breach 
of  the  law  which  says  a  certain  act  is  a 
criminal  off^ence  is  not  often  enough  by  it- 
self; you  have  to  prove,  generally,  some 
intent  to  do  something  wrong.  Under  criminal 
law,  therefore,  it  is  very  diflBcult  to  carry 
through  to  the  point  of  conviction,  so  that 
you  can  punish. 

Once  a  certain  fact  is  prosecuted  and  you 
cannot  sustain  or  obtain  a  conviction,  it  leaves 
the  field  pretty  vdde  open.  But  in  a  civil  law 
approach,  well  you  can  safely  regulate  the 
body,  you  can  look  at  the  advertising,  you 
can  restrain  it  and  say  we  will  not  allow 
that.  This  sort  of  thing  is  associated  with 
licensing  or  some  other  feature.  You  have 
much  wider  powers;  you  do  not  have  to 
go  to  court,  and  you  can  have  a  much  more 
effective  way  of  dealing  with  it. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  to  whom  Mr.  Bas- 
ford  referred  was  naive  at  all.  I  think  he  was 
quite  wise  in  pointing  out  to  Mr.  Basford 
that  his  criminal  law  approach  was  not 
adequate.  And  that  leads  me  to  the  other 
thing  that  we  were  doing,  and  are  doing,  in 
the  province  by  way  of  a  civil  approach. 
Still  with  the  backing  of  the  right  to  prose- 
cute for  fraud,  we  are  doing  a  regulatory 
approach  to  advertising,  checking  advertis- 
ing, calling  in  to  question  if  it  is  misleading 
and  requiring  that  it  be  not  published,  that 
it  not  be  used.  Someone  suggested  the  other 
day  that  we  might  go  further.  I  think  it 
was   the  member   for   Hamilton-Wentworth? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  It  was  Went- 
worth;  simply  Wentworth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Simply  Wentworth— 
that  we  might  get  the  proofs  of  the  adver- 


tising that  is  proposed  in  our  hands  before 
it  is  published   and  pass  upon  it  there. 

Mr.   Deans:    Oh    I    did   not   suggest   that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well  something  of  that 
nature . 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes;  you  have  said  that  two  or 
three  times.  I  did  not  suggest  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  stand  corrected  if 
that  was  not  it.  I  thought  you  wanted  us 
to  look  at  it  before  it  appears. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  said  that  advertising 
should  relate  directly  to  the  product  rather 
than  some  fanciful  thdng. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Oh  yes,  well  some- 
one did  suggest  we  might  well  look  at  it 
before  it  was  published.  I  think  that  would 
be  very  diflBcult  administratively.  I  think  it 
would  be  an  extension  of  government  into  a 
field  of  commerce  that  perhaps  we  could 
not  sustain. 

I  think  we  have  a  fairly  salutory  effect 
in  the  way  we  appnoach  it  now  as  we  check 
down  on  the  persons  who  are  using  adver- 
tising which  is  misleading  or  so  full  of  puflB- 
ness  that  it  does  mislead  or  attracts  people 
into  bad  bargains. 

So  I  think  Mr.  Basford  has  changed.  I  do 
not  think  we  were  naive.  I  think  Mr.  Basford's 
recent  announcement  of  his  new  approach 
proves  that  he  has  come  around  to  a  differ- 
ent way  of  thinking.  I  think  there  are  still 
things  we  can  do  in  that  we  can  improve 
what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
it  then  that  the  minister's  basic  power,  with 
respect  to  advertising,  is  grounded  upon  and 
based  in  that  provision  of  The  Consumer 
Protection  Act;  that  is  the  basic  area  within 
which  the  province  deals  with  misleading 
advertising. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  If  that  is  then  correct, 
would  the  minister  tell  us  how  many  orders 
the  registrar  made  under  section  31— and  I  am 
asking  specifically  for  how  many  orders; 
not  that  there  is  so  Httle  misleading  adver- 
tising in  the  province  that  everything  can 
be  done  without  making  any  orders. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  see  if  I  have  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Thank  you. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  have  the 
figure,  but  I  can  get  it.  I  will  have  it  for 
the  hon.  member  shortly 

Since  he  refers  to  section  31,  perhaps  I 
just  might,  for  the  benefit  of  the  House,  say 
/that  that  section  reads: 

When  in  the  opinion  of  the  registrar,  any 
sellers  or  vendors  make  false  misleading 
or  deceptive  statements  in  any  advertise- 
ment, circular,  pamphlet,  or  similar  material, 
the  registrar  may  order  the  immediate  cessa- 
tion of  the  use  of  such  material  and  any 
such  order  is  subject  to  review  and  appeal 
in  the  same  manner  as  an  order  respecting 
registration  made  under  part  1". 

I  read  that  because  I  want  to  go  on  with 
another  point.  It  is  apparent  that  under 
that  section  there  is  just  the  power  for  a 
registrar  to  refuse  to  allow  the  use— to  order 
the  cessation  of  the  use  of  that  type  of  ad- 
vertising- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Which  tends  to  be  almost 
criminal  in  its  prohibitory  powers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  right.  It  is  pretty 
severe  penalty  in  a  way,  but  then  where 
the  penalty  really  lies  is  that  if  someone  then 
ignores  the  order  and  uses  that  advertising, 
then  follows  section  32  where:  "Every  per- 
son who  contravenes  this  act,  or  the  regula- 
tions," and  so  on,  "is  guilty  of  an  ofi^ence, 
and  on  summary  conviction,  liable  to  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  $2,000  or  to  imprisonmenit 
of  not  more  than  one  year,  or  both."  So  that 
reading  31  alone  you  would  say:  "Well,  what 
can  your  registrar  do  except  order  that  the 
advertising  be  not  used". 

Then  if  someone  comtravenes  it,  he  is  in  to 
a  really  serious  situation,  where  he  can  be 
fined  or  put  in  jail.  So  we  have  a  fairly  firm 
approach,  I  think,  to  this  thing. 

I  welcome  the  action  of  The  Minister  of 
Consumer  Afi^airs  ait  Ottawa,  if  he  will  give 
that  committee  the  powers  which  he  suggests 
he  will  and  if  it  is  so  staflFed  and  so  chosen 
that  it  will  have  coonpetence  and  will  be 
oooistantly  on  the  job  of  supervising  that 
area. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  only  have 
two  brief  oommenits.  I  know  we  could  go  on 
talking  about  it  indefinitely. 

The  two  comments  I  want  to  make  are,  first 
of  all,  I  do  consider  section  31  of  The  Con- 
sumer Protection  Act  which  the  minister  has 
just  read  as  being  in  the  nature  of  a  regulajbory 
scheme.  I  consider  that,  for  practical  pur- 
poses, to  be  almost  synonymous  with,  par- 


ticularly the  reference  to  the  heavy  penalty, 
with  an  exercise  of  a  criminal  or  a  quasi 
criminal  power. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  I  agree. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Therefore,  I  would  be 
inclined  to  think  that  if  it  could  be  proven 
to  be  a  contravention  of  section  31  of  The 
Consumer  Protection  Act,  by  and  large  it 
could  probably  be  equally  well  proved  an 
offence  under  section  33(d)  of  The  Combines 
Inv^tigation  Act  Therefore  it  leads  me  to 
the  conclusion  that  for  practical  purposes, 
both  you  and  Mr.  Basford  are  speaking  about 
something  in  the  nature  of  criminal  or  quasi 
criminal  action. 

My  question,  I  am  putting  it,  perhaps  as 
a  T'hetorical  question  because  we  could  go 
on  much  too  long  about  these  things,  is  that 
it  would  appear  to  me  the  province  really 
has  no  basic  inteirtion  of  propounding  a  regu- 
latory scheme  for  regulating  or  setting  guide- 
lines for  or  establishing  some  kind  of  a 
method  for  the  overview  of  the  advertising 
which  goes  on  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  with 
a  view  to  its  regulation  other  than  in  terms 
of  the  punitive  aspects  with  relation  ito  pro- 
hibition in  The  Criminal  Code. 

And  the  second  point  I  want  to  make  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
the  hon.  member  moves  on  to  the  second 
point,  could  I  ask  him  what  he  entertains 
as  the  idea  of  regulations?  Is  he  talking  of 
regulation  of  advertising  before  its  appear- 
ance? Here  we  have  a  section  which  says, 
if  you  do  not  like  it,  if  you  think  it  is  mis- 
leading, or  deceptive,  we  can  say,  do  not 
use  it,  and  at  that  point  it  is  stopped. 

We  gain  one  result  there,  and  the  pubHc 
is  not  deceived  or  misled. 

Then  if  it  is  used,  we  can  punish. 

What  does  the  hon.  member  have  in  his 
mind  when  he  speaks  of  regulatory?  I  would 
like  to  have  his  thinking  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  there  are  two  dis- 
tinctions that  immediately  come  to  mind. 
One  is  the  obvious  question,  do  you  do  it 
before  or  do  you  do  it  afterwards? 

Hon.    Mr.    Wishart:    How   do    you    do    it 

before? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  1  suggest  you  nde  that 
out.  If  the  province  were  to  give  considera- 
tion, if  there  was  legitimate  pubhc  interest 
to  be  served  by  giving  consideration  to  put- 
ting into  effect  a  regulatory  sdheme  in  the 
field  of  misleading  or  deceptive  advertising 
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of  one  kind  or  another,  then  it  would  appear 
to  me  that,  certainly  in  the  initial  stages  of 
it,  I  for  one  would  not  agree  to  it  being 
done  in  advance.  I  think  it  would  have  to 
be  done  afterwards. 

So  that  is  the  first  initial  distinction  I 
would  make.  I  think  that  any  endeavour  by 
govemmentt  to  intrude  on  what  can  or  cannot 
be  published  or  siaid  and  so  on  in  advance  of 
it  being  said,  borders  much  too  much  on 
censorship,  regardless  of  the  belief  in  the 
legitimacy  of  it.  I  think  that  the  overriding 
right  of  freedom  of  expression  or  freedom 
of  speech  within  the  limits  of  the  criminal 
law  should  be  preserved. 

I  think,  however,  that  it  would  be  possible 
for  a  department  such  as  the  minister's,  say 
at  the  end  of  a  one-year  period,  to  have  an 
overview,  for  example,  of  all  the  advertising 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

It  could  take,  for  example,  the  chartered 
banks  in  the  field  of  personal  loan  induce- 
ments or  the  finance  companies  in  that  field; 
or  the  trust  companies  in  such  and  such  a 
field;  or  of  the  real  estate  business  in  pro- 
motion through  its  own  self  governing  bodies 
of  real  estate  transactions— it  would  be  pos- 
sible, it  seems  to  me,  to  devise  or  conceive 
a  public  body  that  would  oversee  that,  that 
would  have  the  right  to  exchange  views  with 
members  of  the  industry  and  members  of 
the  public,  as  to  whether  or  not  by  and 
large  the  particular  thrust  of  a  particular 
advertising  campaign  over  a  period  of  time 
was  such  that  its  cumulative  effect  amounted 
to  something  which  was  misleading  or  decep- 
tive or  contrary  to  the  public  interest. 

I  can  see  something  like  that  being  a 
regulatory  scheme.  If  it  is  not  going  to  be 
that  kind  of  thing,  then  I  think  the  minister 
would  be  well  advised  to  abdicate  his  power 
under  section  31  in  favour  of  The  Combines 
Investigation  Act  approach,  which  would 
include  an  order  of  prohibition.  But  again 
I  throw  it  out  for  what  it  is  worth. 

My  second  comment  is  that  if  the  minister 
is  going  to  give  serious  consideration  to 
advertising,  I  do  not  think  he  can  continue 
to  restrict  it  to  advertisements,  circulars, 
pamphlets  or  similar  material.  I  think  the 
impact  of  radio  and  television  is  at  least  as 
great— perhaps  in  other  people's  minds  more 
effective,  more  impressive  or  more  damag- 
ing, depending  on  the  attitude  that  one  has 
to  it— than  perhaps  the  printed  media.  And 
my  interpretation,  certainly,  of  advertise- 
ments, circulars,  pamphlets  or  similar  material 
would  mean  that  in  no  way  can  the  govern- 
ment make  any  order,  or  deal  in  any  way 


with     deceptive     or    misleading     advertising 
through  the  radio  or  television. 

I  do  not  happen  to  be  one  of  those  who 
believes  that  because  the  power  over  radio 
broadcasting  and  television  is  in  the  federal 
government  in  certain  of  its  aspects,  this 
government  has  no  role  to  play  with  the 
impact  of  advertisements  by  the  television 
media  or  the  radio  media  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  There  would  be  a  legitimate 
authority  under  a  valid  regulatory  scheme 
for  an  enlargement  of  the  words  of  that 
section. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Would  you  think  the 
provincial  government  could  enlarge  that 
section  31  over  radio  and  television  and  not 
have  its  jurisdiction  very  quickly  and  defi- 
nitely questioned  in  the  field  of  communi- 
cation? My  own  offTiand  thought  is  that  it 
has  been  made  pretty  clear  to  us  that  the 
federal  government  reserves  jealousy  to  itself 
that  field.  I  think  that  was  the  reason  this 
section  was  limited,  as  it  is,  to  what  are  really 
dependent  words. 

I  am  not  sure,  but  I  have  some  doubt  as 
to  whether  we  could  control  television  and 
radio  advertising.  Certainly,  if  we  did  attempt 
it— if  we  were  entitled  to  do  it,  jurisdiction- 
ally— we  certainly  could  not  touch  the  station 
on  the  borders  of  the  province,  whether  it 
be  in  a  foreign  country  or  not.  And,  of 
course,  that  type  of  advertising  can  flow 
for  miles  across  other  states  and  other  lands 
and   flow  into  our  country. 

I  doubt  if  we  have  the  authority,  to  begin 
with,  and  I  doubt  if  it  would  be  very 
effective  if  we  did. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  only  distinction  that 
I  would  make  is  that  it  may  well  be  we 
would  not  have  any  particular  jurisdiction 
to  deal  witii  the  specific  radio  station,  or  the 
specific  television  station,  but  the  advertise- 
ments which  are  put  forward  through  the 
media  which  have  any  impact,  if  they  have 
a  misleading,  deceptive  or  other  quality 
about  them,  are  all  sponsored  by  certain 
individual  corporations,  many  of  whom  are 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  It  would  seem  to  me  that,  whether 
or  not— and  indeed,  when  I  was  thinking 
about  advertisement  circulars,  pamphlets  or 
similar  material,  I  was  not  thinking  about 
action  by  the  government  against  the  press 
as  such.  Nor  was  I  thinking  about  action 
against  individual  television  or  radio  sta- 
tions. What  I  was  thinking  about  was  the 
persons  who  pay  for  the  advertisements  and 
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who  sponsor  the  advertisements  in  a  planned 
advertising   campaign. 

I  would  think  this  government  could  assert 
the  same  kind  of  general  regulatory  scheme. 
Whether  or  not  a  particular  company  chose 
to  use  the  printed  material,  radio  or  tele- 
vision, for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  an 
advertising  campaign,  or  a  combination  of 
all  three.  A  properly  devised  regulatory 
scheme  would  bring  those  sponsors  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  government. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  was  hoping  that  just  before  we  leave  this 
vote  I  might  get  in  a  word  or  two  and  ex- 
press my  hope  that  the  government  in  the 
near  future,  by  means  of  consumer  protection, 
would  lower  the  boom  on  some  of  these  so- 
called  dancing  schools  which  we  have,  par- 
ticularly in  the  larger  cities  like  Toronto  and 
Hamilton. 

I  have  had  a  number  of  people  come  to 
me  with  these  contracts  where  they  have 
actually  gone  so  far  as  to  pay  $2,000  in 
advance.  I  had  this  happen  just  this  past 
week.  I  have  seen  many  contracts  over  a 
period  of  time.  They  are  legal— it  is  almost 
impossible  to  prove  that  they  are  not. 

These  dancing  schools,  like  the  Arthur 
Murray  and  the  Fred  Astaire  schools,  and 
the  Rendezvous,  which  is  doing  very  well  in 
a  business  way  in  Toronto,  get  these  people 
who,  by  and  large,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  very 
naive.  They  are  on  the  whole  very  decent 
people;  I  also  think  they  must  be  lonely 
people.  They  must  believe  they  are  going  to 
be  able  to  dance  like  Fred  Astaire  and  then 
have  all  kinds  of  friends  around  them. 

The  vast  majority  of  them  do  not  have  a 
lot  of  money.  I  made  inquiries  of  a  man  who 
recently  forked  over  $2,000  and  certainly  he 
was  not  the  type  of  individual  that  could 
afford  to  hand  that  over.  But  these  people 
who  go  to  these  dancing  schools  see  the  ad 
in  the  paper  where  lots  of  friends  come  to  a 
party.  Maybe  they  have  one  free  lesson  and 
they  get  them  into  that  office  of  theirs  and 
they  high-pressure  them  into  signing  a  con- 
tract. 

These  contracts  are  extremely  difficult  to 
break  unless  a  lawyer,  by  luck,  finds  a  tech- 
nicality. The  person  who  siajns  that  contract 
is  stuck  and  the  people  that  run  these  danc- 
ing schools  are  so  expert  in  their  work  they 
seldom  make  a  technical  mistake. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  time  is  long  overdue 
for  the  government  to  move  in  and  not  only 
regulate  their  advertising,  but  they  should 
exist  only  by  way  of  a  franchise.  I  do  not 


think  that  anyone  should  be  allowed  to  carry 
on  a  dancing  school  unless  they  are  Hcensed 
by  government. 

Years  ago  the  local  dancing  instructor  was 
usually  a  friend  of  everybody  in  town;  you 
probably  would  know  the  local  dancing 
instructor.  But  today  it  has  become  a  racket 
and,  unfortunately,  when  you  have  the  big 
operator  move  in,  it  means  that  everybody 
has  to  be  licensed.  I  am  one  who  does  not 
like  government  moving  in  on  everything, 
but  the  only  way  I  can  think  of  exempting 
the  small  person  who  is  operating  a  local 
dance  school  is  to  say  that  they  are  limited 
to  20  pupils.  Something  in  that  regard  would 
keep  the  neighbourhood  teacher  out  of  the 
clutches  of  having  to  get  a  government 
licence. 

But  so  often  these  dancing  schools  are  not 
only  milking  the  public,  they  are  often  the 
centre  for  other  activities  as  well.  I  think  it 
would  be  well  for  us  to  inquire  who  controls 
these  schools.  We  know  it  is  not  Arthur 
Murray  and  it  is  not  Fred  Astaire;  they  just 
sold  their  names. 

These  people  have  been  famous  people 
and  they  are  well  respected.  They  are  not 
racketeers,  but  their  name  is  being  used  and 
it  is  even  beyond  their  control  to  do  any- 
thing about  it.  I  think  it  is  high  time  that 
this  government  stepped  in  and  licensed 
these  people  and,  in  some  cases,  put  them 
out  of  business.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister, Mr.  Ghairman,  if  they  oonitemplate 
any  action  in  the  immediate  future  to  go 
after  these  racketeers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had 
not  given  thought  to  this,  I  must  confess, 
with  the  view  of  action.  The  hon.  member's 
suggestion  is  certainly  one  that  I  shall  take 
under  consideration. 

He  speaks  of  licensing.  Perhaps  that  is  a 
way  of  approaching  it.  What  gives  me  some 
pause  to  think  is  if  you  license,  as  he  says, 
you  are  entering  another  area  of  business. 
You  are  setting  up  an  administrative  body  to 
license,  and  I  presume  that  entails  some 
investigations,  and  some  control. 

Take  the  case  he  cites  where  a  man  pays 
$2,000  on  a  contract  to  take  so  many  dancing 
lessons.  On  the  face  of  it,  I  suppose,  there  is 
nothing  wrong  with  that. 

Mr.  Trotter:  Just  illegal. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  you  license  that 
dancing  school,  or  those  people  who  run  that 
school,  how  would  you,  even  under  licence, 
prevent  the  making  of  what  would  appear 
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to  be  a  legal  contract?  It  is  conceivable,  I 
suppose  one  could  argue,  that  if  there  were 
enough  lessons  over  a  period  of  time  the  man 
might  very  well  get,  should  he  live  long 
enough,  his  value  back  for  the  $2,000.  I  do 
not  know. 

What  I  am  really  saying  is  that  I  see 
some  administrative  problems  in  the  criteria 
you  lay  down  for  what  is  a  proper  school  to 
be  licensed.  Without  almost  daily  supervision 
of  the  type  of  contract  they  write,  how  would 
you  stop  the  happening  of  the  very  case  the 
hon.  member  cites? 

You  say,  "Yes,  you  are  licensed.  You  have 
proper  facilities;  your  people  are  qualified, 
they  are  skilled."  You  say  then  they  are  not 
to  write  a  contract  to  extend  beyond  a  cer- 
tain period  of  time,  or  certain  amount  of 
money,  without  the  approval  of  the  depart- 
ment. Perhaps  that  could  be  accomplished. 

But  I  see  the  seriousnes  of  it.  At  the  same 
time  I  see  some  administrative  diflBculties  in 
the  way.  I  will  certainly  give  it  consideration 
and,  maybe,  we  can  come  up  with  something 
that  may  serve  to  prevent  what  I  know  are 
abuses  in  this  field. 

Mr.  Trotter:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  there 
are  technioalities  in  all  these  things.  But 
suppose  there  is  a  contract  for,  let  us  say 
over  $200;  they  should  have  the  right  to 
cancel  it  within  a  period  of  two  or  three 
weeks.  You  have  in  fact  been  able  to  solve 
the  door-to-door  salesman  problem.  I  do  not 
get  nearly  the  complaints  about  people  sign- 
ing contracts  for  magazines  I  used  to  get 
since  you  changed  the  law  and  gave  the 
people— what  is  it,  48-hour  cancelling  period? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Cooling  oflF  period! 

Mr.  Trotter:  Cooling  ofiF! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Two  days,  or  three 
days. 

Mr.  Trotter:  That  used  to  be  a  real  racket 
where  groups  of  magazine  salesmen,  would  hit 
a  town,  sign  the  contracts  and  then  be  gone 
and  the  people  were  stuck  with  a  promissory 
note.  There  have  been  amendments.  It  was 
not  until  there  were  a  number  of  complaints 
in  this  Legislature  and  the  storm  was  raised 
that  the  law  was  changed. 

The  use  of  the  dancing  schools  is  not  as 
widespread  as  the  magazines,  but  the  money 
involved  is  a  far  greater  amount.  This  has 
gone  on  for  a  very  long  time,  and  I  had 
understood  from  what  your  predecessor  had 
said  that  they  were  going  to  take  some  action 
in  regard  to  the  dancing  schools. 


This  is  why  I  had  expected  a  more  positive 
answer  from  the  minister.  But  the  only 
immediate  alternative  is  if  these  people  could 
make  a  complaint  to  the  consumers'  bureau 
and  give  some  of  these  schools  some  adverse 
pubhcity  that  they  certainly  have  coming  to 
them.  The  fact  is  that  if  they  know  that  they 
are  going  to  be  exposed  in  some  of  these 
contracts  the  publicity  may  act  as  the 
policeman. 

I  really  think  that  the  government  has  got 
to  take  stem  action  and  move  in. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  just  one  more  item 
on  this  matter  of  licensing  that  has  been 
kicked  around  by  this  government  for  years, 
and  that  is  the  matter  of  hearing  aids.  That 
certainly  is  a  matter  of  consumer  protection. 
Some  time  ago  I  complained  about  the  high 
cost  of  hearing  aids  and,  in  some  cases,  of 
what  was  a  sheer  racket.  There  were  some 
people  selling  hearing  aids  that  simply  did 
not  work.  They  were  going  anywhere  from 
$400  to  $1,000  a  hearing  aid.  Unfortunately, 
when  someone  hke  myself  stands  up  and 
complains  publicly,  it  also  hurts  the  legitimate 
dealer  in  hearing  aids,  the  man  who  is  selling 
them,  whether  he  is  going  from  door  to  door, 
or  has  a  store.  There  are  many  of  these  people 
who  carry  on  a  legitimate  business. 

After  there  is  a  storm  and  a  number  of 
complaints  are  raised,  one  of  these  men  told 
me— and  he  was  a  legitimate  hearing  aid 
salesman-^that  for  a  while  it  cut  his  business 
by  50  per  cent;  so  the  legitimate  dealers  got 
together  and  asked  to  be  licensed.  In  other 
words,  the  men  who  were  turning  out  a 
decent  product  and  offering  a  competitive 
price— if  there  is  such  a  thing  for  a  hearing 
aid— asked  to  be  licensed. 

A  former  Minister  of  Health,  the  memljer 
for  Ontario  (Mr.  Dymond)  was  going  to  do 
something.  The  former  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  (Mr.  Rowntree)  was 
going  to  do  something.  Then  another  fonner 
Minister  of  Health,  the  present  Minister  of 
Social  and  Family  Services  (Mr.  Wells)  I 
think  was  going  to  do  something.  This  has 
now  gone  on  for  nearly  six  years.  I  would 
like  to  know  what,  if  any,  action  is  the 
government  going  to  take  to  license  hearing 
aids,  not  only  to  protect  the  older  people 
who  are  overcharged,  but  also  even  to  pro- 
tect the  legitimate  dealer  who  is  selling 
hearing  aids. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  recog- 
nize there  was,  as  the  hon.  member  said, 
quite  a  problem  some  time  ago  in  this  field 
but  the  hearing  aid  people,  the  people  who 
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manufacture  them,  got  together  and  formed 
a  hearing  aid  association.  Any  complaints 
that  we  receive,  which  I  must  tell  the  hon. 
member  are  now  few  and  far  between,  are 
dealt  with  by  them.  They  deal  with  them 
entirely.  Every  complaint  is  dealt  with,  and 
we  have  found  that  of  recent  times,  there  is 
very  Httle  that  has  been  found  wrong  in 
the  sale  and  distribution  of  hearing  aids.  The 
products  on  the  market  are  of  good  quality. 
The  poor  ones  have  been  knocked  out.  The 
hearing  aid  association  has  policed  its  own 
industry  itself  with  very  good  effect.  If  we 
find  that  situation  does  not  continue,  or  for 
any  reason  it  has  deteriorated,  we  could  move 
in;  but  we  have  to  do  it  in  some  sort  of 
general  legislation,  I  think,  possibly  by  li- 
censing certain  people.  Again,  we  would  face 
the  same  obstacles  as  to  the  criteria  in  ad- 
ministering a  certain  industry.  Through  the 
assistance  of  the  hearing  aid  people  them- 
selves, I  think  we  have  been  able  to  beat  the 
troubled  area  in  that  field;  they  are  very 
active  in  policing  their  own  industry.  We 
have  thought  it  was  a  health  problem.  I 
think  I  would  have  to  be  frank  to  say  that 
the  present  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  A.  B.  R. 
Lawrence)  has  said:  "No,  we  dio  not  see  that 
it  is  our  problem  any  more" 

Mr.  Trotter:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  are  a 
doctor,  a  lawyer,  a  plumber,  a  dentist  or  a 
barber,  you  have  to  be  licensed.  I  think 
anybody  today  could  go  out  and  sell  a  hear- 
ing piece;  after  all,  our  hearing  is  one  of 
the  most  important  assets  we  have.  I  know 
some  of  these  fellows  who  have  been  selling 
hearing  aids  just  have  no  training.  They 
had  better  read  a  few  books,  but  there  is 
no  licence  for  them.  Surely  there  should  be 
some  control. 

I  am  amazed  that  The  Department  of 
Health  does  not  think  it  is  a  health  problem 
because  heaven  knows  how  many  fellows, 
even  if  they  were  well-meaning,  have  sold 
somebody  the  wrong  type  of  hearing  aid. 
I  know  some  of  the  men  who  sell  hearing  aids 
will  not  sell  one  unless  a  doctor  has  pre- 
scribed one.  This  is  since  tlie  uproar  took 
place  in  this  Legislature  and  cost  them  a 
lot  of  business. 

But  still  it  is  not  the  law,  and  there  is 
nothing  today  to  stop  the  same  racketeer 
who  started  up  business  not  too  far  from 
my  law  ofiRce  and  then  sold  a  lot  of  hearing 
aids  that  did  not  work.  He  moved  to  Hawaii 
and  then  came  back  here  and  located  away 
up  Yonge  Street.  There  is  still  really  nothing 
to  stop  that  fellow. 


I  think  it  is  very  foolish  and  extremely 
weak  on  the  part  of  the  government  to  sit 
back  and  leave  a  field  such  as  this  wide 
open  to  any  racketeer  from  a  business  point 
of  view;  and  from  a  health  point  of  view  I 
think  it  is  a  very  serious  matter. 

I  know  the  minister  may  say:  "Well  we 
will  look  into  it."  The  trouble  is  that  it  is 
so  typical  of  the  government;  they  looking 
into  these  things  and  do  nothing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  it  is  not  just  a 
case  of  saying  we  will  look  into  it.  But  if 
the  hon.  member  is  suggesting  that  my  De- 
partment of  Financial  and  Commercial  Af- 
fairs—and I  think  the  title  of  the  department 
indicates  its  area  of  concern,  financial  and 
commercial- 
Mr.  Trotter:  It  is  consumer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  When  you  talk  about 
hearing  aids,  if  you  are  going  to  ask  me 
or  my  staff  to  license  a  hearing  aid  sales- 
man, on  what  basis  do  I  license  him?  This  is 
the  point  where  I  say  there  are  administrative 
problems,  problems  of  the  criteria.  Strictly 
speaking,  in  my  view,  I  should  not  license 
a  man  because  he  comes  in  off  the  street; 
he  may  be  well-educated,  he  may  be  honest, 
and  he  may  be  industrious  and  of  good 
character.  But  what  does  he  know  about  a 
hearing  aid,  and  why  should  I  license  him? 

I  do  not  want  to  get  into  an  argument  with 
my  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Health,  but  in 
my  view,  if  he  is  to  be  licensed  at  all,  I  do  not 
want  to  put  my  seal  of  approval  on  him  as  a 
salesman  because  that  is  not  the  point.  He 
could  be  a  poor  salesman  or  the  greatest 
salesman  in  the  world;  it  does  not  make  him 
any  more  competent  in  selling  a  hearing  aid, 
because  that  to  me  is  a  problem  that  requires 
very  high  expert  knowledge  of  the  whole 
business  of  hearing  and  the  various  defects 
that  can  arise  in  hearing,  whether  it  may 
be  one  thing  or  another. 

I  think  it  solves  nothing  for  me  when  John 
Doe  comes  in  and  says,  "I  want  to  be  a 
hearing  aid  salesman"— I  just  do  not  feel  I 
have  any  business  licensing  him.  I  think  I 
certainly  would  have  to  set  up  some  sort 
of  medical  criteria,  some  sort  of  medical 
expertise,  to  see  what  he  knows,  or  else 
set  up  a  training  school  to  train  him,  and 
that  is  why  I  say  as  soon  as  you  ask  me 
to  license  these  people,  it  is  not  just  that 
simple. 

I  have  Ito  do  more  than  that  if  it  is  going 
to  oome  to  Finiancial  and  Commercial  Affairs 
where  I  do  not  think  it  belongs  really. 
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I  do  not  like  to  pass  the  responsibility 
over.  I  do  say  we  'have  the  hearing  aid  people 
together.  They  are  very  good  at  disciplining 
their  people.  If  we  do  get  a  complaint  they 
go  to  the  mat  with  it,  and  they  pursue  it  and 
we  have  not  had  many  complaints  of  late 
because  of  their  activity.  They  are  very 
thorough  but  the  competence  of  the  sales- 
men, to  me,  is  a  thing  that  I  have  no  means 
in  the  financial  and  oommercial  departmenit 
of  determining. 

I  can  license  a  used  car  dealer  or  a  real 
estate  man,  because  we  train  them.  We  re- 
quire them  to  pass  exiams;  but  I  do  not  think 
I  have  competence— certainly  not  at  the 
present  in  a  financial  and  commercial  de- 
partment—to  deal  with  something  that  is 
beyond  finance  and  commerce.  It  is  some- 
thing that  verges  on  a  very  technical  field 
of  medical  knowledge.  That  is  what  I  am 
saying,  that  I  find  it  difficult  to  promise  the 
hon.  member  that  I  can  do  something  about 
it.  Certainly,  what  I  would  do,  I  think,  be- 
yond just  saying  I  will  look  at  it,  would  be 
to  take  it  to  my  colleagues  and  say,  "Look, 
here  is  my  view,  I  cannot  handle  this  in 
financial  and  oommercial  aff^^airs  alone,  unless 
we  have  a  joint  effort  or  some  other  de- 
partment which  I  think  is  really  more  fitted 
to  take  it  on." 

Mr.  Trotter:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
agree  with  the  minister  that  it  should  be  The 
Department  of  Health,  but  the  reason  why 
I  address  this  question  to  you  is  because 
originally  when  this  matter  came  up,  it  was 
the  Attorney  General  who  dealt  with  it. 

There  was  a  prosecution  involving  one  par- 
ticular man.  We  then  went  to  the  Minister 
of  Health  and  said:  "Would  you  license  these 
people?"  and  the  present  member  for  Ontario 
(Mr.  Dymond)  said:  "Yes,  we  wdll  license  it." 
Then  for  some  reason  they  changed  and  the 
member  for  York  West  became  the  minister 
of  Financial  and  Commercial  Afiiairs  and  he 
says:  "No,  thait  is  his  jurisdiction." 

Now  the  government  was  arguing  this,  not 
us.  We  just  want  you  to  do  someithing. 

And  then  the  now  Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services  (Mr.  Wells)  beoanne  Minister 
of  Health,  while  you  fellows  were  playing 
musical  chairs  over  there,  and  he  said  he 
was  going  to  do  something  about  it.  Then 
he  answered  one  question  saying:  "No,  that  is 
really  Financial  and  Commerciial  Afiiairs."  So 
he  forgot  about  it  and  went  on  his  way  and 
now  we  are  back  to  you;  and  in  the  mean- 
time they  have  played  volleyball  back  and 


forth  with  this  thing  and  nothing  has  been 
doQe. 

Now  I  want  to  say  to  the  minister,  through 
the  chairman,  that  if  you  really  want  to  do 
something,  you  can  bring  it  up  in  cabinet. 
Or  if  you  have  decided  you  are  really  going 
to  do  something  about  the  price  and  the 
value  of  hearing  aids,  this  is  a  product  your 
department  could  do  something  about  if  it 
wanted  to. 

I  would  prefer  health  standards  be  set  up, 
but  surely  to  goodness  the  government  can 
decide.  But  this  is  so  typical  the  way  you 
kick  it  back  and  forth.  In  truth  nothing  has 
been  done,  and  from  what  I  have  heard 
from  here,  I  anticipate  that  nothing  will  be 
done. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well  1  am  going  to  ask 
the  hon  member  not  to  be  quite  so  pessimis- 
tic. I  think  he  will  see  some  accomplishment. 
As  I  say,  he  knows  I  have  come  to  this  de- 
partment recently. 

I  would  also  tell  him  further  to  what  I 
have  said  already,  that  in  our  Ottawa  Do- 
minion-provincial Conference  last  month,  the 
Federal  papers  which  were  presented  to  that 
conference  by  Mr.  Basford  had  this  to  say 
about  hearing  aids— which  we  spent  some 
time  discussing.  The  federal  position  was 
that  they  have  undertaken  two  programmes 
concerning  hearing  aids. 

One,  to  provide  information  to  consumers 
on  how  to  seek  advice  with  regard  to  a  hear- 
ing problem;  that  is  the  steps  that  should 
be  taken  when  considering  the  purchase  of 
a  hearing  aid.  It  is  an  informational  educa- 
tional programme. 

Two— this  is  the  federal  undertaking— .the 
drafting  of  regulations  under  The  Food  and 
Drug  Act  requiring  that  eac'h  hearing  aid 
sold  in  Canada— this  is  a  Canada-wide  pro- 
gramme—be accompanied  by  a  statement  of 
its  performance  and  characteristics. 

Now  that  would  go  a  considerable  distance 
in  informing  people.  The  second  thing  is  that 
they  will  be  passing  judgement  on  the  item, 
the  article,  as  to  its  performance  and  char- 
acteristics. 

This  is  not  just  for  Ontario  but  for  the 
whole  of  Canada  and  I  think  a  fair,  good 
step  in  the  right  direction.  Perhaps  there  is 
something  more  we  can  do  but  at  least  The 
Consumer  and  Corporate  Affairs  Department 
at  Ottawa  have  moved  to  check  the  article, 
so  that  at  least  you  will  get  a  good  product 
with  certain  characteristics  which  will  be  set 
forth  with  respect  to  it  when  it  is  offered  on 
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the  market  and  sold.  Some  progress  is  being 
made. 

Mr.  Trotter:  Despite  that  legislation,  Mr. 
Chairman,  no  matter  how  stupid  a  person  is, 
no  matter  how  little  they  know,  no  matter 
how  little  education,  no  matter  how  un- 
washed they  might  be,  they  are  still  qualified 
to  sell  the  hearing  aid. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  604  carried? 
Vote  604  agreed  to. 

On  vote  605. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  business  incorporations 
programme.  Perhaps  we  could  consider  this 
vote  in  total.  Agreed?  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  raise  a  matter  on  behalf  of  one  of 
my  colleagues.  He  asked  if  I  would  do  this 
since  he  was  unable  to  be  here  this  evening. 
In  fact,  I  am  sure  the  minisiter  upon  hearing 
it  will  be  happy  that  he  is  not  here.  He 
might  be  able  to  raise  it  much  better  than  I 
can.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  can  get  all  of  the 
proper  feeling  into  the  matter,  but  I  am 
going  to  try  really  hard. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  You  do  very  well. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  raise  this  on  behalf  of  the 
member  for  High  Park  (Mr.  Shulman).  He 
would  have  done  it  himself  except  that  this 
particular  vote- 
Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  There  is  not 
much  difference. 

Mr.  Deans:  —may  go  on  at  some  great 
length. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Just  pitch  your  voice  a 
little  higher. 

Mr.  Deans:  Maybe  I  could  borrow  yours? 

Anyway,  the  member  for  High  Park  asked 
me  to  read  this  into  the  record  and  to  ask 
the  minister  if,  perhaps,  he  would  comment 
on  the  following  matter,  so  on  his  behalf  let 
me  say: 

All  parties  in  this  Legislature  have  given 
at  least  lip  service  to  the  protection  of 
Canadian  shareholdings  from  US  takeover, 
and  both  the  Legislature  itself  and  the 
committee  on  law  agree  to  affirm  the 
rights  of  Canadian  shareholders  to  keep 
their  holdings  in  Ontario  companies  if  they 


wish  to  do  so  in  the  event  of  a  takeover 
by  an  American  firm.  Despite  this,  Ameri- 
loan  corporaitions  are  oomiing  into  this  prov- 
ince and  are  thumbing  their  noses  at  the 
intentions  of  all  the  legislators. 

A  recent  example  which  I  have  person- 
ally experienced  was  carried  out  by  an 
unscrupulous  US  firm,  Robin  Hood  Mills. 
For  many  years  Bick's  Pickles,  a  Canadian 
corporation,  carried  on  business  in  this 
province  and  had  many  Canadian  share- 
holders. 

Last  year,  most  of  the  shares  in  Bick's 
Pickles  were  purchased  by  Robin  Hood 
Mills,  but  five  Canadian  shareholders  de- 
cided to  retain  their  holdings  in  Bick's 
Pickles,  and  rejected  the  ofiFer  by  Robin 
Hood  Mills.  Two  of  these  were  individuals 
Hving  in  southwestern  Ontario;  two  were 
Torontonians,  and  the  fifth  was  a  small 
Canadian  company,  in  which  I  have  an 
interest.  [I  being  the  member  for  High 
Park,  since  I  have  no  interest  in  any  Cana- 
dian company.] 

The  response  of  Robin  Hood  Mills  was 
to  use  a  provision  of  The  Corporations  Act 
which  was  intended  for  entirely  different 
purposes  to  completely  wipe  out  the  hold- 
ings of  the  five  Canadian  shareholders. 
Section  52  of  The  Corporations  Act  says: 
'Un  case  of  the  re-iorganization  of  a  com- 
pany, fractions  of  a  share  are  not  to  be 
registered." 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  purely 
and  simply  to  simplify  the  keeping  of  a 
company's  books,  so  that  shareholders  are 
not  registered  as  holding  for  example,  40% 
shares,  but  instead  would  show  their  hold- 
ings as  40  shares.  Robin  Hood  Mills,  how- 
ever, used  this  sec^^ion  in  a  way  that  allowed 
them  to  completely  wipe  out  the  minority 
shareholders. 

What  they  did  was  to  merge  Bick's 
Pickles  with  a  number  of  other  small  com- 
panies which  they  owned  outright.  In  the 
terms  of  the  merger  it  was  stated  that  for 
every  95  shares  of  Bick's  Pickles  that  share- 
holders held,  they  would  receive  one  share 
in  the  new  company.  The  joke,  however, 
is  that  none  of  the  shareholders  held  as 
many  as  95  shares,  and  so  none  of  them 
ended  up  with  one  full  share. 

Instead,  they  received  a  fraction  of  a 
share  which  the  company  refused  to  regis- 
ter, using  section  52  as  their  excuse.  This 
means  that  all  the  minority  shareholders* 
are  now  wiped  off  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany,   cannot  receive   annual  reports   and 


2738 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


may  not  attend  annual  meetings.  In  efiFect, 
they  have  lost  all  of  their  rights. 

There  is  one  simple  word  to  describe 
the  whole  matter-^theft.  I  approadhed  ithe 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Comimercial 
Affairs  and  related  these  facts  to  him. 
The  cure  is  very  simple.  Just  amend 
section  52  to  require  the  fractional  shares 
be  registered  in  such  circumstances.  I 
strongly  recommend  that  the  minister  take 
such  action  immediately  to  prevent  such 
similar  incidents  in  the  future. 

And  that  is  the  end  of  the  statement  that 
the  member  for  High  Park  wanted  me  to 
raise  with  you. 

1  wanted  to  say  though,  that  upon  reading 
it  and  having  looked  into  the  matter  since 
the  time  that  be  requested  that  I  do  so,  I 
cannot  help  thinking  that  the  move  that 
was  taken  by  Robin  Hood  certainly  is  not 
within  the  intent  of  the  Act.  It  may  well 
be  within  the  Act  in  the  legal  intent,  but  it 
certainly  was  not  within  the  moral  intent 
of  the  Act. 

There  is  little  question  that  that  section 
of  the  Act  was  never  intended  to  be  used 
in  this  way.  And,  in  fact,  it  would  be  a 
simple  matter,  I  suspect,  to  pass  a  regulation 
or  to  amend  the  Act  to  ensure  that  in  an 
event  such  as  this,  where  there  is  a  takeover 
or  a  merger,  and  particularly  where  it  affects 
a  foreign-dominated  company,  that  any  por- 
tion of  a  share  ought  to  be  registerable  and, 
in  fact,  ought  to  be  registered. 

I  ask  the  minister  if  he  would,  for  the 
record,  indicate  whether  he  would  agree 
with  the  member  for  High  Park  and  myself 
that  what  took  place  in  this  particular  inci- 
dent; we  do  not  want  to  see  hscppea  again. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  On  a  point 
of  order,  when  I  left  he  was  speaking  last 
week  and  he  is  still  speaking. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  something  interesting 
in  what  he  says.  When  he  left  last  week. 
It  shows  how  often  he  is  here. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Today  is  only  Monday. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): The  best  speech  the  member  for 
Grey-Bruce    ever    made. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  thank  the  minister. 

Mr.  Deans:  Anyhow,  I  just  want  to  say 
I  would  like  to  know  from  the  minister 
whether   or   not   he   contemplates   a   change 


of  this  nature  and  whether  it  would,  in  fact, 
be  retroactive,  affecting  all  of  the  things 
that  have  taken  place  in  this  particular 
merger  and  others  that  have  affected  Cana- 
dians in  the  last  few  months. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South): 
That  red  tie  is  ruining  your  group. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate the  member  for  Wentworth  bringing 
to  my  attention  this  matter  on  behalf  of 
the  member  for  High  Park. 

I  should  tell  the  members  that  on  May 
19  the  member  for  High  Park  wrote  me  at 
length  about  this  matter  and  retailed  the 
situation  of  Robin  Hood  Mills  and  Multi- 
foods  Limited.  We  replied  to  him  on  May 
28,  after  we  considered  the  matter. 

In  his  letter  of  May  19,  1971,  he  did  have 
a  paragraph  saying: 

I  therefore  request  that  you  consider 
the  possibility  of  taking  proper  legal  action 
against  Robin  Hood  Mills;  and  in  any 
case  request  that  you  bring  in  an  amend- 
ment to  the  Act  requiring  fractional  share 
certiBcates  be  registered  by  a  corporation 
when  requested  by  the  holder. 

There  is  no  question  of  legal  action.  There 
is  nothing  illegal  in  the  act  done  by  Robin 
Hood  Mills,  so  that  request  could  not  be 
complied  with. 

The  other  thing  is  that  our  Act,  curiously 
enough,  did  provide,  on  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  legislative  committee— om*  own 
legislative  committee  on  company  law  last 
year  decided  when  the  rights  of  minority 
shareholders  were  discussed  in  some  detail 
—I  am  reciting  from  the  member  for  High 
Park's  letter— and  by  a  vote  of  eight  to  one 
in  that  committee,  it  was  decided  that 
companies  should  not  have  the  right  to  buy 
in  the  shares  of  minority  shareholders  against 
their  will,  but  they  did  not  have  to  register 
fractional    shares. 

What  I  did,  in  response  to  his  request 
that  the  Act  be  amended,  I  could  refer  the 
matter  to  our  committee  on  company  law, 
which  I  think  is  the  proper  place  to  get  advice, 
and  in  my  letter  to  the  member  for  High 
Park,  I  told  him  of  that  on  May  28: 

Areas  of  law  that  the  select  committee 
of  the  Ontario  Legislature  on  company 
law  has  not  yet  been  able  to  examine  and 
make  recommendations  upon,  are  the  law 
of  shareholders'  appraisal  rights,  as  repre- 
sented in  section  100,  which  is  substanti- 
ally the  same  as  in  the  previous 
Corporations  Act. 
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Now,  they  have  not  examined  that  or  made 
any  recommendation  upon  it,  and  I  went 
on  to  say: 

In  the  law  relating  to  fractional  share- 
holders— 

which   is    another   thing  that   had    not   been 

examined  or  reported  upon 

—I  am  sending  a  copy  of  your  letter  to  the 
select  committee  on  company  law  with 
the  request  that  it  examine  voting  rights 
for  fractional  shareholders  under  circum- 
stances where  shares  are  consolidated  and 
make  recommendations. 

So  in  short  my  answer  is,  I  have  asked 
the  most  competent  body  I  know— our  own 
committee— to  examine  this  matter.  They  have 
the  whole  story  as  related  by  the  member 
for  High  Park  and  my  letter  of  May  28  to 
the  hon.  Gordon  Carton,  as  chairman  of  the 
select  committee  on  company  law,  went  for- 
ward on  the  same  date  with  this  material. 
So  I  shall  soon  have  some  response,  I  trust, 
and  perhaps  we  can  amend  the  law. 

Mr.  Trotter:  We  have  not  sat  in  months. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  just  want  to  ask  the  minister 
for  my  own  satisfaction— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  We  have  not  what? 

Mr.  Trotter:  The  committee  on  public  law 
has  not  sat  for  months,  and  probably  will 
not  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  know- 
Mr.  Trotter:  We  have  been  dealing  with 
credit  unions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  trust  it  is  not  through 
with  its  work,  and  will  sit. 

Mr.  Trotter:  It  will  be  news  to  me  if  they 
ever  get  around  to  that.  I  should  be  amazed. 
I  would  doubt  if  they  will  ever  sit  again. 
Not  under  this  government  anyway.  But  they 
are  dealing  with  credit  unions  and  co-ops, 
that  is  what  they  have  been  dealing  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  know.  They  have 
produced  certain  reports,  one  very  recently, 
but  they  have  not  finished  their  work,  they 
surely  have  other  things  to  do. 

Mr.  Trotter:  It  will  be  years  before  they 
get  around  to  that,  if  that  is  where  you  are 
sending  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  I  may  have  to 
move  myself  on  it,  but  I  thought  I  might 
get  some  assistance  there. 


Mr.  Deans:  The  member  for  Parkdale  has 
sort   of  pre-empted   me   to   some  extent. 

I  was  going  to  ask  the  minister  whether  he 
had  set  any  time  limit  on  receiving  the  infor- 
mation he  was  seeking.  Every  day  we  read 
in  the  paper  of  takeovers,  they  are  becoming 
apparently  more  prevalent  at  this  particular 
point  for  some  reason.  There  seems  to  be  a 
fair  degree  of  takeover  by  interests  out- 
side of  Canada. 

The  conditions  that  now  exist  using  this 
particular  section  of  the  Act  would  lead  me 
to  believe  that  it  would  be  possible  for 
companies  in  a  merger  or  takeover  to  set  the 
number  of  shares,  per  share  to  be  granted, 
at  such  a  level  as  to  exclude  a  great  number 
of  the  smaller  shareholders  if  they  so  desire, 
and  eliminate  them  from  their  rights.  And 
in  the  interests  of  ensuring  that  Canadian 
shareholders  are  protected,  I  was  hoping 
that  the  minister  might  be  able  to  indicate 
that  he  would  urge  the  committee  to  make  a 
recommendation  very  quickly  in  order  to 
deal  with  this  matter  before  the  end  of  the 
current  session,  if  possible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  two 
things  I  would  say.  First  of  all,  what  the 
member  for  High  Park  was  talking  about 
was  a  fractional  share;  less  than  one  share. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  originally  one  share,  it 
becomes  a  fraction  only  in  the  merger. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right.  He  had  a  small 
number  of  shares  in  a  small  company. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  you  required  95  to  get 
one  share. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  And  in  the  ex- 
change he  ends  up  with  less  than  a  share. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Now,  I  am  not  going 
to  deny  the  value  of  a  fractional  part  of  a 
share;  I  realize  he  has  an  interest,  and  an 
interest  in  the  new  company  in  which  he 
gets  the  fractional  part.  But  surely,  weighed 
against  all  the  shares  that  were  exchanged, 
one  cannot  really  put  a  great  deal  of  voting 
value,  or  policy  control,  on  a  fractional  share. 

So  I  am  not  saying  that  there  is  no  prob- 
lem, and  that  the  fractional  shareholder  should 
not  be  recorded  and  get  the  annual  state- 
ment and  all  the  rest  of  the  material  which 
the  company  is  required  to  disclose,  but  it 
is  not  a  major  problem. 

The  other  thing  I  wanted  to  say,  is  how 
soon  I  will  be  able  to  act.  I  return  to  the 
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member  for  Parkdale  and  point  out  to  him 
that  the  credit  union  report  was  presented 
several  months  if  not  nearly  a  year,  ago  by 
the  committee.  The  recent  one  was  on  co- 
operatives, and  I  do  not  think  that  the  com- 
mittee has  surely  finished  its  work.  Now,  if 
it  appears  it  is  not  going  to  be  able  to  deal 
with  this  matter  soon,  I  will  take  it  under 
consideration  myself  and  perhaps  make  a 
recommendation  that  somehow  or  other  the 
rights  of  the  fractional  shareholder  be  re- 
corded and  placed  on  record  so  that  he  will 
be  able  to  take  some  part  in  deliberations  of 
shareholders  meetings  of  the   company. 

Mr.  Trotter:  The  chairman  of  that  com- 
mittee, Mr.  Minister,  is  now  Minister  of 
Labour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  A  new  chairman  may  be 
necessary. 

Mr.  Trotter:  He  is  in  labour,  and  he  will 
have  more  luck  bringing  forth  quintuplets 
than  getting  around  to  what  you  have— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  understand. 

Mr.  Trotter:  They  will  not  meet  again. 
There  is  no  hope  at  all.  At  least  I  do  not 
think  so. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wonder  if  I  might  ask  the  Min- 
ister of  Financial  and  Commercial  AfEairs  a 
question  in  regard  to  safeguards  to  the  public 
in  relation  to  charitable  foundations.  I  as- 
sume they  must  come  under  the  terms  of 
reference  of  this  particular  branch. 

The  reason  that  I  ask  this  question  is  that 
a  week  ago  Saturday  a  charitable  foundation 
was  doing  canvassing  in  my  home  community 
and  some  alert  citizens  drew  this  problem  to 
my  attention  and  to  the  municipal  authorities. 
Also  I  noted  an  article  on  this  same  founda- 
tion in  the  media  of  Friday  last  and  it  is 
before  the  courts  so  I  assume  it  is  sub  judice. 
Should  I  name  the  company?  I  do  not  think 
it  is  necessary.  Is  any  reporting  necessary 
through  to  the  corporaitions  branch  as  to  the 
activities  of  such  a  foundation?  Should  it  be 
necessary  for  a  foundation  of  this  type  to 
have  an  advisory  committee  in  relation  to  its 
work,  or  a  broad  board  of  directors,  rather 
than  a  very  limited  group  of  ofiBcials  as,  say, 
in  the  case  of  this  particular  one? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
charitable  organization,  to  which  the  bon. 
member  refers,  I  think  as  he  is  aware,  is  in 
the  courts- 


Mr.  Paterson:  That  is  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —for  what  is  alleged  to 
be  a  wrongful  use  or  expenditure  of  a  large 
amount  of  money  on  adminisitrative  costs,  a 
very  extravagant  amount.  They  do  come 
within  our  department.  They  come  under 
The  Corporations  Act  and,  to  that  extent, 
we  have  some  control  or  regulation  of  them. 
I  think  that  particular  company  is  in  court  as 
a  result  of  what  we  discovered,  but  as  to  the 
hon.  member's  question,  should  we  have 
more- 
Mr.  Paterson:  I  just  wonder  if— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —regulatory  power  or 
not? 

Mr.  Paterson:  —they  have  to  report  in  their 
annual  filing  details  of  this  nature.  As  to 
whether  there  should  be  an  advisory  com- 
mittee, I  know  on  other  charitable  institu- 
tions, they  usually  have  a  broad  perspective 
of  the  public  sitting  as  an  advisory  commit- 
tee. It  appears  to  me  in  this  case  that  they 
have  not  had  and  it  has  been  a  very  narrow 
group.  It  lends  all  charitable  foundations 
somewhat  suspect,  and  it  is  a  shame  because 
most  of  them  do  very,  very  good  work. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  We  may  have  to  look 
at  the  Act.  It  seems  to  me  in  this  Legislature 
earlier  this  session  we  incorporated  one  chari- 
table foundation  which  I  recall.  That  was 
the  Thunder  Bay  one  which  went  through 
this  House  a  very  short  time  ago.  I  am  just 
not  sure  what  the  hon.  member  is  looking 
for,  but  I  think  I  am  sure  what  it  says  in  that 
piece  of  legislation.  I  remember  the  names 
of  the  actual  shareholders  and  those  who 
would  constitute  the  board  were  named  in 
the  bill.  But  perhaps  our  regulations  and  our 
legislation  should  go  further  to  giving  us 
some  say,  as  that  personnel  changes  from 
year  to  year,  and  we  should  have  some  exer- 
cise of  more  definite  control,  the  lack  of 
which  has  probably  caused  the  diflBculty  v^dth 
this  particular  one. 

Mr.  Paterson:  I  take  it  the  minister  is 
going  to  look  into  this  aspect  on  behalf  of 
all  charitable  foundations. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
just  two  comments  on  this  vote,  both  of 
which  I  hope  will  be  very  brief. 

The  first  one  relates  to  the  concern  I 
have    since    I    had    occasion    to    attend    an 
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annual  meeting  of  a  company  which  is  sub- 
ject to  the  federal  Corporations  Act.  It  was 
the  annual  meeting  of  Alcan,  a  federal  public 
oompany. 

I  had  assumed  that  at  an  annual  meeting 
of  shareholders  that  it  was  either  a  good 
corporate  practice,  if  not  embodied  in  the 
law,  that  amongst  all  the  items  of  business 
which  are  carried  on  at  an  annual  meeting 
most  of  which  are  formal— ^that  is,  the  election 
of  auditors,  the  election  of  directors  who, 
in  theory,  are  supposed  to  have  the  con- 
trolling vote,  the  ratification  of  bylaws,  or 
the  confirmation  of  some  specific  require- 
ments set  out  in  The  Corporations  Act— in 
addition  to  that,  the  principal  item  of  business 
at  the  annual  meeting  of  shareholders  was 
the  report  of  the  directors  of  the  company 
to  the  shareholders  on  the  conduct  of  the 
business  of  the  company  during  the  pre- 
ceding year  and  that  the  requirement  that 
the  directors  lay  before  the  shareholders  an 
accounting  of  the  financial  transactions  and 
other  matters  related  to  the  corporate  activ- 
ities during  the  year  was  a  matter  on  which 
the  shareholders,  in  some  way,  at  the  meeting 
could  express  their  concern. 

I  was  surprised  at  that  meeting  when  the 
president  of  Alcan,  who  was  then  in  the 
chair,  stated  to  the  meeting  that  there  was 
no  necessity  to  call  for  any  motion  from 
the  floor  or  by  the  chairman  by  himself,  as 
I  understood  corporate  practice  to  be,  that 
it  would  be  moved  by  the  chairman  and 
seconded  by  some  other  officer  of  the  com- 
pany that  the  report  of  the  directors  to  the 
shareholders    be    received. 

And  I  use  the  phrase  "received";  I  am 
not  saying  "adopted";  I  am  not  saying 
"approved,"  or  anything  else— that  the  report 
be  "received." 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Did  you  say  there 
was  no  need  of  a  motion  even  for  that? 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  Yes.  Now,  at  that  meet- 
ing- 
Mr.   V.   M.   Singer   (Downsview):    Is   there 
any  such  provision  in  the  federal  Act? 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  There  is  not— this  is  the 
point  I  make.  There  is  no  such  provision, 
having  looked  at  the  Act,  there  is  no  such 
provision  in  either  of  the  Acts  about  this 
requirement. 

Mr.   Singer:   That  was  my  next  question. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Would  the  member  for 
Downsview  listen  for  a  moment? 


Mr.  Singer:  I  am  listening  very  carefully. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:   I  am  simply  saying  that 

it  was  accepted- 
Mr.    J.    E.    Stokes   (Thunder   Bay):    Listen 

silently,  not  out  loud. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —accepted,  good,  corpo- 
rate practice  that  the  directors  would  lay 
before  the  meeting  their  annual  report- 
that  the  chairman  of  the  meeting,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  company,  would  report  to  the 
shareholders  and  say:  "This  is  my  report; 
I  move  that  it  be  received  and  that  the 
motion  be  seconded. 

And  he  stated  that  that  was  not  necessary 
at  all  and  therefore  there  was  no  forum  for 
a  general  discussion  in  a  strictly  proper 
sense— that  is,  at  a  public  meeting  with  a 
resolution  before  the  meeting  on  which 
matters  could  then  be  discussed  related  to 
the  affairs  of  the  company. 

When  I,  of  course,  realized  that,  I  realized 
for  many  years  I  had  gone  along  on  the 
assumption  that  that  was  adequate  corpor- 
ate practice,  but  that  it  was  so  adequate  that 
it  was  never  mirrored  in  The  Corporations 
Act,  it  was  just  assumed  that  companies 
would  act  in  that  way. 

And,  of  course,  our  Act  is  based  on  the 
same  fundamental  framework,  and  my  point 
to  the  minister  is  very  simple.  Will  he  con- 
sider an  amendment  to  the  Act  requiring  that 
one  of  the  items  to  go  before  an  annual 
meeting  of  shareholders  is  that  the  report  be 
laid  before  the  meeting  and  that  there  be  an 
obligation  that  a  motion  be  introduced,  that 
it  be  received,  that  the  motion  be  properly 
seconded  and  that  the  debate  then  continue 
on  the  affairs  of  the  company  leading  up  to  a 
vote  by  the  shareholders  about  that  specific 
report? 

I  know  that,  because  of  the  comments  of 
the  member  for  Sudbury  (Mr.  Sopha)  and 
my  colleague  the  member  for  Lakeshore  (Mr. 
Lawlor)  when  we  did  The  Corporations  Act, 
there  is  a  provision  by  which  any  shareholder 
can  raise  any  maitter  which  is  relevant  to  the 
affairs  of  the  company.  We  all  thought  that 
was  a  very  wise  and  useful  matter.  That  is 
not  the  point  I  am  concerned  about. 

I  think  that  is  most  helpful,  but  I  think  if 
there  is  going  to  be  an  annual  meeting  which 
has  any  substantial  sense,  there  should  be  a 
requirement  of  corporate  law  that  the  report 
of  the  directors  be  received  at  the  meeting  by 
formal  motion.  On  the  basis  of  that  formal 
motion,  a  discussion  should  then  take  place 
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in  the  orderly  way  in  which  public  meetings 
are  held,  so  that  it  is  not  an  isolaited,  frag- 
mented tranisactiion  land  so  that  the  shaTe- 
holders  have  an  actual  opportunity  of  saying, 
yes,  they  receive  the  report,  or,  no,  they  do 
not  receive  the  report.  There  can  be  a 
recorded  vote  on  how  many  wis^h  to  vote  to 
receive  the  report  and  how  many  wish  to  vote 
not  to  receive  the  rejKjrt.  That  is  the  first 
point  and  I  have  one  other  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  has  made  a  very  cogent 
and  a  very  good  point  pertinent  to  the  affairs 
of  a  corporation.  I  was  looking  while  he  was 
speaking  at  The  Business  Corporations  Act. 
He  has  referred  to  the  section  which  is  in 
the  Act  which  he  says  is  not  the  point,  but  it 
is  section  107  which  requires: 

That  a  corporation  shall  hold  an  annual 
meeting  of  its  shareholders  not  later  than 
18  months  after  its  incorporation  and  sub- 
sequently not  more  than  15  months  after 
the  holding  of  the  last  preceding  aimual 
meeting  and  at  such  meeting— that  is  the 
annual  meeting— any  shareholder  shall  have 
an  opportunity  to  raise  any  matter  relevant 
to  the  affairs  and  business  of  corporations. 

Now  I  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale.  That  is  not  really  the  point  he 
made,  but  there  should  be  a  requirement  in 
the  Act  that  the  directors  of  the  company  be 
required  to  lay  before  the  shareholders  at  the 
annual  meeting  a  report  of  the  affairs  of  the 
company  over  the  preceding  period,  and  of 
the  year.  I  think  the  point  is  well  taken.  I 
think  we  might  very  well  look  at  that  and 
make  that  requirement  a  part  of  the  legis- 
lation. 

I  should  think  too,  looking  at  section  107, 
that  since  there  is  that  provision  that  any 
shareholder  can  get  up  in  the  armual  meeting 
and  discuss  in  the  language  of  the  Act  any 
matter  relevant  to  the  affairs  and  business  of 
the  corporation,  that  the  directors  would  be 
very  ill-advised  and  very  short-sighted  not 
to  bring  forward  an  armual  report,  because 
figuratively,  the  shareholders,  one  after  an- 
other, could  raise  matter  after  matter  and 
open  it  for  general  discussion  which,  if  they 
had  been  informed  in  an  annual  report,  would 
have  perhaps  at  least  curtailed  or  shjortened 
such  discussion. 

Possibly  the  shareholders  might  not  know 
some  things  they  would  wish  to  discuss  if 
they  did  not  have  the  report  before  them. 
I  think  the  point  is  well  taken.  I  would  be 
glad  to  look  at  it  and  see  what  we  might  do 
by  way  of  legislation. 


Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  at  that 
particular  Alcan  meeting  there  was  a  report. 
The  chairman,  who  is  the  president  of  the 
company,  made  remarks  with  respect  to  that 
report  and  so  on,  but  he  sort  of  took  the 
position  tliat  that  was  that,  that  there  had  to 
be  no  motion.  I  simply  say  that  at  any  public 
meeting  the  normal  way  to  transact  business 
is  to  have  a  motion,  have  it  duly  seconded, 
have  it  on  the  floor,  and  then  your  discussion 
takes  place,  and  within  that  framework  the 
section  that  the  minister  referred  to  is  most 
helpful  in  showing  the  amplitude  of  the  dis- 
cussion which  can  than  take  place  under  a 
motion  which  is  properly  on  the  floor  of  the 
meeting. 

The  second  point  relates  to  the  original 
interim  report  of  the  select  committee  on 
company  law,  and  what  has  happened  in 
Ottawa  on  this  question  of  disclosure  of 
financial  information.  There  were  amendments 
made  to  The  Federal  Corporations  Act  which 
provides  in  substance  for  a  new  disclosure 
requirement  which  applies  to  private  federally 
incorporated  companies  with  assets  greater 
than  $5  million  or  sales  in  excess  of  $10 
milhon  and  these  companies  are  required  to 
file  their  statements  for  public  inspection  in 
the  corporations  branch  of  The  Department 
of  Consumer  and  Corporate  Affairs. 

And  this  in  a  very  real  sense  was  to  provide 
financial  information  about  very  subs-tantial 
corporate  operations  which  would  in  any 
definition  of  the  term  be  considered  to  be 
public  corporations  except  for  the  fact  that 
they  were  subsidiaries  of  other  corporations 
which  are  located  abroad,  many  of  them  in 
the  United  States  of  America  The  justification 
that  was  given  for  the  new  law  was  to  pro- 
vide information  by  large,  private.  United 
States  subsidiaries  incorporated  under  federal 
law. 

The  minister  stated  when  introducing  the 
amendments:  "Govemments,  citizens,  econo- 
mists, would-be  investors  and  creditors  will 
all  benefit  by  being  able  to  see  how  large 
pools  of  private  capital  are  deployed."  Some 
of  the  companies  which  apparently  were 
likely  to  be  caught  in  this  net— or  many  of 
them  probably  welcome  it  and  do  not  mind 
it— are  companies  like  American  Motors 
(Canada)  Ltd.,  Automobiles  Renault  (Canada) 
Ltd.,  BP  Oil  Ltd.,  Burrough  Business  Ma- 
chines Ltd.,  Quaker  Oats  Co.  of  Canada, 
Procter  &  Gamble  of  Canada  Ltd.,  Pepsi- 
Cola  (Canada)  Ltd.;  a  number  of  very  large 
corporations  which,  because  they  were  pri- 
vately    incorporated     subsidiaries     of    other 
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comi>anies,   did  not  have   to   give  adequaite 
financial  information. 

And  the  ministeT  went  on  to  say:  "But 
there's  still  an  important  gap,"  He  empha- 
sized: "Since  the  new  disclosure  laws  apply 
only  to  federally-incorporated  companies  we 
will  still  be  in  the  dark  about  a  large  number 
of  priyate  companies  which  operate  under 
provincial  laws  of  incorporation."  And  in 
the  amendments  to  the  Act  which  have  been 
introduced  they  continue  to  reflect  the  report 
of  the  interim  ooanmittee  on  corporation  law, 
tabled  in  1967,  which  came  down  after 
weighing  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  matter  to 
say  that  in  this  kind  of  a  company  there 
was  no  need;  that  the  public  interest  did  not 
require  public  disclosure. 

It  went  on  to  say,  for  example,  that  a 
compromise  between  the  proponents  and  op- 
ponents, a  pubhc  filing  of  accounts,  might 
be  possible  if  an  accurate  and  workable  statu- 
tory definition  could  be  devised  to  divide  the 
class  of  companies  which  should  be  required 
to  file  their  financial  statements  from  those 
which  should  not  be  so  required.  And  it  goes 
on  to  say  it  would  appear  to  be  an  almost 
impossible  task  to  make  that  kind  of  dis- 
tinction in  a  meaningful  way  in  order  that 
pubhcation  would  take  place. 

Well  the  federal  government  has  made 
what  everyone  agrees  is  on  ^arbitrary  distinc- 
tion. It  has  used  the  twin  tests  of  assets  of 
$5  million  or  sales  in  excess  of  $10  million. 
I  happen  to  be  one  who  believes  that  there 
is  a  valid  portion  to  the  statement  made  by 
the  Hon.  Ronald  Basford,  that  there  is  an 
area  of  companies  which  are  incorporated  in 
this  jurisdiction  under  this  Business  Corpora- 
tions Act  or  its  predecessors,  which  s'hould 
be  required  to  make  their  financial  statements 
public. 

I  tend  to  think  that  it  is  not  all  that  difiR- 
cult  to  devise  the  test.  It  may  well  be  that 
the  test  S'hould  be  related  not  to  an  arbitrary 
statement  as  to  what  tlie  assets  or  sales 
may  be,  but  should  be  related  to  the  question 
that  if  the  parent  company,  in  whatever 
jurisdiction  it  is  required  to  repoirt,  is  by 
their  laws  required  to  file  its  financial  state- 
ments, that  any  subsidiary  company  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  should  likewise  he  re- 
quired to  file  their  statements,  so  that  we 
would  have  the  benefit,  for  example,  of  this 
type  of  public  disclosure. 

I  am  not  certain  how  many  companies 
would  be  involved,  but  I  would  ask  the  min- 
ister to  give  consideration  to  the  loophole 
which  Mr.  Basford  refers  to,  if  it  is  a  loop- 
hole, and  secondly,  to  give  ootnsideration  to 


reconsidering  the  recommendations  made  by 
the  Lawrence  committee  on  company  law 
which  on  balance  came  down  against  public 
disclosure  in  this  situation,  because  I  for 
one  think  that  there  is  a  very  real  need  to 
provide  this  kind  of  financial  information. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr  Chairman,  I  cer- 
tainly would  take  the  matter  imder  considera- 
tion. I  do  point  out,  of  course,  that  I  have 
the  additional  small  diflBculty  of  flying  in  the 
face  of,  or  questioning,  the  reooanmendaition 
of  our  select  committee  on  company  law, 
which  does  not  probably  appear  to  be  a  very 
large  obstacle  in  my  eyes  because  we  cer- 
tainly could  refer  it  back  or  have  some  other 
group  study  it,  or  the  same  committee  re- 
constituite  it 

There  is  a  diff^erence;  there  is  the  other 
feature  now  that  the  federal  legislation  will 
require  disclosure,  the  filing  of  that  informa- 
tion so  that  it  will  be  available.  That  is 
another  point  that  I  make.  And  the  other 
point  which  the  hon.  member  said.  He  said 
the  parent  company  in  the  foreign  jurisdiction 
is  required  to  file  its  annual  report,  financial 
statement,  and  so  forth  The  point  there  is, 
of  course,  that,  I  think  almost  invariably, 
the  parent  company  would  be  a  public  com- 
pany in  the  sense  that  its  shares  are  wddely 
held  by  the  public,  whereas  the  shares  of  the 
company  within  Canada,  the  federally  cor- 
porated  subsidiary  in  Canada,  are  held  by  the 
parent.  In  that  sense  it  is  not  public  at  all,  so 
there  are  not  to  be  found  in  this  country 
shareholders  holding  the  shares  of  that  sub- 
sidiary corporation,  so,  in  a  sense,  there  is 
no  public  interest,  except  as  Mr.  Basford 
pointed  out,  in  the  disposition,  the  deploy- 
ment of  vast  sums  of  money,  and  the  sales 
and  the  type  of  business  the  company  is  doing 
in  this  country.  So  there  is  certainly  an  area 
of  interest. 

But  there  are  some  arguments  which  ap- 
parently the  select  committee  on  company 
law  took  into  account  last  year.  It  felt  that 
there  was  not  a  public  interest  since  there 
were  not  public  shareholders  in  this  com- 
pany. However,  I  shall  look  at  it.  Now  that 
Mr.  Basford  has  initroduced  legislation  of  this 
nature,  perhaps  we  might  see  fit  to  do  some- 
thing of  the  same  nature  here 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Crey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  looking 
at  this  vote  involving  aibout  a  million  dollars 
in  control  in  the  area  of  business,  I  am  won- 
dering how  far  does  it  go  on  behalf  of  people. 
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111  the  dying  moments  of  these  estimates,  I 
would  like  to  say  that,  in  my  experience  in 
the  House,  I  have  never  met  a  minister  w*ho 
is  more  aware  of  the  need  to  help  people 
than  this  minister— I  mean,  who  has  an  aware- 
ness of  the  need  to  help  people  in  this  prov- 
ince. 

May  I  ask  how  far  does  this  million  dollars 
go  in  the  area  of  helping  people?  I  take  the 
long  view  of  it,  that  there  is  an  area  of  pro- 
tection that  we  could  have  in  your  department 
on  behalf  of  people.  In  the  United  States  they 
have  the  Sherman  anti-trusit  laws,  and  the 
Robertsoai-Patman  Act,  of  which  you  are  well 
aware,  in  this  country  we  have  our  anti-trust 
laws,  as  it  were.  You  may  think  I  am  wan- 
dering a  bit,  but  the  fact  is  that  we  have 
these  protections  in  other  administrations,  and 
•here  we  have  a  million  dollars  you  are  asking 
for  on  this  vote  605  here.  I  am  wondering 
about  the  area  of  cartels  and  monopolies  in 
this  economy  we  are  living  in,  and  in  view 
of— if  you  will  allow  me  to  enlarge  upon  this 
one  second- in  view  of  Mr.  Kierans'  statement 
in  the  current  issue  of  Time  magazine,  that 
of  the  two  billion  dollars  of  value  of  US 
physical  plant  in  this  country,  the  branch 
planit  economy  would  have,  and  contrary  to 
Mr.  Randall's  sitatement  that  the  flbw  of 
American  capital  was  flowing  in  here,  and 
thait  in  fact,  only  $127  million— Mr.  Minister, 
are  you  with  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  listening. 

Mr  Sargent:  Of  this  two  billion  dollars  we 
are  talking  about,  American  branch  plant 
economy  here,  only  $127  million  of  new  capi- 
tal has  come  across  the  border,  then  I  am  con- 
cerned that  are  we  going  to  continue  to  use 
the  formula  we  were  using  here.  This  is  not 
your  department.  Are  we  going  to  continue  the 
formula  we  are  using  here  in  giving  these 
foregiveness  loans  of  multi^nillions  of  dollars, 
allowing  our  economy  to  be  bought  out  by 
American  concerns,  using  our  money  to  do 
it?  I  ask  you,  is  there  any  protection  there 
in  this  section,  where  the  issuance  of  certi- 
ficate letters  patents  and  supplementary  let- 
ters patents,  effecting  the  incorporation  and 
amendments  thereto,  I  say  to  you,  is  there 
any  area  of  protection  for  our  people? 

Do  we  have  the  power  to  write  our  own 
company  rules  for  Ontario  people  for  our 
share  of  US  profits  here?  I  know  I  am  on 
the  same  wave  length  as  the  minister  and 
he  knows  what  I  am  talking  about.  Insofar 
as  the  incorporation  of  these  companies  goes, 
are  they  incorporated  into  Ontario  law?  If 
they  are  incorporated,  do  we  have  the  power 


to  say  to  them,  "We  want  51  i>er  cent  of  the 
profits  of  these  companies  that  you  have 
bought  from  us  with  our  money."  Do  we 
have  the  power  to  say,  in  effect,  "We  are 
the  ones  who  have  created  this  potential,  this 
great  trading  area.  We  are  the  ones  who  have 
done  it  and  you  are  the  ones  who  are  gaining 
by  it.  We  have  created  a  training  area  to 
produce  this  wealth  of  potential  profit,  and 
we  reserve  the  right  to  write  the  rules  and 
the  guidelines  which  translate  a  new  deal 
for  our  people  here  in  Ontario."  If  we  could 
translate  this  one  theme,  Mr.  Minister,  into 
profit,  to  leave  those  profits  in  Ontario,  we 
would  not  have  a  $400  billion  deficit  this 
year.  We  would  be  operating  at  a  profit 
deficit.  We  would  be  budgeting  for  a  profit. 

So  I  ask  you— and  it  is  kind  of  a  left- 
handed  way  to  find  out— do  we  have  the 
power,  do  you  have  the  power,  sir,  to  say 
in  writing  Ontario  law  that  we  will  be  an 
anti-cloister  against  mergers  unless  they  are 
written  on  our  terms.  Are  you  with  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
go  back  to  the  hon.  member's  opening  re- 
marks, he  was  talking  about  concerned  in- 
terest of  the  government,  of  this  department, 
of  people.  I  think  I  would  like  to  point  out 
first  of  all  that  under  this  vote,  which  is 
business  incorporations,  our  programme  there, 
our  corporations  laws  are  open  to  the  public. 
We  do  seT\'e  the  public  in  making  informa- 
tion available. 

We  brought  in  legislation  in  this  session,  a 
new  Securities  Act,  a  new  Business  Corpor- 
ations Act,  a  new  Corporation  Information 
Act,  amendments  to  The  Corporations  Act,  all 
of  which  are  designed  to  improve  our  knowl- 
edge of  what  is  going  on  and  to  add  certain 
controls  and  regulations  to  what  we  are  do- 
ing in  the  field   of   corporations. 

Today— the  hon.  member  I  think  was  not 
here— I  introduced  a  bill  to  regulate  and 
control  the  takeover  of  a  certain  type  of 
business  in  this  province  by  foreign  firms, 
and  we  approached  that  by  way  of  a  new 
piece  of  legislation  which  will  require  a 
Canadian  content  and  ownership  before  the 
firm  can  get  licensed  to  do  business  in  this 
province.  That  was  introduced  in  this  House 
today. 

Now  we  only  have  a  certain  area  in  which 
to  go.  And  where  the  hon.  member  then 
went  on  to  the  question  of  controlling  invest- 
ments by  foreign  corporations  in  our  country, 
the  large  area  of  control  I  think  lies  with 
the  federal  government.  I  cannot  say  that 
the  policy  of  this   government  has   been  to 
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say  no  foreign  investment  should  be  made 
in  this  province,  certainly  that  is  not  the 
case,  because  I  think  the  hon.  member  has 
heard  argued  that  if  you  are  to  develop 
industry  and  programmes  which  will  give 
people  employment  and  develop  the  coun- 
try, we  have  not  got  the  funds.  We  simply 
have  not  got  the  money  available  at  home 
for  this  purpose. 

Perhaps  if  we  could  keep  here  in  this 
province  the  profits  or  dividends  which  for- 
eign corporations  make,  and  make  certain 
that  ithey  were  re-invested,  ploughed  back  in, 
that  might  be  a  good  way  to  go;  and  gradu- 
ally we  would  build  up  the  funds  that  we 
would  need  to  develop  our  own  industry, 
our  own  country,  our  own  economy.  But 
we  would  still  be  faced  with  the  fact  that 
those  companies  whic^h  are  basically  foreign- 
owned  now  would  just  be  increasing  their 
share  of  ownership  if  they  put  that  money 
back  in,  because  it  would  still  be  the  foreign 
corporation's  funds  which  would  be  used 
to  acquire  additional  assets,  additional 
property. 

Over  a  period  of  time  perhaps  I  think  this 
would  be  open  to  us— I  do  not  think  you  can 
do  this  overnight—to  require  increasingly  an 
increasing  Canadian  ownership  content  in  the 
company.  I  am  one  of  those  who  beheves 
that  this  is  a  proper  way  to  go,  but  I  do 
not  think  it  can  be  achieved  suddenly, 
because  I  think  it  is  just  impractical  to  say 
that  you  can  do  it  overnight  or  in  a  very 
short  time.  I  think  it  has  to  be  a  programme 
that  will  develop  over  the  years.  As  Canada 
grows  and  as  we  develop  funds  and  means  of 
our  own  I  think  we  will  achieve  this,  but  I 
think  you  would  dislocate  and  destroy  a  large 
part  of  our  economy  and  shatter  it  to  its 
foundation  if  you  attempt  to  do  it  like  that. 

I  think  while  I  agree  to  some  degree  with 
the  hon.  member  I  cannot  say  it  is  wrong  to 
encourage  a  corporation  already  established, 
doing  business,  albeit  it  may  be  foreign-oon- 
trolled,  to  have  a  loan  from  our  resources, 
our  banks,  our  financial  institutions  or  even 
from  government,  if  it  will  provide  an  in- 
creased development  and  increased  employ- 
ment. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  conversely,  supple- 
mentary, and  finally,  Mr,  Chairman,  could 
the  minister  advise  me  if  the  Province  of 
Ontario  has  the  power  in  the  incorporation  of 
a  company  to  say  that  we  have  same  formula, 
say  as  the  country  of  Mexico,  that  51  per 
cent  of  any  business  must  be  controlled  in 
this  province? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  In  the  bill  I  introduced 
today  we  have  said  to  a  new  company  at 
least  this,  that  you  carmot  get  a  licence 
to  do  business  in  the  area  of  this  legislation 
—which  was  the  sale  of  books,  paperbacks 
and  periodicals— unless  you  have  a  control- 
ling Canadian  interest  in  the  incorporation. 

Mr.  Sargent:  May  I  ask  the  minister  then, 
why  is  this  to  only  one  industry,  to  one 
area  of  our  economy 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  dealing  today 
with  a  very  special  urgent  matter  and  I 
think  I  am  answering  the  hon,  member's 
question  by  telling  him  what   I   did  today. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you.  Unless  there  is  an 
awareness  on  the  part  of  the  goverrmient  it 
would  have  to  be  government  policy  before 
you  could  move  on  a  larger  scale? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  was  government 
policy  that  I  carried  out  today. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  sorry.  Across  the  econ- 
omy of  Ontario  though? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  it  would  have  to 
be  government  policy,  of  course,  before  go\'- 
emment  would  do  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Vote  605  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  completes  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps 
it  would  be  proper  that  I  should  refer  to 
the  order  paper  and  say  that  the  House 
will  remain  in  committee  and  deal  with  the 
estimiaites  of  The  Department  of  Revenue. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
REVENUE 

Mr.  Chairman:  Estimates  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Revenue.  Does  the  hon.  minister 
have   an   opening  statement? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Yes,  Mr,  Chairman,  I  have  a  few  words. 

Naturally  I  consider  it  a  pleasure  inasmuch 
as  it  is  the  first  opportunity  that  I  have  had 
to  represent  a  department  of  government 
and  in  this  particular  instance  to  present  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Revenue. 
I  must,  of  course,  say  that  my  predecessor, 
(Mr,  White)  stands  to  be,  in  my  opinion, 
congratulated  on  the  job  that  he  did  during 
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his  time  as  minister.  The  growth  of  govern- 
ment revenue  sources  over  the  years  has 
posed  many  difficult  problems.  However, 
through  the  use  of  improved  administrative 
techniques—  an  efficient,  equitable  and  cour- 
teous administration  has  continued  to  operate 
throughout  this  province. 

The  special  proficiency  which  has  been 
developed  in  the  field  of  tax  administration 
was  thte  objective  in  setting  up  this  depart- 
ment, as  suggested  by  the  Ontario  committee 
on  taxation.  The  objective  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Revenue  will  continue  to  be  the 
philosophy  that  we  have  developed  for  the 
department,  and  it  is  this— the  object  of  The 
Department  of  Revenue  is  to  administer  the 
assigned  tax  statutes  fairly,  uniformly,  im- 
partially, as  well  as  with  diligence,  firmness, 
courtesy  and  eflBciency.  I  want  to  commend 
the  staff  of  my  department  for  their  dedi- 
cation and  their  hard  work.  I  think  in  the 
short  time  that  I  have  been  minister  and 
have  been  associated  with  the  people  in  my 
department,  unquestionably  that  statement 
stands  as  very  distinct  and  true. 

This  past  year  the  department  published 
its  first  annual  report  which  has  been  very 
well  received  by  both  the  public  and  the 
business   community. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  That  is  not 
true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  1971  report  will 
again  provide  current  information  and 
statistics  on  the  administration  of  the  tax 
system  in  Ontario  and  will  incorporate  several 
constructive  suggestions  which  have  been 
submitted  by  various  interested  groups  and 
citizens.  It  may  be  unfortunate  that  I  have 
to  present  these  estimates  so  early  after  they 
were  presented  last  year,  but  that  is  not  my 
responsibility.  Fortunajtely,  it  is  my  duty.  The 
tax  bulletin  continues  to  be  published  on  a 
regular  quarterly  basis  and  distributed  widely 
about  the  province,  informing  taxpayers  and 
the  citizens  of  departmental  administrative 
interpretations  and  procedures.  This  of  course 
is  in  line  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Ontario  committee  on  taxation  and  continues 
to  be  well  received. 

While  the  number  of  employees  remained 
approximately  the  same  as  at  this  time  last 
year,  the  number  of  registered  vendors  has 
increased  by  1,000,  while  the  number  of 
active  corporations  has  increased  by  5,000. 
The  general  workload  of  the  department 
increased  as  revenues  collected  rose  from 
$2.7  billion  in  1969-1970  to  an  estimated 
$2.9  bilhon  in   1970-1971.   Deposits  of  the 


iProvinoe  of  Ontario  Savings  OfiBce  rose 
from  $108  million  on  March  31,  1970,  to 
$120  million  on  March  31,  1971- 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  a  joke  that  is! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —an  increase  of  11 
per  cent. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  do  you  not  close  them 
all  up  or  fix  them  up  properly? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  have  just  con- 
cluded our  1971  suggestion  campaign  in  our 
department  and  no  less  than  530  submissions 
came  from  all  branches  and  sections  of  the 
department.  The  major  objectives  of  the 
campaign  are  to  create  an  additional  vehicle 
of  communication,  particularly  for  those  in 
out-of-town  offices,  and  to  produce  more 
efficient  methods  of  working.  I  must  say, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  these  awards  were  pre- 
sented last  Friday  and  there  were  four 
people  who  received  substantial  awards 
within  the  department,  and  their  suggestions 
have  not  only  been  received  but  they  have 
already  been  implemented. 

During  the  last  year  progress  has  been 
made  in  computerizing  the  collection  of  direct 
taxes  by  an  exchange  of  computer  data 
between  industry  and  government  for  the 
first  time  in  our  whole  tax  operations. 

My  tax  officials  are  in  communication  with 
other  Canadian  jurisdictions  as  well  as  several 
states  in  the  United  States,  for  the  purpose 
of  exchanging  views  on  common  problems 
in  improving  the  administration  of  our  tax 
organization.  Several  of  my  officials  are  active 
in  Canadian  and  American  tax  associations; 
meetings  are  continuing  regularly  with  other 
provinces  at  which  interprovincial  problems 
are  considered  and  every  eflFort  made  to  re- 
duce the  duplication  of  effort  between  prov- 
inces. 

We  recognize  the  procedural  problems 
wliich  face  taxpayers  when  required  to  report 
and  remit  sales  tax  or  gasoUne  or  diesel 
taxes  to  more  than  one  province,  There  have 
been  tangible  benefits  resulting  from  the 
work  done  so  far,  but  more  remains  to  be 
resolved  and  during  the  coming  year  I  plan 
to  give  support  to  the  simplification  of  tax- 
payer reporting  procedures. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  in  essence  the  basis 
of  my  opening  statement.  I  would  add  to 
that,  that  following  the  resolution  on  the 
order  paper  by  the  hon.  member  for  Brant- 
ford  (Mr.  Makarchuk)  I  read  his  remark  and 
I  read  the  statement  that  he  produced  at  that 
time. 


JUNE  14,  1971 


2747 


I  want  to  inform  him  this  evening  that  I 
am  in  fact  thinking  about  the  function  of  the 
Ontario  Savings  OfiBce  and  I  anticipate  that 
in  the  very  near  future  that  something  will 
be  done  with  this  particular  branch  of  my 
department  for  its  future  use,  and  that  I  have 
considered  the  suggestions  that  have  been 
put  before  the  chamber  by  him. 

In  regard  to  the  question  that  was  raised 
today  by  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview 
I  had  that  situation  investigated  and  found 
out  that  we  have  had  in  excess  of  200  en- 
quiries and  applications  in  regard  to  the 
legislation  that  we  placed  before  the  House. 

Because  of  the  terms  of  the  legislation  and 
the  ending  of  the  fiscal  years  of  the  various 
companies  that  have  made  the  inquiries,  and 
the  potential  applications,  we  will  not  be  able 
to  ascertain  whether  tliey  will  take  advantage, 
to  what  extent,  and  how  many  people  will  be 
affected  until  the  next  return  of  their  corpora- 
tion tax  reporting. 

I  think  you  would  recognize  that  it  is  fair 
in  both  instances  to  say.  I— 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Which 
will  be  how  long? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  would  suggest  the 
first  reports  that  we  will  be  able  to  bring 
substantially  before  the  House  would  be 
October. 

And  with  those  words,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
stand  to  answer  for  my  department. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitch- 
ener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
know  full  well  that  we  in  the  ofiicial  opposi- 
tion have  not  the  time  nor  tlie  patience  to 
perpetuate  the  anachronism  that  is  The  De- 
partment of  Revenue. 

We  would  abolish  this  as  a  separate  min- 
istry. We  have  said  so  on  many  occasions  in 
the  past  and  we  intend  to  merge  it  with  the 
Treasury.  We  beheve  that  the  continued  ex- 
istence of  this  department  serves  only  one 
purpose.  It  provides  oflfice  for  the  incumbent, 
of  course,  and  perhaps  by  that  reflected  glory 
tries  to  hold  one  more  constituency  for  the 
Tory  party  in  the  next  election. 

What  is  unique  on  this  occasion  is  that 
the  new  minister  will  need  all  the  glory  of 
office  he  can  muster.  He  faces  a  formidable 
foe  at  the  polls  in  the  person  of  Curtis 
Greenleaf.  I  predict  with  some  certainty  that 
Mr.  Greenleaf  will  do  very  well. 


Mr.  Chairman,  we  expect  to  keep  this  par- 
ticular estimate  commendably  brief.  We  have 
had  a  great  deal  to  say  in  the  Financial  and 
Commercial  AflFairs  estimates  and,  certainly, 
we  intend  to  say  much  more  in  the  estimates 
of  the  other  larger  and  more  important 
departments,  especially  that  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  and  the  Attorney  General 
that  will  follow. 

We  note  that  most  of  the  anomalies  appar- 
ent in  the  previous  years  have  now  been 
ironed  out.  The  Hiunian  Rights  Commission  no 
longer  is  concerned  with  the  discrimination 
obvious  among  Kentucky  fried  chicken  and 
Chinese  food  and  french  fries.  All  in  all,  we 
feel  that  it  would  be  better  in  this  instance 
to  proceed  directly  to  the  votes  and  we  will 
make  our  comments  at  that  time. 

I  trust  that  they  will  seem  germane  at  that 
point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  say  that  whether  we 
intend  to  spend  very  much  time  on  this 
department  is  the  decision  of  the  caucus  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party.  I  have  been 
looking  for  some  kind  of  a  comparison,  but 
I  think  it  is  rather  hke  having  the  police 
going  into  a  Mafia-run  gambling  joint  and 
shooting  the  piano  player  or  perhaps  going 
into  church  and  blaming  the  guy  that  takes 
up  the  collection  for  all  the  inadequacies  of 
the  institution. 

So,  we  are  not  going  to  spend  any  time 
on  this.  We  cannot  understand  why  there 
has  to  be  a  separate  department  to  pick  up 
the  tab,  but,  of  course,  this  government  has  a 
kind  of  a  penchant  for  moving  people  around, 
on  the  one  hand,  bringing  together  Trans- 
portation and  Communications  into  one  de- 
partment, because  they  are  obviously  the 
same  area  of  activity  and,  at  the  same  time, 
dividing  University  Aifairs  and  Education, 
which  I  must  say  I  felt  to  be  the  wrong  de- 
cision, although  I  have  had  second  thoughts 
on  it  over  the  last  day  or  two. 

But  on  this  particular  occasion  I  do  not 
think  anybody  on  this  side  of  the  House 
has  any  reason  to  feel  that  another  minister 
is  necessary  and  that  another  department 
is  necessary. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  He  is  just  a 
ripple  on  the  new  wave. 

Mr.  Pitman:  It  should  be  a  separate  division 
of  The  Department  of  Treasury.  It  becomes 
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almost  impossible,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  make 
any  overall  reports  on  this  department  which 
have  any  real  significance,  because  I  am 
sure  that  if  I  could  get  talking  about  tax 
policy  and  all  the  inadequacies  of  this  gov- 
ernment in  dealing  with  tax  reform  over  the 
last  three  or  four  years— the  one  thing,  I 
think,  that  this  government  indicated  to  the 
people  of  Ontario,  it  was  going  to  turn  to 
after  the  election  took  place  in  1967— you 
will  call  me  into  order  and,  of  course,  you 
would  be  very  right  in  doing  so. 

There  are  some  obvious  small  inconsis- 
tencies, for  example,  the  fact  of  the  sales  tax. 
I  cannot  understand,  and  I  have  been  unable 
to  explain  to  anyone  else,  why  persons  have 
to  pay  a  sales  tax  on  something  which  they 
are  unable  to  sell,  or  when  they  go  bank- 
nipt  and  have  all  this  material  on  hand.  It 
just  does  not  seem  to  me  a  fair  and  equitable 
way  of  going  about  things. 

I  have  had  a  hard  time  trying  to  under- 
stand why,  for  example,  in  one  or  two  areas 
I  did  take  a  look  at,  the  minister's  tax  bulle- 
tins in  one  section,  talk  about  Act  27(a)— 
interest  on  overpayment— and  state  this  sec- 
tion is  a  new  one.  It  provides  for  the  payment 
of  interest  by  the  goverrmient,  under  certain 
circumstances,  where  taxes  were  overpaid. 
One  would  wonder  why  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances, the  government  would  pay  it. 
Under  other  circumstances,  one  assumes  that 
the  goverrmient  will  not  pay  it  but  perhaps 
the  minister  might  be  able  to  bring  the 
bright  hght  of  his  intellect  upon  that  particu- 
lar section  of  the  Act  and  straighten  us  all 
out. 

Agam,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  could,  I  suppose, 
discuss  some  comments  that  have  been  made 
in  relation  to  what  statements  have  been 
made  by  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough).  For 
example,  I  think  the  Treasurer  in  his  budget 
speech  said  that  Ontario  would  vacate  the 
field  of  succession  duties  for  75  per  cent  of 
the  federal  estate  revenues  in  Ontario.  The 
present  minister  of  Revenue  stated  on  May 
6  that  Ontario  would  not  vacate  it  until 
Ottawa  would  give  them  the  same  amount  of 
money  they  were  getting  in  the  past.  There 
would  be  an  increase  in  basis  in  the  future. 
I  think  we  would  like  to  know  what  the 
government  policy  is  because  here  is  an 
example  of  The  Department  of  Treasury  and 
The  Department  of  Revenue  apparently  hav- 
ing two  views  on  one  very  small  simple  sec- 
tion of  The  Succession  Duty  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  intend  to  prolong 
this    estimate.    Let  us    get    on   with    greater 


things.  We  will  have  very  little  to  say  over 
the  next  few  minutes. 

On  vote  1901. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  not  like  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  to  feel  slighted  and  establish  a 
record  of  a  15-minute  review  of  the  esti- 
mates. I  would  like  to  draw  to  his  attention 
a  small  problem  about  which  I  corresponded 
with  his  predecessor  to  no  avail.  This  refers  to 
■the  paying  of— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  You 
cannot  win  them  all. 

Mr.  Burr:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  cannot  win  them  all. 

Mr.  Burr:  This  concerns  the  paying  of  sales 
tax  on  automobiles.  I  would  like  you  to 
imagine— a  man  buys  a  new  car  for  $3,000, 
pays  $150  sales  tax. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:   I  wonder  if  the  hon. 
member  would  move- 
Mr.  Burr:  Is  it  in  vote  1902? 
Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 
Mr.   Burr   Well,   I   am   halfway  through- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  1901  carry  then? 

Mr.  Singer:  No  I  wanted  to  ask  the  min- 
ister if  he  referred  to  the  question  I  posed 
to  him  earlier.  He  said  that  he  did  not  really 
have  any  statistics  about  the  extent  to  which 
the  five  per  cent  reduction  in  corporation 
tax  had  been  taken  advantage  of,  although 
he  had  some  200  inquiries.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  not  awfully  impressed  by  the  fact  that 
there  were  200  inquiries. 

The  thing  that  would  impress  me  was  the 
extent  to  which  this  brave  new  move  of  the 
new  wave  was  taken  advantage  of.  It  was  an- 
nounced with  all  the  fanfare  and  thunder 
and  applause  that  this  was  going  to  supply 
jobs.  I  can  accept  the  minister's  explanation 
that  in  absence  of  anything  else,  he  says  he 
has  200  inquiries  and  who  is  to  say  him  nay. 

Who  knows  who  inquired  and  what  was  an 
inquiry  and  the  extent  to  which  the  inquiry 
was  meaningul.  But  the  minister  makes  a 
valid  point  to  the  effect  that  at  this  moment 
he  has  no  statistics  &s  to  the  extent  to  which 
he  has  given  away— what  was  it?— $125  mil- 
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lion  of  our  money  to  favour  certain  corporate 
friends. 

Perhaps  he  has  some  statistics— and  that 
was  really  the  thrust  of  the  Treasurer's  argu- 
ment—on how  many  jobs  this  brave  new  move 
of  the  wonderful  new  wave  did,  in  fact,  pro- 
vide? That  appeared  to  be  the  purpose  of 
the  ooiporate  gift  and  1  wonder  if  ithe  minister 
has  any  answer  to  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
you  will  appreciate  from  the  first  statement 
I  made  that  it  is  impossible  because  we  do 
not  know.  We  do  not  know  who  is  implement- 
ing the  terms  of  the  legislation  now.  I  oould 
say  to  the  hon.  member  if  I  had  the  authority 
—■or  if  I  had  the  right  of  the  companies  con- 
cerned—^to  make  a  public  announcement  of 
two  in  particular  that  I  am  aware  of  which 
might  astound  him. 

There  is  no  question  about  the  fact  that 
until  we  see  their  next  corporation  return, 
we  will  not  be  able  to  say  from  our  poirut 
of  view,  without  their  authority,  whether  they 
are,  in  fact,  implementing  the  suggestions 
they  have  made  in  employing  the  people  they 
say  they  will  employ. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  by  way  of  some 
further  remarks  on  this.  One  would  have 
thought  that  a  programme  that  was  announced 
with  so  mudh  applause  would  have  had  a 
very  careful  watching  brief  from  the  minister 
and  his  colleagues,  so  that  somewhere,  soon 
after  he  gave  away  $125  million  of  our 
money— and  that  was  his  prediction,  it  is 
the  only  figure  I  can  rely  on. 

This  is  a  goverrnnent  that  gives  away  all 
sorts  of  our  money— $150  million  on  Spadina, 
$125  million  to  corporate  friends,  and  the 
promise  that  you  are  going  to  supply  new 
jobs.  Four  or  five  or  six  weeks  after  the  date, 
Mr.  Chairman,  one  mustt  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  government  does  not  know 
whether  it  is  coming  or  going  because  the 
responsible  minister  is  unable  to  rise  in  his 
place  today  and  say,  '1  provided  even  one 
miore  job  by  giving  away  money  to  our 
wealthy  corporate  friends  here  in  Ontario." 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Without  agreeing  with 
the  latter  part  of  the  hon.  member's  state- 
ment, of  course— which  I  do  not  believe  to  be 
at  all  true  if  I  had  the  authority  of  the  people 
that  I  know  of,  as  I  siaid  initially,  I  oould 
certainly  prove  more  than  (that  to  him.  But 
I  do  not  have  that  permission 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  it  is  always  somebmly 
else's  fault, 


Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —tonight,  and  in  fact 
will  not  be  able  to  until  that  particular  com- 
pany makes  its  first  return,  whi^oh  I  believe 
will  be  October 

Mr.  Singer:  After  the  election!  Well  you 
will  not  have  to  talk  about  it  then.  We  will 
talk  about  it. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development).  Do  not  go  away  mad, 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Branitford):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  the  same  point,  perhaps,  the  minister 
can  tell  us  at  this  time  just  what  type  of  com- 
panies have  asked  for  this  five  per  cent 
rebate.  Were  they  companies  involved  in  re- 
source development,  or  were  they  manufac- 
turing companies  or  service  companies? 

Mr.  Singer:  They  cannot  itell  you  until  they 
get  the  returns. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Certainly.  One  that  I 
know  of  is  a  resource  industry  1  know  of  one 
in  construction,  and  I  believe  there  are  a 
ntunber  in  the  service  industries. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  The  minister,  of  course,  is 
aware  that  the  resource  indus'tries  are  highly 
capital-intensive  industries  and  this  may  re- 
sult in  a  net  loss  of  jobs  in  the  case  of  those 
particular  industries,  because  they  would  be 
replacing  the  labour  with  machines  in  many 
cases.  Perhaps  he  should  look  at  this  very 
critically  before  he  hands  them  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  can  assure  the  hon. 
member  that  in  the  case  to  which  I  make 
reference  that  is  not  so. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot, 
of  course,  necessarily  rehash  the  details  of 
the  debate  on  the  amendment  to  The  Corpor- 
ations Tax  Act,  but  the  points  that  were 
raised  then  still  seem  to  be  valid.  We  have 
no  information  as  to  the  number  of  com- 
panies involved,  we  have  no  information  as 
to  the  necessity  of  them  being  Canadian,  we 
have  no  information  as  to  the  studies  that 
had  gone  on  to  prepare  ourselves  for  the 
decision  to  be  made  to  forego  this  amount 
of  taxation   revenue. 

All  we  had  is  the  same  thing  we  had  in 
the  announcements  in  the  Throne  Speech 
about  more  jobs,  which  the  new  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development  lived  to  regret.  We 
had  this  same  situation  that  developed,  where- 
by a  dollar  figure  was  pulled  out  of  the  air, 
apparendy  without  any  particular  studies, 
background  or  information  beyond  a  vague 
generality  uxx>n  which  to  pass,  in  this  Legis- 
lature, those  amendmenits  to  legislation.  Now, 
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the  minister,  I  am  quite  sure,  will  recall  the 
debate  that  aftemooai.  It  was  developed  at 
some  length  by  various  members  of  the  oppo- 
sition, and  then  briefly,  indeed  almosit  off- 
handedly, the  minister  chose  not  to  involve 
himiself  to  answer  the  points  that  were  raised 
at  that  time,  the  points  dealing  with  the 
whole  philosophy  developed  to  come  to  the 
point  where  we  should  forego  this  amount 
of  revenue. 

Now,  if  there  were  studies,  if  there  were 
position  papers,  if  there  were  certain  views 
as  to  the  reasons  we  should  forego  this 
revenue,  we  were  not  acquainted  with  them 
at  the  time  that  legislation  was  put  through 
this  House.  If  those  studies  exist,  if  there 
were  reasons  to  forego  that  amount  of  money, 
we  have  not  been  told  about  them  until  now. 
Perhaps  the  minister  can  give  us  the  reasons 
why. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler.  In  regard  to  what  the 
hon.  member  has  put  before  me  by  way  of 
questions,  I  think  simply  that  we,  as  the 
government  of  Ontario,  have  accepted  our 
responsibility  in  the  best  way  we  know  how 
at  this  point  in  time,  because  of  the  situation 
that  has  been  created  in  our  economy,  not  by 
ourselves.  We  recognize  that  what  we  are 
doing  is  a  contribution  and  simply  cannot 
take  care  of  the  entire  matter  ourselves.  I 
think  that  possibly  after  this  Friday,  there 
may  be  other  areas  we  can  enter  into.  But 
we  believe  that  this,  small  though  it  may  be, 
is  a  starting  point,  and  if  the  hon.  member 
is  saying  to  me  that  the  amount  of  money  we 
are  going  to  lose  in  revenues  is  going  to  have 
any  great  effect  on  the  economy  of  the  prov- 
ince, then  he  is  only  convincing  me  that 
maybe  we  are  doing  the  right  thing  and 
maybe  not  enough  of  it,  but  time  alone  will 
teU. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  look  on  $125  million  as  a  small  amount 
of  money.  I  feel  that  we  should  be  able  to 
hear  from  the  minister  the  reasons  that  dollar 
amount  was  decided  upon. 

Why  $125  million?  Why  not  $250  million? 
Surely,  there  must  have  been  something  that 
led  you  to  the  conclusion  that  that  was  the 
amount  of  money  that  was  needed. 

We  have  seen  this  far  too  often,  Mr. 
Chairman.  We  saw  it  last  year  when  we  were 
told  that  there  were  $10  million  available 
for  the  old  age  pensioners,  and  all  of  a  sudden 
we  found  out  that  that  amount  seemed  to 
have  been  plucked  out  of  the  air  because  we 
did  not  know  how  many  pensioners  were 
involved    and    how   much    money    each    one 


needed,  and  what  their  taxes  were  or  any  of 
the  other  background. 

And  this  is  the  thing  that  disturbs  me 
particularly,  that  we  have  nice  round  figures 
pulled  out  of  the  air,  but  what  is  the  back- 
ground upon  which  they  had  been  based? 
Did  you  multiply  so  many  companies  by  so 
many  dollars  by  so  many  presumed  jobs  to 
get  this  $125  million?  It  is  a  nice  round  figure, 
I  agree,  and  taken  over  two  years  it  works  out 
very  nicely  to  $250  million,  but  that  does 
not  make  it  any  more  relevant  to  the  job 
that  has  to  be  done. 

It  may  be,  as  the  minister  said,  that  because 
of  the  economic  situation  in  which  we  find 
ourselves  it  should  have  been  twice  the 
amount,  or  perhaps  five  times,  I  would  not 
know.  All  I  want  to  know  is,  since  this  dollar 
amount  has  now  formed  part  of  the  budget 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  why  did  you 
decide  upon  a  $125  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Well  in  answer  to  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon.  member  knows  full 
well  that  the  policy  of  the  Act  as  initiated  by 
the  Treasurer  is  not  a  policy  that  can  be 
developed  by  our  department  because  we 
are  not  a  policy  developing  department.  You 
know  that  and  you  will  agree  with  me.  On 
the  other  hand,  I  will  say  this,  from  my  own 
point  of  view  and  where  my  own  influence 
exists— and  I  do  not  think  I  have  been  known 
to  be  deceitful  in  this  regard— if  the  need 
arises— what  I  am  saying  is  that  if  the  federal 
government  makes  the  current  situation  worse 
tlian  it  is,  I  am  sure  that  we  are  vdlling  to 
contribute  more  to  try  and  bail  them  out. 
And  I  will  do  my  share,  I  can  assure  you, 
and  I  am  sure  I  -will  have  the  assistance  of 
my  colleague  from  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:   I  am  sure  you  will,  Mr. 

Chairman.  The  point  is  that  we  are  left  to 
believe  that  it  is  an  educated  guess  of  sorts. 
One  looks  at  the  recent  articles  in  the  paper 
and  for  someone  who  works  15  hours  a  day, 
surely  we  can  expect  a  reasonably  good  figure 
and  a  reasonably  good  appreciation  of  the 
amount  of  tax  dollars  that  are  lost.  Now  if 
the  figure  of  $125  million  was  simply  chosen 
because  it  was  a  nice  figure,  that  is  fine.  But 
if  it  is  based  upon  some  reasonable  expecta- 
tion developed  on  the  whole  basis  as  to  what 
we  might  presume  would  be  the  amount  of 
money  we  should  forego  in  the  circumstance, 
then  that  indeed  appears  to  me  to  be  a  fairly 
intelligent  economic  approach. 

But  it  wonders  me— as  we  sometimes  say 
in  Waterloo  county— it  wonders  me  how  you 


JUNE  14,  1971 


2751 


can  arrive  at  these  figures,  how  you  can 
arrive  at  these  nice  roundish  figures  which 
do  oatch  headlines  but  do  not  seem  to 
really  allow  us  to  get  to  grips  with  the 
problems?  Because  when  we  go  behind  the 
announcement,  when  go  behind  the  press 
release,  we  find  that  the  framework,  the 
background,  the  development  work  does  not 
seem  to  be  there;  and  if  it  is  there,  why 
that  is  fine.  But  we  have  no  more  presump- 
tion than  the  hon.  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development  occasionally  advises  us  on  the 
round  numbers  of  programmes  which  he— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  going  to  add 
11  cents  to  every  figure  from  now  on. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well  if  you  can  tell  me 
why  we  should  add  11  cents  I  would  be 
happy  to  agree  with  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  So  it  will  not  be  a 
round  figure. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well  this,  unfortunately, 
is  the  way  I  find  this  government  developing 
basically.  It  adds  dollar  amounts  together 
because  there  is  no  reason  not  to. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  will  not  make  any  dif- 
ference anyway. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  And  I  do  not  think  that 
is  quite  good  enough. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  endeavour  to 
ameliorate  the  situation  for  the  hon.  mem- 
ber. If  I  can  possibly  get  it  before  the 
conclusion  of  this  debate  I  will  supply  it 
to  him. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  You  have  got  only  half 
an  hour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  will  be  fine.  That 
is  enough  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  1901  carried? 

Vote  1901  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1902: 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  1902 
there  were  a  couple  of  questions  that  I 
would  like  to  ask  with  respect  to  the  general 
administration  of  taxes  programme.  In  the 
announcement  that  came  with  the  annual 
report  of  the  department  in  1970,  which 
was  received  by  us  on  November  2  of  that 
year,  there  was  a  press  release  which  referred 
to  the  general  comments  concerning  the 
first  full  year  of  operation  of  the  depaitment. 


In  the  first  paragraph  of  that  press  release, 
we  were  informed  by  the  Minister  of  Rev- 
enue, as  he  then  was,  that  the  cost  of  collect- 
ing $100  of  that  revenue  declined  from  $1.65 
to  $1.42  and  the  departmental  costs  fell  from 
76  cents  to  66  cents.  Now  even  the  Minister 
of  Trade  and  Development  will  agree  with 
me  that  at  least  we  had  some  figures  upon 
which  to  develop  the  praise  with  which  we 
look  at  the  operation  of  this  department,  so 
far  as  its  civil  servants  are  concerned. 

I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  the  min- 
ister, if  he  has  the  figures  for  us,  what  the 
cost  of  collecting  that  same  $100  of  that 
revenue  is  in  the  department  for  this  past 
year?  I  realize,  of  course,  that  the  depart- 
ment, having  only  been  organized  for  some- 
what over  a  year  at  the  time  of  that  annual 
report,  was  able  to  give  us  these  figures  based 
on  March  31,  1970.  I  am  wondering  if  the 
minister  can  give  us  the  figures  as  of  March 
31,  1971,  and  advise  us  if  the  collection  costs 
have  progressed  further  and  the  departmental 
costs  the  same. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  have  continued  to 
endeavour  to  define  the  situatian  and  to  bring 
in  further  savings  as  far  as  administration  is 
concerned.  Now,  the  dollar  cost  excluding 
remuneration  as  of  June— that  is,  the  begin- 
ning of  this  month— 1971,  is  73  cents.  In- 
cluding remuneration  for  the  collection  of 
taxes,  it  is  $1.56;  therefore,  I  think  you  will 
find  that  in  both  cases  it  is  reduced  once 
more. 

It  is  regrettable,  I  know,  that  I  have  not 
been  able  to  produce  another  annual  report 
because,  as  you  know,  I  would  have  been  able 
to  place  all  this  before  you. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  agree,  of  course,  Mr. 
Chairman;  the  department  having  been  newly 
organized,  and  the  development  in  which  it 
is.  I  do  not  quarrel  with  that  at  all.  The 
annual  report  that  we  received  in  November 
for  March  31,  1970  was  most  useful.  1  am 
quite  sure  we  will  receive  this  report,  hope- 
fully, before  November  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mt.  Chairman,  I  was  going  to 
ask  the  minister  about  what  I  consider  to  be 
an  unfairness  in  the  sales  tax  on  automobiles. 
To  simplify  this,  we  will  suppose  that  my 
colleague  from  Middlesex  South  has  a  car 
which  is  worth  $2,000.  He  wants  to  buy 
a  new  car  for  $3,000.  He  wants  to  sell  me 
his  $2,000  car. 
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Mr.  K.  C  Bolton  (Middlesex-Souidi):  Cash! 

Mr.  Paterson:  Do  iioft  trust  ihim! 

Mr.  Burr:  Cash,  he  says!  He  buys  a  new 
car  from  a  dealer  and  his  sales  tax  on  the 
$3,000  car  is  $150.  I  buy  his  car  from  him 
for  $2,000  and  my  sales  tax  is  $100.  The 
Minister  of  Revenue  is  rie'her  by   $250. 

Interjeotions  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Burr:  If  my  colleague  turns  his  car  in 
on  the  new  car,  he  pays  the  difference  be- 
tween the  $3,000  and  the  $2,000,  which  is 
$1,000.  That  is,  he  pays  $50  sales  tax.  I 
then  go  to  the  dealer  and  buy  his  old  car 
and  I  pay  $100  sales  tax,  so  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  in  this  case  gets  only  $150. 

Now  it  means  merely  tf  we  both  go  through 
a  dealer  the  government  is  poorer  by  $100. 
I  suggested  to  the  previous  minister  that  my 
friend  should  have  a  tax  refund  or  a  tax 
credit  for  the  amount  of  sales  tax  I  have 
paid.  Or  at  least,  if  he  buys  directly  from 
the  dealer  and  I  also  buy  his  oar  from  the 
dealer,  he  should  then  get  $100  tax  refund 
and  the  two  of  us  together  should  pay  only 
the  $150. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Burr:  Now  Why  should  the  government 
make  this  extra  $100  just  because  we  do  not 
'both  buy  and  sell  through  a  dealer?  After  the 
minister's  predecessor  told  me  that  this  would 
be  too  cumbersome— I  think  that  was  the  word 
he  used— I  wrote  to  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
or  Consumer  Affairs—I  have  forgotten  now— 
in  Manitoba  and  asked  him  how  they  did  it 
ouit  there.  He  wrote  back  and  said  that  they 
would  do  it  the  way  I  suggested.  Providing 
the  sale  took  place  within  two  weeks  then 
there  would  be  a  tax  credit  or  a  tax  refund, 
whichever  way  you  wished  to  work  it.  I  am 
wondering  whether  the  new  minister  sees 
matters  in  a  fairer  light  than  his  predecessor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  member  really  put 
me  on  the  spot  when  he  put  that  last  rider 
on  to  his  question. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Take  it  under  considera- 
tion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No;  I  will  not  do  that 
either  It  is  a  cumbersome  thing  to  do,  as  the 
member  suggests,  and  it  is  one  of  the  reasons 
that  at  has  not  been  implemented  in  some 
sort  of  way  or  fashion,  as  he  suggests.  On  the 
other  hand,  I  think  ithat  he  will  find  in  most 
cases,  particularly  in  oars,  a  person  will  sell 
his  car  directly  to  someone  else,  because  he 


will  get  a  much  better  price  for  it  than  if  he 
turns  it  in.  Of  course,  the  philosophy  of  the 
sale  is  that  the  last  buyer  pays  tax,  and  this 
is  precisely  what  happens  in  the  case  of  car 
transactions.  If  he  wanted  to  trade  it  in  on 
another  oar,  he  knows  what  the  result  of  that 
would  be.  That  would  achieve  his  particular 
goal.  Because  of  the  fact  that  in  Ontario 
transactions  are  not  so  great,  it  not  only  be- 
comes cumbersome,  but  I  believe  somewhat 
rnifair.  Unless  the  member  wants  to  send  it  to 
me  by  way  of  request,  and  I  will  discuss  it 
further  with  my  officials  and  reply  to  him,  I 
will  again  make  the  proposal  to  him.  Other- 
wise, I  suggest  he  let  the  tax  stand  as  is. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the 
explanation,  which  is  really  the  same  one  as 
I  got  from  the  other  minister,  probably  from 
the  same  advisers. 

Hon,  Mr.  Grossman:  The  member  cannot 
improve  on  pure  logic. 

Hon.  W  A  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agriculture 
and  Food):  We  suggest  they  both  move  to 
Manitoba^tbat  would  fix  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Bolton:  I  would  miss  the  minister  if  I 
did. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Not  as  much  as  he  would 
miss  the  member. 


Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Borowski  will  not  have 


it 


Mr.  N.  Whitney  (Prince  Edward -Lennox): 
Out  of  Saskatchewan  and  into  Manitoba 

Mr.  Burr:  I  question  whether  my  hon. 
friend  for  Middlesex  South  is  selling  me  the 
car  for  $2,000,  because  he  can  get  more  from 
me  than  he  can  from  the  dealer.  I  think  that 
is  purely  hypothetical. 

An  hon.  member:  He  would  not  do  that. 
Mr.  Burr:  No,  I  doubt  it.  Now,  I  can  see- 
Mr.   Bolton:   Do  not  let  anybody  sell  the 
member  a  car  or  horse,  even  me. 

Mr.  Burr:  —that  in  other  matters  such  as 
a  second-hand  television  set  or  a  second-hand 
refrigerator,  these  sums  would  be  too  small 
really  to  bother  about,  but  on  an  item  that  is 
as  large  and  an  expensive  as  a  car,  I  feel  that 
the  tax  credit  or  refund  should  be  used  on 
this  one  particular  item.  I  will  probably  follow 
the  matter  up  with  the  minister  in  a  letter. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 
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Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  There 
axe  two  or  three  questions  I  would  like  to 
raise  in  this  vote,  Mr  Ohairmain.  The  first  is 
in  relatiion  to  the  gasoline  tax  As  the  minister 
is  aware,  I  have  had  a  running  correspondence 
with  the  previous  minister  and  himself  this 
year,  after  ithe  Amherstburg  district  chamber 
of  commerce  wrote  to  me  about  the  decrease 
in  boating  traffic  in  the  area  and  the  sharp 
decline  in  gasoline  sales  land  tourist  spending. 
I  again  wrote  the  minister  to  see  w'hat  was 
being  done  in  relaition  to  possibly  alleviating 
the  tax  on  gasoline  used  on  pleasure  craft, 
and  I  received  a  letter  today  from  the  hon, 
minister  in  reply  to  my  latest  inquiry. 

I  wonder  at  this  point,  could  the  minister 
tell  me  if  the  officials  of  his  department  have 
done  a  study  of  this  matter,  say  through 
the  gasoline  companies?  Have  gasoline  sales 
deteriorated  very  substantially,  particularly  in 
the  border  areas  where  US  pleasure  craft  used 
to  buy  great  quantities  of  gasoline? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  cannot  answer  the 
questiion,  in  the  large  sense,  that  is  for  each 
state  that  we  border  on  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  in  relationship  to  our  own  situation, 
but  1  can  say  to  the  hon.  member  that  in  the 
State  or  Michigan  the  tax  is  applied  exactly 
the  same  as  it  is  applied  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  will  endeavour  to  acquire  the 
balance  of  that  information  for  him.  I  share 
his  views  in  many  ways,  because  I  have 
marinas  and  that  sort  of  interest  in  my  own 
constituency  and  I  know  precisely  what  the 
record  is. 

I  will  have  that  matter  followed  to  a  con- 
clusion, because  this  is  part  and  parcel  of 
our  tourist  industry,  and  it  is  in  developmental 
stage  right  now  to  the  point  where  I  have 
letters  coming  to  me  from  my  own  people. 
I  will  follow  that  further.  Is  that  the  point 
he  was  makiag,  in  relationship  to  other  states? 

Mr.  Paterson:  Basically  have  our  sales 
deteriorated  so  that  you  have  suffered  a  tax 
loss,  in  essence,  from  all  ramifications  from 
the  pleasure  craft  trade?  Just  while  you  are 
looking  that  up  too,  Mr.  Minister,  in  relation 
to  your  comments  on  Michigan  I  think  that 
the  difference,  and  the  acceptability  of  their 
tax,  is  that  this  tax  money  is  designated  for 
harbours  of  refuge,  that  the  state  builds  these 
out  of  this  tax  money.  We  have  no  such 
similar  programme  in  the  province.  Our  gas- 
oline tax  money,  which  was  founded  on  the 
premise  that  it  was  for  road  use,  is  going 
into  the  general  coffers  and  not  being  ex- 
pended back  on  those  who  are  not  using  the 
roads  yet  consuming  the  gas. 


Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  hon.  member  that  as  far  as  gasoline  tax 
revenue  is  concerned  it  has  shown  a  steady 
and  substantial  increase  since  1969.  And 
again  this  year  the  anticipated  increase  is 
about  in  the  same  percentage  category  it  has 
been  in  the  previous  years,  and  that  is  to 
date. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Paterson:  I  have  two  more  questions. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No  hurry! 

Mr.  Paterson:  The  first  one  is  in  relation 
to  the  retail  sales  tax.  I  wonder  if  the  min- 
ister would  have  the  figures  before  him, 
relating  to  the  first  five  months  of  this  year, 
as  to  the  amount  of  retail  sales  tax  collected, 
in  comparison  to  the  same  months  last  year; 
and  the  question  is,  has  the  sales  tax  revenue 
remained  fairly  constant,  has  it  decreased,  or 
has  it  increased  month  by  month  in  this 
calendar  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  I  have  the  figures 
before  me  and  I  am  just  informed  that  they 
are  the  current  ones.  That  is,  to  date  by  the 
month.  They  are  confidential  figures,  but  I 
can  tell  you  that  there  is  a  substantial 
increase. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Well  that  is  very  heartening. 
You  know,  all  this  talk  about  depression  and 
so  forth  that  has  been  emanating  from  many 
sources,  and  yet  your  revenues  are  increasing 
because  retail  sales  are  going  up.  This  is 
excellent  news  and  the  type  of  thing  that  we 
should  be  hearing  to  build  confidence  in  our 
economy  and  province  and  country. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  think  the  member 
makes  an  extremely  good  point  and  I  think 
you  will  find  that  the  sales  revenues  may  be 
coming  in  greater  quantity  from  some  areas 
and  dropped  in  other  areas,  depressed  areas 
where  one  might  expect  to  find  it.  But  that  is 
the  fact  of  the  matter,  they  are  up. 

Mr.  Whitney:  There  are  more  people. 

Mr.  Paterson:  The  last  point  I  would  like 
to  make,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  in  relation  to  the 
matter  I  raised  in  the  question  period.  In 
relation  to  the  greenhouse  operators  who  are 
growing  flowers.  Has  the  minister  been  able 
to  come  to  the  termination  of  that,  because 
we  are  into  quite  a  battle  with  The  Depart- 
ment of  Labour?  They  seem  to  have  moved 
in  on  these  horticulturahsts,  or  agricultural- 
ists. 
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Is  there  any  give  here  at  this  point,  because 
I  am  going  to  take  this  matter  up  through 
correspondence  in  the  weeks  to  come  here  on 
a  more  serious  vein? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  recall  the  question 
very  well  at  *his  time.  Regretttalbly,  in  this 
particular  case,  because  The  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  Food— with  all  deference  to 
my  colleague,  who  considers  greenhouses  as 
he  does  and  has  defined  them  as  so-and-so, 
and  such-and-such,  that  does  not  mean  that 
we  do.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this  is  where 
a  differential,  for  our  purposes,  takes  place. 
They  are  not  producers  of  food. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Most  of  us  consider  the 
matter— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Where  they  are,  we 
give  them  the  benefit  of  the  doubt  as  far  as 
we  possibly  can  and  I  follow  it  very  inti- 
mately, at  least  on  the  question  that  my  hon. 
friend  placed  before  me  in  the  House.  And 
this  is  the  reason. 

And  if  we  did,  again,  show  sympathy  for 
that  particular  segment  of  the  industry— if  I 
were  to  lean  in  that  direction,  do  you  know 
what  would  happen  next?  I  would  have  the 
growers  of  small  shrubs  and  medium-size 
shrubs,  and  so  on,  and  so  on,  and  they  are 
all  very,  very  closely  associated. 

It  is  very  difBcult  for  us  to  define,  par- 
ticularly when  we  get  to  those  people  who 
are  involved  with  the  development  or  produc- 
tion of  both  of  those  products.  And  conse- 
quently, we  have  not  seen  fit  to  bring  them 
in  totally,  as  the  producers  of  food,  for  an 
exemption. 

Mr.  Stokes:  How  does  the  minister  follow 
a  thing  like  that  intimately,  though? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Very  easily. 

Mr.  Paterson:  I  might  state,  Mr.  Minister, 
I  checked  back  on  the  original  terms  of 
reference  in  your  Act  concerning  forests  and 
nurserium  and  what  you  have  stated  is  a 
fact.  I  would  think  that  you,  as  the  Minister 
of  Revenue,  should  approach  your  colleagues 
with  the  thought  that  agriculture  in  our 
province  is  in  fairly  serious  straits  in  many, 
many  cases  and  that  possibly  a  new  look 
should  be  taken  at  this.  Any  encouragement 
for  these  people  in  agriculture  to  diversify 
and  go  into  some  of  these  different  tyi>es  of 
products  should  be  given.  Possibly  this  might 
be  one  little  step  in  that  encouragment  and 
help  relieve  the  pressure  on  farm  commu- 
nities. 


Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  recognize  the  serious- 
ness of  the  plea  of  my  hon.  friend  and  he  may 
be  assured  that  I  will  take  that  suggestion 
very,  very  seriously  as  I  endeavour,  once 
more,  to  follow  it  in  the  light  of  his  request. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  get  browned 
off  with  these  ministers  getting  up  in  their 
estimates  saying  that  they  will  "look  into  it" 
and  "give  it  full  study"  and  nothing  ever 
happens.  No  time  in  history  has  any  min- 
ister come  back  and  said,  "we  have  done 
this."  They  grovel  and  they  are  so  nice  in 
the  estimates,  they  will  do  anything  during 
their  estimates. 

I  get  sick  and  tired  of  this  baloney  and  I 
could  give  you  a  better  Irish  term  for  it,  but 
you  know  what  I  am  talking  about.  It  is 
sickening  how  they  say  they  will  "go  into 
that"  and  "do  our  job  for  you"  and  "get 
back  to  you"  and  say  they  will  give  the 
answer  before  so-and-so. 

I  am  concerned.  I  am  getting  letters  from 
my  constituents  about  the  same  problem  and 
he  probably  gives  them  the  same  answers  he 
is  giving  us  too.  I  do  not  know. 

I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Chairman,  about  this 
minister  who  hves  in  a  resort  area  and  in 
our  area  who  are  paying  the  highest  tax  in 
North  America  on  food— 10  per  cent  on  food 
tax.  No  other  economy  in  North  America— 
not  in  the  50  states  in  America,  no  province 
in  Canada,  is  paying  the  same  amount  of 
money.  Yet  on  diamonds  and  furs  they  are 
paying  a  five  per  cent  tax,  but  the  food 
business  in  the  area,  there  are  more  failures 
in  the  food  business  than  in  any  other  area 
in  our  economy.  Who  pays  the  highest  tax? 
The  food  business.  The  minister  says,  and  I 
go  along  with  him,  that  he  inherited  this  but 
what  is  he  doing  about  doing  away  with  it 
or  cutting  it  down  to  about  half  or  a  quarter 
of  that? 

The  second  riskiest  business  in  the  world 
is  lodging— the  hotel,  motel  and  tourist  court 
operator;  the  resort  operator.  What  is  he 
doing  for  them?  He  wacks  on  them  the 
highest  tax  in  North  America  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Winkler  the  great  whacker 
they  call  him! 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  think  it  is  pretty  sickening 
that  this  minister  can  come  back  into  this 
House  and  say  we  are  going  to  look  into  it 
and  do  these  things.  I  would  like  him  to  tell 
me  before  I  sit  down— I  will  be  back  in  a 
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minute  again— what  is  he  going  to  do.  What 
is  he  going  to  tell  his  people  in  regard  to 
this,  the  highest  tax  in  North  America, 
through  his  department,  on  the  resort  and 
the  food  industries? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  might  just  point  out  that 
is  a  budgetary  consideration  and  not  the 
Minister  of  Revenue's  consideration. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  do  not  know— where  can 
we  talk  about  it  then? 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  may  ask  the  same 
questions  of  the  Treasurer.  This  is  where  the 
policy  is— 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  talking  about  The  Retail 
Sales  Tax  Act  and  you  should  know  I  am 
on  target. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  you  are  not. 

Mr.  Singer:  Sure,  retail  sales  tax  and  the 
amount  of  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  do  not  take  the  minister 
off  the  hook  because  he  can  stick  it  better 
than  you  can. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  a  moment.  Whether  it 
is  five  per  cent  or  10  per  cent  or  whatever 
it  is,  is  a  matter  for  Treasury  not  the  Minister 
of  Revenue. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  I  am  against  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Your  comments  are  more 
suited  toward  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right.  You  just  run  your 
chair  and  I  will  run  this  chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  trying. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  are  doing  a  good  job. 
Now  could  the  minister  tell  me  what  he  is 
doing  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  would  like  to  inform 
the  hon.  member  in  the  House,  Mr.  Chair- 
man—I am  not  saying  that  the  questions 
were  improperly  put— the  tax  on  accommoda- 
tion is  five  per  cent  and  not  10  per  cent. 
Although  the  tax,  in  fact,  on  food  is  10  per 
cent,  we  have  the  highest  exemption  of  any 
pro\'ince  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Name  them! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  can  name  every  one. 
I  could  name  you  every  one,  but  it  is  a  fact 
there  is— 


Mr.  Sargent:  You  are  taxing  hamburgers 
and  Coca-Cola  here.  A  bottle  of  pop  you  are 

taxing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Well  maybe.  I  think 
that  the  hon.  member  should  just  accept  what 
I  am  saying  to  him  because  we  have  the 
highest  exemption  of  any  province  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  That  is  the  balancing 
point  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

As  I  said,  the  tax  on  accommodation  is 
fiye  per  cent;  he  may  not  have  meant  that 
it  was  10  per  cent.  It  is  not  out  of  line 
with  other  taxes  and  if  we  shifted  it,  it  would 
have  to  be  shifted  to  some  other  place.  We 
think,  by  way  of  comparison,  that  this  is  fair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Hold  on! 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  this  vote? 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  this  vote.  Prepared  meals 
are  taxed  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent  which 
applies  to  each  meal  sold  for  more  than 
$2.50.  All  right.  Now  where  is  the  exemption 
there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Two  dollars  and  fifty 
cents. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  pay  25  per  cent  on— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Where  is  the  exemption? 

Mr.  A.  K.  Meen  (York  East):  The  first 
$2.50. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Come  on,  you  do  not  mean- 
all  right,  if  you  go  in  a  restaurant  and  you 
have  four  people  and  you  have  a  check  for 
$12- 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  The  trouble  with  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce  is  that  he  has  never 
had  a  meal  under  $2.50. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  had  two  of  them 
today. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  can  you  buy  a  meal 
for  less  than  $2.50  anywhere?  A  shrimp 
cocktail  costs  you  $1.85  and  a  coffee  costs 
you  50  cents.  Before  you  even  start  you 
have  got  $2.50. 

An  hon.  member:  Oh,  no! 

Mr.  Singer:  Sure  you  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  You  have  been  attract- 
ing the  wrong  company. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman,  are  we 
reading  from  the— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Brantford? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  paid  80  cents  for 
lunch. 

Mr.  Paterson:  You  should  eat  at  Ontario 
Place.  It  will  cost  you  $20! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  wonder  if  we  are 
reading  from  the  same  tax  bulletin.  May, 
1971?  Because  it  is  quite  clear  in  regard  to 
the  item  under  prepared  meals.  I  will  read 
it  to  him:  "Tax  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent 
applies  to  each  meal  sold  for  more  than 
$2.50.  Each  meal  of  $2.50  or  less  is  exempt." 

Now,  there  it  is. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  that  not  a  big  deal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  If  you  want  me  to,  I 
will  put  the  others  on  the  record  for  you. 
Okay,  let  us  go:  Newfoundland,  seven  per 
cent  over  eight  cents;  PEI,  eight  per  cent 
over  $1- 

Mr.  Sargent:  Ten  per  cent!  It  is  10  per 
cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Nova  Scotia,  seven  per 
cent  over  $1;  New  Brunswick,  eight  per  cent 
over  $1;  Quebec,  eight  per  cent- 
Mr.  Sargent:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman!  Where  does  the  minister  know 
that  he  can  get  a  meal  for  less  than  $2.50  in 
my  riding?  In  any  riding?  Where  can  he  get 
a  meal  for  less  than  $2.50?  Tell  me,  where 
can  you  get  a  meal  for  less  than  $2.50? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Come  into  our  riding. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  On  the  second  floor.  It  is 
not  a  meal,  but  it  is  something. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  it  will  cost  you  more 
than  that  for  a  meal  in  a  dry  hotel  I  run. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  a  point  of  order! 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  a  minute.  I  am  on  a 
point  of  order.  The  point  of  order  is  that  this 
particular  direction  of  discussion  is  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  it  is.  This  minister 
collects  the  revenue;  he  does  not  set  the 
policies. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  want  to  know  what  he  is 
doing  about  lowering  the  taxes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  has  nothing  to  do  with 
lowering  them;  it  is  not  this  department's 
work. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Put  it  on  the  record. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  minister  should 
be  allowed  to  answer. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  does  the  mim'ster  justify 
a   five    per   cent   tax   on   luxury   things   like 
diamonds- 
Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  not  this  minister's 
department. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Just  a  moment;  we  are  talk- 
ing about  retail  sales  tax,  right? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  not  the  setting  of  the 
tax.  That  is  the  Treasurer's  department. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  do  you  define  who  sets 
the  tax?  What  is  his  job? 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  collects  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Does  he  have  anything  to  do 
with  policy  at  all? 

Mr.  Singer:  Of  course  he  does. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  are  we  i>aying  him  for 
then? 

Mr.  Singer:  Of  course  he  does. 

An  hon.  member:  1  do  not  kinow. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right,  Mr.  Chairman,  okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  you  do  TK)t  like  the 
way  he  oolleots  it,  that  is  the  time  to  criti- 
cize. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  do  not  like  the  way  you  do 
anything  at  all. 

An  hon.  member:  I  disagree  with  you. 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  puts  out  a  bulletin  iabout 
it,  so  it  is  fair  game. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  he  just  oolleots  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  are  dharging  a  tax  on 
soft  drinks— you  buy  a  battle  of  pop— 
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Mr.  Singer:  Mx.  Ohairmain,  on  a  point  of 
order. 

This  minister  pints  out  these  bulletins  when 
he  explains  what  the  taxes  aire,  and  surely 
when  his  votes  come  up  it  is  fair  that  my 
colleague  from  Grey-Bruce  can  ask  him  aibout 
them.  If  he  does  not  want  to,  then  the  min- 
ister has  no  right  to  put  out  bulletins-^and  I 
do  not  deny  him  the  right  to  put  out  bulle- 
tins. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Do  you  want  an  answer 
on  your  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  the  point  of  order,  this 
minister  collects  the  money;  he  does  not  set 
policy. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  but  he  talks  aibout  how  it 
is  collected. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no! 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  do  not  think  it  is  m  the  aarea 
of  the  Chair  to  tell  me  how  I  talk  about  retail 
sales  tax. 

Mr.  Singer:  Ralght! 

Mr.  Sargent:  If  you  do  not  like  the  way  I 
talk  about  it,  then  you  had  better  get  some- 
body else  to  take  the  Chair.  Because  I  am 
going  to  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  you  are  not.  If  you  are 
going  to— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Yes,  I  am.  I  am  talking  about 
retail  sales  tax,  and  I  am  going  to  talk  about 
some  other  things. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  you  aire  not.  Order, 
please! 

This  is  the  Minister  of  Revenue,  the  min- 
ister responsible  for  collecting  the  tax;  not 
setting  the  rates  of  tax.  I  point  that  out  again. 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  have  his  s*hiny  picture 
here;  he  sent  me  a  bulletin  with  his  picture. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  do  you  not  like 
the  picture? 

Mr.  Sargent:  One  of  die  raxe  politician 
pictures. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  has  nothing  to  do  with 
setting  the  rates  of  taxes.  The  member  for 
Brantford  has  the  floor. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  rule  the  member  out  of 
order.  The  member  for  Brantford  has  the 
floor. 


Mr.  Singer:  No,  on  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  to  challenge  your  ruling. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  the 
Chairman'  ruling  will  please  say  "aye";  those 
opposed  will  please  say  "nay."  In  my  opinion 
the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  stand 
up  and  speak  on  this  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members. 

The  House  divided  on  the  Chairman's 
ruling,  which  was  upheld  on  the  following 
vote. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  42,  the  "nays'  are  15. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  Chaiirman's 
ruling  upheld. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report  a  certain  resolution  and  ask 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  a  certain  resolution 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  I  am  against 
that  too! 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  tomor- 
row the  House  will  continue  with  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Revenue,  and  if 
they  axe- 
Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  pretty  useless,  you 
cannot  ask  any  questions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —if  they  are  concluded 
then  we  will  deal  with  order  number  4  on 
the  present  order  paper,  in  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  certain  bills. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Before 
the  motion  to  adjourn  is  put- 
Mr  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  What  bills? 

Mr  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the 
House  leader  if,  a  little  further  on,  assuming 
that  we  complete  The  Department  of  Revenue 
estimates    and    second    readings,    could    the 
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House  leader  indfoate  wibat  other  estimates 
might  he  coming  before  the  House  tomorrow? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  I  will  answer  both 
those  questions,  Mr.  Speaker.  Under  order 
number  4  there  are  four  bills  which  are  before 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Do  them  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes.  Bill  43,  Bill  48, 
Bill  52  and  Bill  57,  I  think  we  might  pro- 
ceed with  those.  It  is  my  intention  that  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  estimates 
will  come  before  the  House  next.  I  should 
inform  the  members  of  the  House  that, 
speaking  with  the  minister  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr.  Bales)  a 
moment  ago,  he  is  ill  and  confined  to  bed  at 
the  moment,  but  I  think  he  will  be  able  to 
go  on  as  soon  as  we  are  ready  for  him. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Put  the  Minister  of  Trade 
and  Development  (Mr.  Grossman)  on  it,  it  is 
all  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  he  is  not  well  enough 
to  do  so  then  it  will  be  Education. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  it 
would  be  possible  to  ask  the  House  leader 
if  he  might  give  us  a  rather  more  extended 
list  of  the  estimates  that  are  proposed  to 
come  before  the  House?  It  is  conceivable 
that  we  could  possibly  go  on  to  Municipal 
Affairs  tomorrow.  I  suggest  to  the  House 
leader  that  it  is  not  nearly  adequate  notice. 
The  ministers  get  much  more  notice  than 
this- 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria-Haliburton): 
You  had  about  12  months. 

Mr.  Deans:  —of  the  intention  to  bring  their 
estimates  before  the  House,  and  I  think  it 
is  only  fair  the  opposition  should  have  similar 
kmd  of  notice. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Prepare 
for  tomorrow. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
only,  I  think,  as  I  reckon  it,  six  departments 
I  believe  left  for  the  House.  Labour  is 
presently  before  committee,  followed  by 
Tourisan  and  Information,  and  Transportation 
and  Communications,  those  are  the  committee 
ones. 

Now  for  the  House  there  are  four  major 
departments  left:  Education,  Municipal  Affairs 
—which  I  mentioned— the  Attorney  General, 
and  Trade  and  Development. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  He  is  saving  the  best  to  the 
last. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  have  not  given 
any  order  to  those.  I  told  the  House  a  moment 
ago  that  Municipal  Affairs,  I  thought,  would 
go  first.  But  if  the  minister  is  not  well 
enough  to  face  the  House  with  his  estimates 
by  tomorrow  evening  or  Thursday,  then  I 
would  expect  Education,  then  the  Attorney 
General,  and  Trade  and  Development.  That 
is  the  order.  Then  there  is  left  the  Prime 
Minister's  department  and  The  Department 
of  the  Treasury  and  Economics;  so  I  do  not 
consider  those  of  great  length. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  In  other  words,  anything 
that  is  left  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  But  there  are  only  four 
main  departments  left;  I  have  named  them 
and  I  have  indicated  the  order  in  which  they 
should  go.  Is  there  anything  else  I  can  say 
on  them? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Is  it  suggested  the  Prime 
Minister's  is  not  a  main  department? 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Yes,  where  are 
the  Lieutenant  Governor's  estimates?  You 
people  are  such  strong  monarchists  why  do 
you  leave  him  to  the  last? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:40  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Tihds  aftemoon  we  have  as 
our  guests,  in  the  east  gallery,  students  from 
Heatherbrae  Public  School  in  Rexdale  and 
Spanish  Public  School  from  Spanish;  in  the 
west  gallery,  students  from  Senior  Public 
School  in  Collingwood.  Later  this  aftemoon 
we  will  have  situdents  here  from  Grafton 
Public  School  in  Grafton. 

I  thought  that  perhaps  the  members  of 
this  House  would  like  to  know  that  today 
there  is  something  new  being  inaugurated, 
not  here,  but  as  among  Canadian  ParHaments. 
We  are  members  of  tlie  Commonwealth 
Parliamentary  Association,  Ontario  branch. 
Mr.  Speaker  Lavoie  and  myself  arranged  a 
year  ago  that  we  would  start  what  is  con- 
templated to  be  an  exchange  of  parHamen- 
tarians  between  the  various  legislative  as- 
semblies of  Canada,  provincial  assembhes,  and 
that  as  soon  as  it  was  possible  this  would  be 
done. 

I  am  pleased  to  advise  the  House  that 
today  the  Deputy  Speaker,  Mr.  Renter,  with 
Mr.  Gordon  Smith  of  Simcoe  East,  Mr. 
Donald  Deacon  of  York  Centre  and  Mr. 
Donald  C.  MacDomald  of  York  South  are 
guests  of  ithe  Nattional  Assembly  of  Quebec. 
They  will  be  there  for  two  or  three  days.  We 
hope  later  to  entertain  a  delega)tion  of  three 
or  four  members  of  their  assembly  Avhile  our 
House  is  in  session.  If  this  particular  experi- 
ment works,  it  will  be  carried  out  across  the 
country  and,  I  hope,  encourage  a  much 
greater  liaison  and  friendship  between  the 
legislators  in  the  provincial  Legislatures  of 
Canada. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions. 

ROYAL  COMMISSION  ON 
BOOK  PUBLISHING 

Mr.  V,  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  (Mr. 
Wishart).  In  relation  to  the  tabhng  of  the 
report  of  Mr.   Rohmer   and  his  other   com- 
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missioners  yesterday,  would  the  minister  be 
able  to  arrange  some  land  of  a  meeting 
between  that  commission  and  members  of 
this  House— perhaps  one  of  the  committees— 
so  that  we  could  hear  from  it  more  of  the 
implications  that  are  hinted  at  in  its  report, 
and  perhaps  more  of  the  details  that  were 
reported  in  the  press  and  which  were  not 
made  available  to  us  in  the  House? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
certainly  would  be  glad  to  take  that  sugges- 
tion—which is  really,  I  think,  perhaps  in  the 
nature  of  a  request  that  this  be  done— under 
consideration.  I  would  like  of  course,  to 
discuss  it  with  the  Prime  Minister  (Mr. 
Davis)  who  will  return  tomorrow  or  Thurs- 
day morning,  and  I  think  this  might  be  a 
very  advantageous  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplemenftary: 
Would  the  minister  not  agree  that  there 
would  appear  to  be  greater  ramification  and 
greater  worries  in  the  minds  of  the  commis- 
sion than  appeared  in  the  written  portions 
of  their  report  and  that  the  members  of  the 
Legislature  and  the  public  should,  perhaps, 
know  the  full  extent  of  their  concern? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  yes.  To 
give  a  positive  and  direct  answer,  yes.  There 
was  considerable  background  material  be- 
hind the  formal  report  and  I  am  not  sure 
how  far  the  commission  will  make  that 
known,  or  how  far  the  chairman  wants  to 
do  it  at  this  time,  but  I  understand  that  the 
commission  is  planning  to  hold  further  hear- 
ings. So  I  will  certainly  take  the  whole  mat- 
ter under  consideration  and  discuss  it  with 
the  Premier  particularly,  and  my  colleagues, 
and  see  what  may  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary? 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Yes, 
I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  a  supple- 
mentary question.  In  view  of  the  legislation 
that  was  introduced  in  this  Legislature  yes- 
terday, in  view  of  the  very  extraordinary 
powers  which  are  given  to  the  pohce  in  rela- 
tion to  this  legislation,  could  the  minister  in- 
dicate whether  there  is  any  spinoff  in  terms 
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^of  censorship  in  relation  to  books  and 
periodicals  which  might  come  under  that 
legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  said  to 
police- 
Mr.  Pitman:  Yes,  I  think  the  government, 
in  relation  to  examining  all  of  the  materials 
which  so  far  as  the  legislation  is  concerned 
relate  to  American  ownership  and  financial 
activities,  but  is  there  any  other  responsibiUty 
beyond  that  simple  narrow  consideration  in 
relation  to  that  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  answer,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  no.  First  of  all,  I  think  there  is 
no  merktion  of  police  in  the  bill;  no  powers 
to  police.  There  are  policing  powers  perhaps 
in  a  sense  that  the  department,  the  director 
or  the  registrar,  may  examine  premises  and 
books. 

Mr.  Singer:  There  is  a  specific  statement 
in  the  Act  tliat  there  is  no  relation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  coming  to  that- 
I  think  it  is  section  10.  I  have  not  got  the  Aot 
in  front  of  me.  There  is  a  specific  section  in 
the  Act  which  makes  it  clear  that  in  no  way 
is  it  a  censorship  piece  of  legislation.  You 
will  find  the  section— I  am  not  sure— but  it 
may  be  section  10. 

Mr.  Singer:  Quite  right. 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  further  supplementary: 
Would  it  be  possible  for  materials  to  be 
identified  and  passed  over  to  other  authorities 
within  the  government  which  could  then  be 
used  in  the  area  of  censorship  of  books  and 
periodicals? 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  a  debate  on  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  suppose  one  could 
argue  perhaps  philosophically  that  maybe  ooe 
of  the  powers  that  a  registrar  may  exercise 
would  be  on  the  nature  of  the  materials 
which  were  being  distributed,  but  I  think  that 
there  is  certainly  no  intention  in  the  Act  to 
go  into  the  field  of  censorship.  We  specifically 
discussed  this  and  put  a  section  in  the  Act 
to  make  it  clear  that  it  was  not  our  intent 
and  I  would  further  add  that  in  the  bill 
the  members  will  find  the  power  to  review, 
appeal  and  it  is  up  to  the  court  for  final 
decision. 


ADOPTION  OF  PART  10 
OF  BANKRUPTCY  ACT 

Mr.  Singer:   Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Com- 


mercial Affairs:  Could  the  minister  advise 
if  and  when  the  government  is  going  to  adopt 
part  10  of  the  federal  Bankruptcy  Act,  par- 
ticularly in  view  of  the  recent  statement  by 
the  legal  aid  body  that  they  are  unable  to 
help  small  debtors  and  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  part  10  of  the  federal  Act  is  designed 
for  this  very  purpose? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  dis- 
cussed the  matter  of  the  adoption  in  Ottawa 
with  the  federal  Minister  of  Corporate  and 
Consumer  Affairs  and  with  opposite  numbers 
in  all  the  provinces.  Some  provinces  have 
adopted  part   10  of  The  Bankruptcy  Act. 

It  was  our  position  there  at  that  time— it 
was  May  25  and  26— that  we  had  not  moved 
toward  the  adoption  of  that  section  for  rea- 
sons which  our  studies  indicated  to  us  made 
such  a  course  not  desirable.  However,  in  the 
light  of  developments  and  the  further  studies 
we  are  carrying  on,  we  may  come  to  that 
adoption.  I  do  not  know. 

I  cannot  answer  the  hon.  member's  ques- 
tion as  to  when.  There  is  something  I  would 
still  have  to  clear  with  the  government  and 
I  have  not  made  a  recontmendation  to  that 
effect  yet.  The  study  is  continuing. 

I  had  occasion  to  discuss  this  in  my  esti- 
mates the  other  day.  We  had  an  opinion 
from  the  Attorney  General's  department  on 
this  whole  matter— the  cost  to  the  province- 
last  year.  There  was  no  clear  situation  as  to 
whether  the  federal  government  would  move 
in  and  assume  the  cost  which  this  legislation 
would  cause,  as  I  say,  either  to  the  province 
or  the  federal  government,  in  the  increase 
in  staff  which  would  be  required  if  division 
court  clerks  were  to  become,  in  effect,  trustees 
in  bankruptcy  as  it  were  and  to  deal  with 
these  bankruptcy  matters  in  personal  bank- 
ruptcy. 

We  have  done  a  study.  The  opinion  of  the 
Attorney  General's  department  some  months 
ago  was  not  favourable,  but  we  are  studying 
further  and  I  may  have  something  further  to 
say  in  this  session.  I  cannot  give  you  a  date. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
even  if  the  government's  studies  have  not 
led  it  to  a  definitive  conclusion,  would  the 
minister  not  agree  that  something  should  be 
done  by  this  province  to  assist  those  persons 
who  are  in  debt,  particularly  the  persons  who 
have  not  the  ability  to  assist  themselves— 
so-called  small  debtors— whether  it  is  this  way 
or  another  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  I  think  I  go  along 
a  certain  distance,  I  think  I  said  the  other 
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day,  with  this  approach.  We  have,  of  course, 
consolidation  measures  in  our  province  and 
these  are  used  quite  frequently.  There  is 
some  question  as  to  whether  a  person,  having 
got  into  a  very  bad  debt  position  through  the 
use  of  credit  should  be  given  a  complete 
clearance  after  two  or  three  years  while  the 
merchant  who  has  lost  the  payment  is  left 
with  that  debt  unpaid  and  the  individual  is 
allowed  to  go  out  again  and  engage  himself 
in  getting  into  another  debt  position. 

We  have  been  studying  these  things,  and 
there  is  some  argument  both  ways.  We  are 
looking  at  it  and,  as  I  say,  I  may  be  in  a 
position  to  make  recommendations.  But  I 
think  I  would  agree  with  the  hon.  member 
to  the  extent  that  perhaps  there  is  some 
course— maybe  not  exactly  the  course  the 
federal  government  proposes  in  its  coming 
supplementary  legislation;  I  am  not  sure  I 
entirely  agree  with  that  approach. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supplemen- 
tary, would  the  minister  not  agree  that  when 
someone  has  got  into  such  financial  difficulty 
that  bankruptcy  is  the  only  way  out,  and 
he  has  $500  and  can  engage  a  trustee,  then 
in  due  course  he  is  given  a  clean  bill  of 
health,  whereas  the  smaller  person  getting 
into  the  same  kind  of  difficulty  and  not 
having  the  $500  is  made  to  suffer  endlessly? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  a  cogent  argu- 
ment: I  am  aware  of  it.  We  will  have  some- 
thing further  to  say. 


REPORT  OF  FRANCHISES  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  further 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs:  Could  the  minister  ad- 
vise us  when  the  report  of  the  minister's 
committee  on  franchises,  which  I  understand 
was  delivered  to  him  around  the  first  of 
this  month,  is  going  to  be  made  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  looking  at  that 
report,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  inclined  to  think 
it  is  probably  a  report  that  I  will  be  able 
to  make  public,  and  I  will  be  able  to  state 
definitely  what  my  decision  will  be  in  a 
very  few  days. 


SALE  OF  SUMMER  PROPERTIES 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  further 
question  of  the  same  minister.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  minister  had  addressed  to 


him  a  letter  by  one,  Gordon  Ramsden, 
president  of  the  Hillview  Ratepayers  Asso- 
ciation, complaining  about  the  activities  of 
a  G.  W.  Prue  and  a  company  called  Lake- 
land Properties  Limited  in  relation  to  the 
sale  of  summer  properties,  has  the  minister 
and/or  his  departmental  officials  determined 
on  any  course  of  action  in  relation  to  this 
particular  complaint? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
have  to  take  that  question  as  notice  and  get 
the  hon.  member  an  answer.  I  will  do  so 
promptly. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, at  the  same  time  the  answer  is 
being  prepared- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  will  be  a  further  ques- 
tion, because  it  has  been  taken  as  notice. 

Mr.  Singer:  In  this  kind  of  complaint, 
could  the  minister  advise  us  whether  or  not 
there  are  other  remedies  available  than  just 
the  checking  on  real  estate  licences,  because 
of  the  inability  of  his  department,  apparently, 
to  function  ff  the  person  who  is  alleged  to 
have  committed  certain  unfair  or  improper 
actions  does  not  have  a  licence?  Are  there 
not  avenues  of  investigation  in  relation  to 
charges  under  The  Criminal  Code  and  that 
sort  of  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  going  to  say, 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  an  action  is  fraudulent,  if 
someone  had  his  money  taken  from  him  by 
way  of  deceit  or  fraud,  certainly  there  is 
criminal  action,  but  that  will  be  a  part  of 
my  review  of  the  first  question  and  in  my 
answer. 


ALLEGED  OVERUSE 
OF    HAMILTON    HOSPITALS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Health:  Would  the  minister 
advise  us  as  to  what  action  he  is  taking  in 
relation  to  an  investigation  conducted  in 
Hamilton  by  Dr.  Feldman,  who  indicated 
that,  in  his  opinion,  there  were  far  too  many 
patients  in  two  Hamilton  hospitals  and  that 
many  of  them  could  have  been  treated  in  a 
better  fashion  in  their  own  homes? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  I  have  not  seen  the  report,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  perhaps  the  question  could  go 
on  the  order  paper. 
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LEGISLATION    DEALING    WITH 
NON-RETURNABLE  BOTTLES 

Mr.  Singer:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment. Could  he  tell  us  when  he  is  going 
to  bring  forward  legislation  dealing  with 
non-returnable  bottles? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  I  hope,  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  we  adjourn. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  May  I  ask 
by  way  of  supplementary,  if  this  will  be 
part  of  the  omnibus  bill  the  minister  indi- 
cated he  was  going  to  introduce,  including 
The  Environmental  Council  of  Ontario  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes;  I  am  hoping  that 
will  be  the  case. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  further  questions? 

Mr.   Singer:   No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  memiber  for  Peter- 
borough. 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  PAPERBACKS 
AND  PERIODICALS 

Mr.  Pitman:  Yes;  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder 
if  I  could  pursue  by  one  more  question  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs' 
statements  on  his  bill  introduced  yesterday. 
Perhaps  I  might  begin  by  correcting  him. 
In  section  10,  there  is  definite  mention  of 
the  police.  Section  2  states  "issue  an  order 
authorizing  the  person  making  the  investi- 
gation, together  with  such  police."  May  I 
ask  the  minister  whether  there  is  a  safe- 
guard in  terms  of  the  problem  of  censorship, 
whereby  investigations  under  this  Act  will 
not  in  any  way  be  used  by  those  who  might 
be  wishing  to  investigate  for  other  purposes, 
for  example,  for  censoring  either  books  or 
periodicals? 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  has  heard 
my  question. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  No,  he 
has  not— 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  think  he  is  rewriting  the 
legislation.  If  the  minister  is  already  writing 
the  legislation  he  was  speaking  of  a  few 
minutes  ago— 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  rearranging  the 
business  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  can  assure  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  there  is  nothing  that  we  would  rather 
have  the  House  leader  doing  at  the  present 
time.  If  he  could  rearrange  it  for  the  next 
two  or  three  eweeks,  we  would  be  glad  to  sit 
down  and  give  him  the  time. 

However,  I  wonder  if  I  could  just  pursue 
this  piece  of  legislation.  I  think  the  minister's 
comment  said  that  the  police  were  not  men- 
tioned in  the  bill.  I  think  they  are  mentioned 
in  section  10,  that  the  police  can  force  an 
investigation.  What  I  am  wishing  to  deter- 
mine is  whether  the  materials  collected  or 
seen  by  the  police  investigation  to  try  to 
ascertain  the  ownership  of  a  particular  news 
distributor,  whether  this  information  can  be 
used  in  relation  to  book  or  periodical  censor- 
ship? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  whatever 
powers  the  police  have  are  simply  in  the 
manner  of  investigation  and  the  obtaining  of 
material  but,  as  I  said  before,  I  think  the 
Act  is  distinctly  designed  not  to  be  a  piece 
of  censorship  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  would  appear  to  me  that 
further  questions  along  this  line  would  be 
out  of  order  because  the  bill  will  be  before 
the  House  and  this  will  be  a  proper  subject 
for  debate  on  second  reading. 


WATERS  AS  PUBLIC  RESOURCES 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  agree,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  wonder  if  I  could  direct  a  question  to  the 
Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests.  I  wonder  if 
he  has  read  or  studied  the  statement  made  by 
his  counterpart  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
that  henceforth  the  waters  of  streams,  lakes 
and  rivers  of  Quebec  are  to  be  regarded  as 
public  resources,  and  legislation  will  be  based 
upon  that  philosophy  from  now  on,  and 
whether  he  might  wish  to  make  a  statement 
that  comparative  legislation  might  be  forth- 
coming in  Ontario. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  I  would  be  pleased  to  look  into  it, 
Mr.  Speaker. 


INVESTIGATION  OF  HOSPITALS' 
ADMINISTRATIVE  PRACTICES 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  will  not  pursue  that  one.  I 
wonder  if  I  could  direct  a  question  to  the 
Minister  of  Health. 
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I  think  in  his  statement  last  night  in  regard 
to  the  investigation  of  administrative  prac- 
tises in  the  hospitals  of  Ontario,  he  had  not 
at  that  point  determined  what  nature  that 
investigation  would  take.  Could  he  indicate 
to  the  House  whether  it  will  be  either  a  select 
committee,  a  committee  of  the  House  or 
someone  in  his  department  or  whether  some 
other  means  of  investigation  will  be  pursued? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  I  cannot  as 
yet,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  could 
indicate  when  he  intends  to  begin  this  inves- 
tigation and  when  the  report  might  be  ex- 
pected? What  time  period  does  he  have  in 
mind? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  A  lot  depends, 
Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  decision  as  to  what  form 
or  vehicle  will  be  used  for  the  investigation. 
When  that  decision  is  made  I  will  be  able  to 
speculate  on  the  question  of  time. 

Mr.  Pitman:  As  a  final  question,  I  wonder 
when  the  minister  intends  to  have  that  de- 
cision made?  One  would  have  thought  that 
when  he  introduced  the  concept  of  investi- 
gating the  hospitals  of  Ontario  he  must  have 
had  something  in  his  mind  as  to  the  nature 
of  the  investigation.  When  could  he  expect 
to  have  the  information  available  to  the 
House? 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  The  hon. 
member  gives  the  minister  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt.  He  says  the  minister  has  something  on 
his  mind. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Which  is  a  com- 
pliment. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Yes,  it  is. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  And  I  shall  accept 
it.  If,  for  instance,  it  were  to  go  to  a  select 
committee  of  this  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
would  be  dealing  with  something  that  would 
be  in  quite  an  extended  time  frame.  If  it 
were  to  be  simply  an  investigation  through 
my  department,  of  course  we  could  cut  our 
costs  insofar  as  time  is  concerned  and  have 
an  early  report. 

My  feeling  at  the  moment,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  the  subject  is  so  significant  and  so 
widespread— in  other  words,  it  gets  very 
quickly  into  the  fields  of  education  and  medi- 
cal education— tliat  it  probably  deserves  a 
thorough  study.  Again,  we  might  be  dealing 
here  with  something  involving  six  months  to 
a  year. 


Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  I  might  just  ask 
the  minister  whether  he  would  not  regard 
it  as  important  and  significant  that  there  be 
public  hearings,  and  that  there  be  an  oppor- 
tunity for  all  those  who  are  involved  with 
hospitals  across  Ontario  to  have  some  input? 
In  other  words  it  should  be  a  public  com- 
mission or  a  public  hearing  of  a  committee 
of  this  House  rather  than  someone  in  his 
department    carrying    out    this    investigation. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
agree,  and  I  think  I  mentioned  this  yesterday 
in  reply  to  a  question,  that  any  investigation 
of  this  kind  should  be  public.  The  fact  that 
it  would  be  handled  within  the  department 
by  a  ministerial  committee  does  not  neces- 
sarily conflict  with  the  operation  itself  being 
public,  and  so  my  undertaking  as  to  public 
input  is  general  and  total. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  The  mem- 
ber for  Peterborough?  The  member  for  Ren- 
frew South  has  a  question? 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  do  not  believe  the  minister  I 
wanted  to  direct  my  question  to  is  in  the 
House  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Hon:  Minister  of  Univer- 
sity Affairs  has  the  answer  to  a  question. 


NOVA  LASER  SYSTEM 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  have  information 
in  reply  to  a  question  asked  by  the  member 
for  Kent  (Mr.  Spence)  and  the  question  was: 

Is  it  true  equipment  owned  by  the  Uni- 
versity of  Windsor,  known  as  the  Nova 
Laser  System,  is  being  used  by  a  contractor 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  which  other 
construction  companies  feel  is  unfair  com- 
petition? 

The  answer  is  no.  The  following  information 
was  obtained  from  Mr.  Mitchell,  the  vice- 
president  of  administration  of  the  university. 
The  University  of  Windsor  is  trying  to 
develop  laser  transit  equipment.  However 
the  development  process  has  not  reached  the 
stage  where  the  equipment  is  ready  for 
testing  in  the  field,  nor  has  the  university  been 
in  contact  with  any  contractor  concerning  the 
use  of  the  equipment  for  testing  purposes.  It 
is,  therefore,  not  true  that  laser  equipment 
owned  by  the  university  is  being  used  by  a 
contractor  in  such  a  manner  that  it  repre- 
sents unfair  competition  to  other  contracting 
companies  in  the  province. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary?  No.  Then  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment also  has  the  answer  to  a  question. 


VIOLATIONS   OF   HAMILTON'S 
WASTE  DISPOSAL  BYLAW 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  asked 
yesterday  by  the  member  for  Hamilton  East 
(Mr.  Gisbom)  about  press  reports  that  there 
were  28  violations  of  Hamilton's  waste  sewage 
disposal  bylaw. 

I  have  now  had  an  opportunity  to  make 
inquiries  and  say  that  as  a  result  of  checks 
made  by  the  city  engineer's  sewer  inspection 
crew,  some  28  firms  were  found  to  be  dis- 
charging waste  into  the  sewer  system  which 
contravenes  the  provisions  of  the  city  bylaw. 
In  some  cases  this  was  a  regular  occurrence. 

All  these  wastes  are  transported  via  col- 
lector sewers  to  the  city's  Woodward  Avenue 
sewage  treatment  plant  and  do  not  directly 
enter  the  harbour. 

The  city  has  not  at  this  time  laid  any 
charges  against  these  companies.  These  vio- 
lations are,  of  course,  against  a  municipal 
bylaw,  but  I  have  asked  officials  of  OWRC 
to  look  into  the  possibility  of  these  wastes 
passing  through  the  treatment  plant  into 
the  harbour  in  their  original  form.  In  this 
case  we,  of  course,  would  enter  the  picture. 

I  was  also  asked,  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  by 
the  member  for  Wenttworth  (Mr.  Deans) 
whether  or  not  all  of  the  companies  involved 
were  notified  in  advance  of  the  violations 
being  filed.  I  am  informed  that  this  matter 
became  public  when  the  city's  pollution  ad- 
visory committee  requested  a  report  on  the 
work  of  the  sewer  inspection  crew.  Discus- 
sions have  been  held  with  some  of  the  com- 
panies named  in  the  press  report,  but  appar- 
ently, as  I  say,  no  charges  have  been  laid 
as  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementaries?  If  not,  the 
member  for  Renfrew  South  now  has  the 
floor. 


OPENING  OF  QUEEN'S  PARK 
TO   VISITORS    ON   WEEKENDS 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Public  Works. 
Has  the  minister  given  consideration  to 
opening  the  buildings  here  at  Queen's  Park 
for  the  visiting  public  on  Saturdays  and 
Sundays? 


Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  Public 
Works):  Mr.  Speaker:,  as  Minister  of  Public 
Works  I  have  not. 

There  has  been  no  request,  to  my  knowl- 
edge. However,  in  my  previous  portfolio  there 
was  a  suggestion  made— I  think  several  times 
—that  the  buildings  should  be  open  on  the 
weekend,  and  this,  of  course,  has  to  do  with 
your  office  as  well,  Mr.  Speaker. 

At  that  time,  because  of  the  physical  lay- 
out of  this  building  it  was  determined  that 
it  was  going  to  be  extremely  costly  to  do 
this  in  terms  of  staff,  not  only  to  show 
visitors  around  but  also  to  cover  those  areas 
which  are  physically  open  and  which  do 
not  have  staff  on  the  weekend. 

I  would  think  that  it  would  be  a  decision 
for  Mr.  Speaker  in  the  first  place  and 
perhaps  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  and 
the  Minister  of  Tourism  and  Information 
(Mr.  Guindon)  on  the  second  part  in  terms 
of  budget. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  By  way  of 
supplementary,  does  the  minister  not— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ren- 
frew South  has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  House  of  Commons  is  open  to  the  public 
and  visitors  on  weekends,  and  in  view  of 
the  great  number  of  people  I  am  told  that 
are  interested  in  visiting  Queen's  Park  on 
Saturdays  and  Sundays,  perhaps  the  minister, 
and,  the  overlapping  jurisdictioais  here— such 
as  the  Provincial  Secretary's  office  and  the 
Speaker's  office,  I  am  sure,  would  be  inter- 
ested and  concerned  also. 

Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  question? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Would  the  minister  have 
his  people  look  into  the  possibilities  of  at 
least  opening  for  that  period  from  mid-May 
to  Thanksgiving? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  I  am 
a  bit  in  the  middle  here  inasmuch  as  Mr. 
Speaker  is  also  involved.  I  understand  that 
not  all  of  the  main  block  of  the  House  of 
Commons  is  open  on  days  on  which  the 
House  is  not  sitting,  but  we  would  certainly 
be  delighted  to  see  what,  as  far  as  Public 
Works  is  concerned,  the  cost  might  be  and 
pursue  the  matter  further  to  see  if  it  might 
be  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Samia 
has  a  supplementary? 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
does  tlie  minister  not  see  an  inherent  incon- 
gruity in  the  government's  expression  of 
concern  as  to  the  cost  of  opening  this 
building  when  other  buildings  such  as  On- 
tario Place   are  open  at  much  larger  costs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Really  I  do  not  see  the 
relation  of  that  question,  Mr.  Speaker.  On- 
tario Place  is  designed  to  be  open  seven 
days  a  week.  I  do  not  think  that  these 
buildings  were  originally  designed  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  One  further  and  last  sup- 
plementary: Does  the  minister  not  regard 
this  building  as  the  most  eminent  public 
l^uilding  in  the   Province   of   Ontario? 

Hon.   Mr.   Auld:   Of  course,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  hon.  member  for 
Sudbury  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
miniister,  if  he  considers  this,  suggestion 
seriously,  whether  he  would  also  consider 
approaching  the  press  gallery  to  ask  them 
if  they  would  join  in  by  way  of  opening  any 
amenities  they  may  have  on  Saturday  and 
Sunday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  suppose,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  that  question  should  be  directed  in 
some  fashion  to  the  president  of  the  press 
gallery. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  supplementaries? 
If  not,  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River. 

MERCURY  CONTENT  OF  COAL 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management.  Is  the  minister 
aware,  or  is  his  department  aware  of,  and 
have  they  made  any  investigation  into— 
the  research  by  an  American  scientist  in 
regard  to  the  fact  that  coal  and  the  burning 
of  coal  may  be  a  potential  source  of  mer- 
cury in  the  environment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
there  have  been  previous  research  observa- 
tions to  the  effect  that  there  is  a  certain 
degree  of  mercury  in  coal  dust. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary: Is  the  minister's  department  carry- 
ing out  any  research  itself?  Is  there  any 
plan  within  the  department  to  restrict  the 
burning  of  coal  which  could  possibly  be 
polluting  the  environment  with  mercury? 


Hon  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  important 
thing,  I  think,  is  the  storage  of  coal  and  the 
retention  of  coal,  the  elimination  of  as  much 
coal  dust  into  the  atmosphere  as  possible.  I 
really  do  not  know  how  we  could  completely 
eliminate  the  use  of  coal  in  Ontario,  for 
example. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  further  supplementary? 
The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 


ALLEGED  SWINDLE  IN  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Com- 
mercial Affairs,  Mr,  Speaker:  Has  his  depart- 
ment investigated,  or  is  it  investigating,  the 
$40  million  bank  and  insurance  companies 
swindle  which  was  revealed  in  New  York 
yesterday  and  which  is  headed  by  a  Toronto- 
nian,  a  certain  Mr.  Singer? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  find  that  hard  to  believe! 

Mr.  Shulman:  His  initials  are  H.  L.— 
Herbert  Lyon  Singer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
not  got  around  to  that  yet,  but  in  view  of 
the  parities  involved  and  the  names,  I  cer- 
tainly will  be  pursuing  it. 

Mr.    Singer:     Let    me    know    where    the 


money  is 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 


EVICTION  OF  ARROW  LESSEES 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs.  Is  the  minister  aware  that  Arrow 
Petroleums  in  Windsor  is  evicting  four  les- 
sees this  week  because  the  lessees  refused  to 
allow  the  company  to  set  gas  prices?  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  Arrow  Petroleums  is 
apparently  trying  to  control  the  price  at 
which  the  dealer  will  sell  gas  by  putting 
into  the  lease  agreement  that  the  company 
has  this  right?  Will  the  minisiter  look  into 
this  situation  and  what  will  the  minister  do 
about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
make  myself  aware  of  it.  I  cannot  tell  the 
hon.  member  what  I  will  do  because  it  is  a 
contract  arrangement  between  the  lessee  and 
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the  company.  It  may  be  a  binding,  legal, 
proper  agreement.  It  may  be  reprehensible 
in  its  terms,  I  do  not  know  and  I  do  not 
know  what  power  we  might  have  to  inter- 
fere. I  will  certainly  examine  it  to  see  if 
there  is  anything  we  can  do. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Could  the  minister  not  be  looking 
into  the  contract  and  should  he  not  interfere 
to  see  that  no  such  type  of  arrangement  is 
in  a  contract? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  I  should,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  have.  We  have  a  committee 
working  on  the  matter  of  franchising  and  I 
have  the  report  in  my  hand.  I  answered  the 
member  for  Downsview  a  few  moments  ago 
that  I  was  examining  that  report  and  prob- 
ably would  make  it  public. 

It  makes  certain  recommendations  and  we 
will  probably  be  acting  on  it,  too.  We  are 
looking  into  that  whole  area  of  franchising, 
pyramid  referral  sales,  and  so  on— the  fran- 
chising particularly— and  I  can  tell  the  hon. 
member  that  there  are  references  in  that 
rstudy,  recommendations,  with  respect  to 
franchising.  We  are  not  idle  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  member  for  Brantford. 


Mr.    Speaker:    The    member    for    Ottawa 
Centre. 


OIL  POLLUTION  OF  RIVER 

Mr.  H.  MacKenzie  ( Ottawa  Centre ) :  A 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management.  Is  the  minister  fami- 
liar with  the  problem  of  an  oil  slick  on  the 
Tay  River  in  Perth?  Secondly,  is  the  depart- 
ment now  using  the  police  to  check  sources 
of  pollution  as  reported  in  the  Ottawa  news- 
paper on  Friday  last  week?  Does  the  minis- 
ter have  any  further  information  on  this 
problem  in  Perth? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  somebody 
just  handed  me  this  clipping  from  the 
Ottawa  Journal  dealing  with  that  particular 
matter.  I  note  that  they  are  still  trying  to 
locate  the  source  of  the  oil  and  I  also  note 
the  reference  to  the  police  looking  for  the 
source  of  the  oil.  I  would  assume  that  the 
municipal  officials,  really,  should  call  in  the 
regional  engineer  of  OWRC.  We  could  help 
locate  it  and  take  whatever  action  is  neces- 
sary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kent. 


TRAFFICKING  IN   COMMERCIAL 
FISHING  LICENCES 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests,  Mr.  Speaker.  Will  the  minister  per- 
mit trafficking  in  commercial  fishing  licences 
in  the  Lake  Huron  and  Georgian  Bay  areas? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  We  do  not  pemit  any 
trafficking  in  hcences,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker;  Is  the  minister  aware  that  negotia- 
tions are  going  on  between  various  fishermen 
at  the  moment  regarding  the  sale  of  fishing 
rights  from  one  fisherman  to  another? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  do 
allow  the  transfer  of  licences,  but  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  trafiBcldng.  If  the  member  has 
any  information  on  it,  I  will  be  pleased  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  further  supplementary: 
Is  the  minister  aware  that  transfers  which 
are  being  negotiated  or  considered  at  the 
moment  involve  the  exchange  of  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  No. 


EGGS  SEIZED  BY  QUEBEC 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture. Could  the  minister  inform  us  how 
many  cases  of  eggs  were  seized  and  detained 
by  the  Quebec  authorities?  If  so,  will  the 
shipper  or  the  producers  of  these  eggs 
receive  any  remuneration?  Also,  when  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  hands  down  its 
decision— if  it  hands  down  that  it  is  uncon- 
'stitutional  to  erect  barriers  between  the 
provinces— will  the  Minister  of  Agriculture 
withdraw  Bill  10? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course  the  last  part  of  that 
question  is  theoretical  and  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Spence:  Right,  then  will  the  minister 
answer  the  first  two? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr,  Speaker,  in  reply  to  the 
first  question,  I  have  no  knowledge  as  to  how 
many  eggs  were  seized  nor  whose  they  were. 
The  last  report  I  had  was  that  the  majority 
of  them  were  Quebec  eggs  from  their  own 
producers.  I  have  no  idea  as  to  what  dispo- 
sition Fedco  will  make  of  those  eggs  which 
they  have  seized. 
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Mr.    Speaker:    The   member   for    Peterbo- 
rough. 


SPADINA  EXPRESSWAY  DECISION 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wish  to  direct  a  question  to 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Commun- 
ications. I  would  hke  to  know  what  comment 
he  might  have  to  make  on  a  statement  by 
Mr.  Fred  Gardiner— who  is  a  prominent  mem- 
ber, I  think,  of  the  minister's  party— that  the 
Spadina  Expressway  will  be  built  after  the 
next  election  and  that  Mr,  Davis  is  just 
trying  to  get  votes.  What  is  his  reaction  to 
that  statement  which  appeared  in  today's 
newspaper? 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  greatest  of  respect  to  one 
of  the  greatest  chairmen  of  Metro  and  Metro- 
politan Toronto  citizens,  I  would  have  to 
say  that  in  this  instance  I  simply  cannot  agree 
with  Mr.  Gardiner. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  would 
assure  the  House  that  the  delay  in  getting 
the  order-in- council  has  nothing  to  do  with 
Mr.  Fred  Gardiner's  opinions  on  the  Spadina 

Expressway. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  ab- 
solutely nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Gardiner's 
statement. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Nor  Mr.  Campbells',  nor  Mr. 
Day's? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Pubhc  Works 
has  the  answer  to  a  question. 


ONTARIO  PLACE  CONSTRUCTION 
COMPANY  IN  RECEIVERSHIP 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  17, 
the    Leader    of  the   Opposition    (Mr.    Nixon) 
asked  the  following  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Trade  and  Development  (Mr.  Grossman): 
Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Trade  and  Development:   Can  he  con- 
firm the  fact  that  when  Secant  Construc- 
tion, the  firm  responsible  for  the  building 
of  Ontario   Place,   went   into   receivership, 
the  government  had  to  cover  $77,000  worth 
of  NSF   cheques   in   connection  with   this 
difficulty? 

Mr.  Speaker,  inasmuch  as  The  Department 
of  Public  Works  is  the  agent  for  The  Depart- 
ment of  Trade  and  Development,  it  seemed 


proper  that  I  should  answer  this  question.  To 
date,  payments  made  by  the  province  directly 
to  suppliers,  subcontractors  and  employees 
for  materials  supplied  and  work  performed  on 
the  Ontario  Pavilion  as  a  result  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy, amounted  to  $1,755,311.70.  These 
payments  were  all  covered  by  written  claims 
under  the  Public  Works  Creditors  Payment 
Act. 

Payments  to  Secant,  in  the  amount  of 
$792,988.53,  were  stopped  prior  to  cheque 
release.  Of  the  payments  to  date,  double 
payments  represent  the  net  value  of 
$60,396.21. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  all  I  can  say 
at  this  juncture  is  holy  mackerel! 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Maybe  the  member  for 
Don  Mills  (Mr.  Randall)  could  get  him  a  job 
at    the    Constellation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  New  attire  for  the  Black 
Knight? 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  The  Minister 
of  Public  Works  had  better  forget  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Yes,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker, 
back  to  Ontario  Place. 

We  understand  that  there  are  amounts 
due  for  employee  deductions  such  as  income 
tax,  Canada  Pension,  unemployment  insur- 
ance, Ontario  Hospital  and  delinquent 
payments  to  the  Ontario  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board.  As  yet  we  are  unable  to  deter- 
mine the  amount  as  the  receivers  are  in 
possession  of  the  records.  If  it  is  the  intention 
to  pick  up  these  costs,  the  double  payment 
amount  will   increase. 

Payments  for  all  materials  suppHed  and 
work  performed  is  still  not  complete.  Many 
of  the  subcontractors'  progress  claims  have 
not  yet  been  approved  by  the  architect  and 
a  number  of  suppliers  have  never  claimed, 
even  though  they  have  been  contacted  by 
telephone  and  letter.  There  is  a  balance  of 
$6,726.97  in  the  Secant  trust  account  but, 
of  course,  we  have  been  unable  to  obtain 
its  release  to  the  province  as  it  is  now  under 
the  control  of  the  receivers. 

It  would  appear,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  prob- 
ably something  in  the  area  of  $72,000  will 
be  the  probable  maximum  cost  to  the  province 
as  a  result  of  Secant's  bankruptcy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  hope  the  member  for 
Downsview  noticed  that  there  were  no  round 
figures  there. 
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Mr.    Speaker:    Further    supplementary?    If  Hon.   Mr.  Wishart:   Not  from  my  depart- 

not,  the  member  for  Essex  South.  ment. 


Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  I  think 
my  minister  has  departed  from  the  House, 
Mr.   Speaker. 

An  hon.  member:  All  right,  what  about 
the  50  cents- 


Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  By  way  of  supplemen- 
tary, why  is  this  allowed  when— 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  will  be  no  further 
supplementaries.  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South  has  the  floor. 


CHANGES  IN  LEGISLATION 
ON  AUTOMOBILE  INSURANCE 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs. 
Is  the  minister  aware  of  the  article  in 
Saturday's  Globe  in  regard  to  no-fault  auto 
insurance,  and  the  fact  that  it  indicates  that 
this  legislation  will  be  introduced  this  ses- 
sion? May  I  ask  the  minister  if  the  legisla- 
tion, in  effect,  will  be  introduced  into  the 
Legislature  before  adjournment  in  July,  or 
whether  it  will  only  be  a  campaign  promise? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No  promises  are  made 
of  any  kind  yet,  that  I  know  of,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  read  the  article  which  appeared  in  Satur- 
day's Globe  and  it  is  quite  an  interesting 
and,  I  believe,  a  factual  article.  It  came,  of 
course,  as  the  hon.  member  will  have  noticed, 
from  a  member  of  the  committee  which 
has  been  advising  my  department  on  this 
matter  of  insurance— the  so-called  no-fault 
insurance— and  those  were  the  recommen- 
dations that  were,  I  think,  fairly  accurately 
set  out  by  that  committee  to  the  department. 

I  can  tell  the  House,  in  looking  at  those 
recommendations  and  working  very  closely 
with  the  committee,  I  have  still  to  conclude 
my  discussions  with  my  colleagues.  I  hope 
that  I  will  be  able  to  conclude  those  shortly 
and  then  tell  the  House  what  we  have 
arrived  at. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Thank  you.  By  way  of 
supplementary  then,  if,  according  to  the 
minister,  it  was  written  by  a  member  of  the 
committee  and  the  article  reads:  "Although 
the  Premier  has  requested  strict  secrecy—" 
can  he  indicate  why  this  article  was  written 
in  the  first  place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  the  hon.  member 
reads  the  article  carefully,  he  will  see  that 
it  is  attributed  to  a  member  of  that  com- 
mittee.  It  is   right  in  the   article. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South. 

Interjections  by  an  hon.  member. 


PhD  PILOT  COURSE 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Health.  Will  the  minister  give  full  con- 
sideration to  the  pilot  project  being  carried 
out  by  the  University  of  Miami  whereby 
PhDs  are  being  given  a  two-year  course  in 
medicine  with  a  view  to  considering  its 
applicability  in  Ontario  in  terms  of  meeting 
the  present  doctor  shortage  and  in  providing 
further  opportunity  in  medicine  for  our  own 
Ontario    young   people? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  The  member  does  not  like 
the  Yankee  system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 


INCREASE  IN  SALES  TAX  REVENUE 

Mr.  Paterson:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Revenue.  Could  the  minister 
advise  the  House  as  to  the  total  amount  of 
the  substantial  increase  in  revenue  for  the 
first  five  months  of  this  year  attributed  to 
the  retail  sales  tax,  as  he  indicated  last 
night? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winker  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
When  my  estimates  are  before  us  again  this 
afternoon  for  discussion,  I  will  endeavour  to 
produce   that   figure   for   the    hon.    member. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  We  cannot  ask  the  minister 
any  questions.  All  he  can  do  is  think  about 
them. 

Mr.    Speaker:    A   supplementary? 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  believe 
that  particular  vote  has  passed.  I  might  ask 
a  further  supplementary.  Have  the  total 
revenues  of  the  province  from  other  sources 
increased  in  substantial  amounts  also?  Are 
these  facts  being  made  known  at  the  current 
conference  in  British  Columbia? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winker:  I  am  not  aware  whether 
they    are    being    discussed    there    or    not.    I 
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can  say  that  there  is  a  small  increase  in  the 
overall  tax  but  I  cannot  give  it  to  the  member 
in  a  definitive  sense  right  now. 

Mr.    Yakabuski:    Quit   fighting   our  battles 
and  look  after  your  ovvn. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The   member   for   Hamilton 
East. 


JUVENILE  DETENTION  CENTRE 
IN   HAMILTON   AREA 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (HamlTjbon  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  question  is  of  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works.  What  stage  of  progess  exists 
in  regard  to  the  request  by  The  Department 
of  Justice  for  the  construction  of  a  juvenile 
observation  detention  centre  in  the  Hamilton 
area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be  de- 
lighted to  get  the  details  of  that  for  the  hon. 
member  and  send  them  to  him  or  give  them 
to  him  in  the  House  if  he  would  prefer  it 
that  way. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  The  details  sent  to  my  ofiBce 
will  be  well  appreciated  because  I  have 
asked  for  them  several  times. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  High  Park. 


DIFFERENCES  IN  DRUG  PRICES 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Health,  Mr.  Speaker.  Can  the 
minister  explain  why  prices  for  the  same 
drugs  in  the  Parcost  index,  on  the  same  dates, 
are  different  from  the  list  of  prices  put  out  by 
the  Food  and  Drug  Directorate  in  Ottawa  on 
drug  after  drug? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  I  cannot, 
Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  will  get  the  answer  and 
give  it  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 


BUS  SERVICE  FOR  REGIONAL 
SCHOOLS 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Educa- 
tion. Would  the  minister  comment  on  Mr. 
Shonicker's  remarks  before  the  standing  com- 
mittee on  natural  resources  that  he  felt  that 
regional  school  boards  were  better  served 
by  small  independent  bus  lines  or  individual 
bus  service  rather  than  large  conglomerates 


such  as  Skinner?  If  I  may,  by  way  of  a  sec- 
ond question,  is  the  minister's  department 
undertaking  any  research  in  this  respect? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  it  must  be  obvious 
to  the  hon.  member  that  the  question  of  the 
arrangement  of  transportation  contracts  is  a 
matter  left  exclusively  with  local  school 
boards.  I  have  no  comments  on  the  merits 
of  what  Mr.  Shonicker  has  to  say,  but  I  do 
know  that  within  two  or  three  weeks,  the 
boards  throughout  the  province  are  meeting 
transportation  officials  of  the  various  schools 
in  convention.  I  am  inclined  to  suspect  they, 
along  with  other  business  administrators  of 
the  province,  exchange  viev/s  with  respect 
to  routes  and  contracts,  but  most  boards  put 
all  this  transportation  work  out  for  tender 
and,  I  suppose,  are  governed  by  the  results 
of  advertising  for  this  service,  and  then 
respond  according  to  the  response  to  the  ad. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  May  I  ask,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker,  does  the  minister 
not  realize  that  these  conglomerates  and 
monopolies  can  undercut  an  individual  oper- 
ator and  therefore  put  themselves  in  a  posi- 
tion within  one  or  two  years  where  they  are 
the  only  ones  in  the  field  who  have  the 
equipment  and  the  resources  to  bid  on  these 
contracts  and  then  force  up  the  price? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  comment  on  a  hypothetical  ex- 
ample of  what  could  be.  I  do  not  suppose 
that- 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Has  the  minister  ever 
heard  of  Skinner? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  that  what  the 
hon.  member  is  advancing  in  the  way  of 
competition  would  apply  to  many  aspects  of 
our  commercial  life.  The  point  that  I  am 
making  is  that  this  particular  matter  is  left 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  school 
boards.  The  department  does  not  interfere 
with  the  local  autonomy  of  a  board  to  enter 
into  this  type  of  contract  on  its  own. 

Mr.  Speaker:  While  the  question  period 
has  expired,  I  think  that  the  members  should 
not  be  deprived  of  the  opportunity  of  allow- 
ing the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  to  stand  up 
and  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  will  wear  it  again. 

An  hon.  member:  We  just  wanted  to  see 
the  full  length  of  his  suit. 
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Another   hon.    member:    Stand   him    on    a 
chairl 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Give  him  back  the  sales 
tax  that  he  paid  on  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will.  A  great  big  one. 


CLOSING  OF  YOUTH  PAVILION  AT 
ONTARIO  PLACE 

]\fr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  care  to 
comment  about  the  news  report  that  he  is 
closing  down  the  youth  pavilion  at  Ontario 
Place  and  changing  it  into  a  bar? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Develoi>ment):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  member 
is  apparently  unaware  that  one  of  his  col- 
leagues made  that  charge  in  the  newspapers 
a  week  or  two  ago.  There  are  changes  con- 
stantly taking  place  at  Ontario  Place.  It  may 
very  well  be  that  that  location  may  be 
changed  to  some  other  location.  We  do  not 
intend  to  do  away  with  the  facility  which 
caters  strictly  to  the  youth  which  Teen  Town 
is  catering  to  now. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pod  19. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If,  in  fact,  it  is  going 
to  be  taken  out  of  that  building,  it  will  be 
put  in  another. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period  has 
now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move,  seconded  by  Mr.  Wishart,  that  leave 
be  given  to  introduce  a  bill  intituled,  The 
Human  Tissue  Gift  Act- 
Mr.  Speaker:  We  have  not  come  to  the 
introduction  of  bills.  We  are  at  motions.  Are 
there  any  motions?  Now,  the  Minister  of 
Health  may  have  the  floor. 

Introduction    of   bills. 


HUMAN  TISSUE  GIFT  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  The  Human  Tissue  Gift  Act, 
1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker, 
briefly,  the  bill  sets  up  a  framework  for 
authorizing  and  controlling  transplants  as  be- 
tween living  persons.  It  broadens  and  liberal- 
izes the  provisions  as  to  consent  involved  in 
post-mortem  gifts,  in  particular  the  authori- 
zations that  are  available  from  next  of  kin. 
It  establishes  a  system  of  fixing  the  fact  of 
death  itself  and  generally  improves  the  sys- 
tem by  which  a  bequest  of  tissue  can  be 
made  without  it  being  countermanded  by 
others,  such  as  next  of  kin. 


VENEREAL  DISEASES 
PREVENTION  ACT 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Ven- 
ereal  Diseases   Prevention  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
Act  fundamentally  facilitates  the  reporting 
by  doctors  of  the  incidence  or  cases  of  ven- 
ereal disease  as  they  come  to  their  attention 
by  allowing  them  to  report  informally  to  the 
MOH  in  the  area  concerned,  the  MOH,  in 
turn,  being  required  to  pass  that  information 
on  to  our  central  collecting  authority  on 
venereal  disease  statistics. 


NURSING  HOMES  ACT,  1966 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Aot  to  amend  The  Nurs- 
ing Homes  Act,  1966. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
amends  and  extends  the  licensing  provisions 
of  the  existing  Act.  It  sets  up  a  director  in 
charge  of  licensing  and  it  sets  up  a  nursing 
homes  review  board,  all  subject  to  the  legis- 
lative provisions  required  by  the  public— the 
McRuer  legislation.  In  any  case,  it  is  the 
appeal  provisions  that  are  being  standardized 
in  this  province  with  regard  to  boards  and 
appeal  from  boards. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  key  of  the  consideration 
of  new  licenses  before  this  board  will  be  that 
the  applicant  is  required  to  prove  public 
necessity  and  conveniences.  Existing  licenses 
will  be  continued,  and  all  will  become  sub- 
ject to  standard  regulatory  control. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
orders  of  the  day  I  would  like  to  rise  on  a 
point  of  order. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  If  it  is  a  point  of  order,  the 
hon.  member  my  rise  at  anytime.  If  he  merely 
wishes  to  speak  before  the  orders  of  the  day, 
he  shall  wait  until  it  is  called. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  No,  I  would  like  to  speak 
on  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may. 
Last  evening,  during  Committee  of  the  Whole, 
the  question  arose  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
House  should  sit  after  10.30  and  the  bell  was 
rung  to  take  the  vote.  According  to  article 
3,  page  2,  of  the  standing  orders  of  the  Legis- 
lature, the  House  is  to  adjourn  at  10.30  p.m. 
unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  government. 
I  wonder  if  the  Speaker  could  give  some 
direction  in  this  regard,  as  to  whether  the 
House  does,  in  fact,  s:it  after  10.30  if  a  vote 
is  being  taken  or  if  we  automatically  adjourn 
at  that  time? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker  was,  of 
course,  in  attendance  at  that  time  because  it 
was  close  to  the  period  of  adjournment.  I  am 
well  aware  of  the  problem  and  it  is  receiving 
consideration.  At  the  moment  I  am  not  pre- 
pared to  make  any  sitatement  with  respecA  to 
it. 


As  far  as  Mr.  Speaker  is  concerned,  the 
problem  arises  when  a  division  is  called  so 
dose  to  adjournment  time;  otherwise  there  is 
not  any  problem.  I  am  aware  of  the  matter 
and  it  is  being  looked  into,  and  if  it  is 
deemed  advisable  and  possible  that  some 
guidance  should  be  given  by  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  the  help  of  the  Clerk's  oflBce,  in  respect 
to  the  same,  it  will  be  done.  If  not,  then  I 
will  recommend  that  it  go  to  our  committee 
which  originally  made  these  rules  and  perhaps 
might  wish  to  make  some  amendment. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  That  was  the  ruling,  was 
it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  On  that  point  of  order, 
penbaps  I  migiht  be  permitted  to  suggest  to 
Mr.  Speaker  thait  I  believe  that  the  division 
bells  began  to  ring  prior  to  10.30;  it  was 
while  those  bells  were  ringing  that  the  clock 
passed  that  mark.  That  is  one  point  that  I 
think  should  be  clear  to  the  Speakei*  in  con- 
sidering it:  whether  the  division  bells  should 
continue  to  ring  until  the  division  is  over. 

There  is  another  point  that  caane  up  during 
the  ringing  of  the  bells,  Mr.  Speaker:  When 
the  members  returned  to  the  House,  the  hon. 
member  for  Rainy  River  stood  up  in  that 
division  and  started  to  debaite  the  quesition  as 
to  whether  the  vote  could  properly  be  taken. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  he  raised  a  point  of  order. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  it  was— 

Mr.  Singer:  There  is  quite  a  difference  be- 
tween raising  a  point  of  order  and  a  debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  perhaps,  but  I 
thought  it  sounded-^I  dio  not  know  that  he 
announced  it  as  a  point  of  order.  PerhaT)s  he 
did. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  did. 

Hon  Mr.  Wishart:  Very  well  But  I  would 
point  out  that  rule  81(b),  states  that  when 
members  have  been  called  in  for  division,  no 
further  debate  is  permitted—and  that,  I 
realize,  is  on  the  subject.  But  I  thought  I 
should  draw  this  to  Mr.  Speaker's  attention, 
particularly  the  point  that  ithe  bells  were 
ringing  before  the  half-hour  arrived.  In  my 
own  opinion,  we  could  scarcely  sitop  that 
transaction  in  midstream  and  say  we  will  have 
to  ring  the  bells  again  when  the  House  re- 
adjourns. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  the  orders  of  Hihe  day- 
Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Well,  further  to  that- 

Mr.  Speaker:  No.  Order.  I  think  we  should 
have  no  more  debate  on  this  but,  being  a 
lawyer  as  is  the  hon.  government  leader,  the 
point  I  wish  to  discuss  is  whether  it  is  proper, 
with  three  minutes  to  go  and  the  House 
having  to  adjourn  at  10.30,  that  the  bells  be 
rung  or  that  it  be  stacked  or  laid  over  until 
another  time.  I  draw  that  to  the  attentiion  of 
the  House  leader  as  my  personal  opinion. 

Now  the  matter  is  under  investigation  and 
we  will  not  discuss  it  further  today  because 
we  are  not  going  to  gain  anything  by  it.  The 
hon.  Hotise  leader  wished  to  make  a  further 
announcement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
orders  of  the  day,  I  wanted  to  inform  the 
House  that  the  business  of  the  House  has 
been,  as  I  suggested,  in  the  course  of  being 
rearranged.  With  the  agreement,  I  imder- 
stand,  of  the  whips  and  therefore  of  the 
parties,  it  has  been  arranged  that  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Dei)artment  of  Tourism  and 
Information  will  come  to  the  House  rather 
than  committee,  as  previously  arranged— I  be- 
lieve on  motion  aotually— and  The  Depait- 
ment  of  Education  will  take  its  estimates  to 
committee.  I  believe  this  is  something  that 
the  members  are  more  satisfied  with,  and  I 
believe  will  suit  the  department  and  the 
arrangements  generally. 

In  committee  now,  if  I  may  just  review  it, 
I  believe  the  estimates  of  Labour  are  being 
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dealt  with.  That  ordinarily  would  be  followed 
by  Trainsportation  and  Coaiimunioaitioins,  then 
])y  Education.  In  the  House  today  we  will 
conltinue  this  afternoon  with  the  Revenue  esti- 
maites,  and  if  thos'e  are  finished,  I  would 
expeot  that  Tourism  and  Information  would 
be  'the  nex't  departmental  estimates  to  be 
dealt  with.  I  had  informed  the  House  yes- 
terday that  I  thoug'ht  we  might  move  to 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  to  dispose  of 
some  of  the  legislation  there  before  we  go  to 
another  department's  estimates,  but  we  may 
very  well  reach  estimates  of  another  depart- 
ment today. 

And  may  I  just  say  that  I  had  informed 
the  whips  that,  although  I  did  not  have  it 
in  mind,  I  would  like  to  proceed  with  the 
second  reading  of  one  bill,  that  is  The 
Securities  Act,  BUI  49,  No.  6  on  the  order 
paper. 

Mr.  Singer:  Prior  to  the  estimates  or 
subsequent? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  n>ember  for  Algoma- 
Manitoulin. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  if  I  may  answer 
the  member  for  Downsview,  perhaps— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  House  leader 
wovild  allow  the  member  who  takes  the 
floor  to  be  heard  properly;  the  hon.  member 
for  Algoma-Manitoulin  was  on  his  feet  to 
ask  a  question.  The  member  for  Downsview 
is  merely  exchanging  a  remark  across  the 
floor  of  the  House  quite  improperly.  The 
member   for  Algoma-Manitoulin. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  it  might  l)e  improper, 
but  I  would  like  to  know  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Then  do  it  the  proper  way. 

Mr.  S.  Farquhar  (Algoma-Manitoulin):  Just 
to  add  to  the  discussion  presented  by  the 
House  leader,  I  would  like  to  suggest  to 
him,  for  the  knowledge  of  all  the  members, 
that  as  a  result  of  further  discussion  between 
the  Wliips  with  respect  to  the  matter  of 
referring  the  estimates  of  Education,  it  has 
been  necessary  to  agree  that  those  estimates 
do  not  start  tmtil  Thursday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  appreciate  that  infor- 
mation. I  should  not  think  they  would,  in 
an>'  event,  but  I  think  we  can  conform  to 
that,  and  I  appreciate  the  accommodation 
that  has  been  extended. 

Now,   to  the  member  for  Downsview— 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  could  the  House  leader 
advise    us    exactly    where    in   the    order   the 


Act  to  amend  The  Securities  Act  wfll  come? 
Immediately  after  the  orders  are  called  or 
after  some  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  inten- 
tion is  that  the  next  item  of  business  will 
be  the  estimates  of  Revenue  and  when  they 
are  concluded,  we  would  perhaps  go  to 
second   reading. 

I  do  suggest  that  bill  will  go  to  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  and  I  do  not  think  it 
will  be  a  long  procedure. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  just  v^^anted  to  clarify  infor- 
mation which  I  have  received.  My  assump- 
tion is  that  once  the  Minister  of  Labour  has 
completed  his  estimates  in  the  committee, 
another  committee  will  be  informed  and  we 
will  begin  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions. So  Education  could  not  possibly  come 
up  this  week;  probably  it  will  be  next  week, 
assuming  that  Transportation  and  Commu- 
nications takes  two  or  three  days.  Is  that  a 
proper  assumption? 

Mr.  Farquhar:  We  certainly  do  need  some 
clarification. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  for  Algoma- 
Manitoulin  has  suggested  not  before  Thurs- 
day. I  do  not  ordinarily  run  the  committees, 
if  I  may  use  that  expression.  I  was  merely 
arranging  the  business  for  them.  I  am  quite 
content— and  I  understand— that  The  Depart- 
ment of  Education  estimates  should  not 
commence  before  Thursday.  I  do  not  like 
to  see  the  committee  sitting  idle,  that  is  all. 
It  should  have  work  to  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  think  the  point  that  per- 
haps the  minister  missed  was  that  I  think 
he  stated  in  his  remarks  that  Transportation 
and  Communications  would  be  going  into 
committee  after  The  Department  of  Labour. 
That  is  the  point  that  I  think  has  been  the 
cause  of  confusion  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  right.  That  was 
always  arranged,  that  Transportation  and 
Communications  would  go  down  to  com- 
mittee, but  then  there  was  just  the  exchange 
of  the  Minister  of  Tourism  and  Information. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  questions  about 
that  order? 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  point  of  information,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Could  the  House  leader  advise  me 
where  we  get  to  the  point  that  a  minister. 
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in  discussing  his  estimates,  refuses  to  answer 
questions  in  The  Department  of  Revenue? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That,  of  course,  is  not  a 
matter  for  the  government  House  leader, 
nor  for  the  Speaker  to  determine. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Can  he  not  tell  us,  he  is  the 
lx)ss? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  20th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe 
in  the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
REVENUE 
(concluded) 

On  vote  1902: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1902.  The  member 
for   Essex   South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  ask  the  hon.  minister 
at  this  point,  if  he  could  detail  to  me  the 
total  amount  of  the  substantial  increase  in 
revenue  that  has  accrued  to  the  province 
during  the  first  five  months  of  this  year?  I 
note  in  his  comments  last  night  that  he  did 
not  give  a  detailed  breakdown  of  the  total 
amount,  but  could  he  detail  the  increase? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Yes.  At  this  point  in  1971,  as  compared  to 
1970  we  are  about  five  per  cent  over  last 
year's  revenue. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Is  that  strictly  from  retail 
sales  tax  or  from  all  sources  of  revenue? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Retail  sales  tax. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes,  and  what  about  all 
sources  of  revenue?  I  note  this  section  in- 
cludes other  taxes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Last  evening  in  your 
questioning  the  hon.  member  did  not  ask 
me  for  the  general  increase,  so  I  did  not  bring 
the  figure  back  with  me. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Yes.  One  last  question.  Is  this 
five  per  cent  increase  and  other  tax  revenues 
in  line  with  the  forecast  of  the  provincial 
Treasurer  in  setting  up  the  current  budgets 
of  the  province  this  year?  Is  the  minister 
knowledgeable  in  that  regard? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  In  general  terms  that 
is  quite  correct,  yes. 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Brant- 
ford. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  get  some  informa- 
tion from  the  minister  as  to  how  he  deals 
with  various  corporations  that  are  branch 
plants  of  multinational  corporations  in  mak- 
ing sure  that  he  collects  what  we  would 
consider,  if  the  operation  was  a  totally  Cana- 
dian operation,  a  fair  share  of  the  profits  or 
the  regular  amount. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  branch  plant  oper- 
ations are  in  rather  an  enviable  position  of 
being  able  to  charge  to  their  parent  corpor- 
ations certain  things  like  royalties,  manage- 
ment fees,  consultants'  fees.  They  are  able 
to,  or  can  pay,  and  have  paid,  inflated  prices 
for  components  coming  in  from  the  United 
States  from  their  parent  corporations  to  the 
branch  plant  corporation  in  Canada. 

The  result,  of  course,  is  that  the  branch 
plant  corporation  is  in  a  much  better  position 
to  manipulate  its  profit  figures  and  conse- 
quently the  amount  of  tax  that  you  can 
collect  from  them  can  vary. 

I  just  wonder  what  policing  method  you 
use.  Do  you  have  any  opportunity,  or  are 
your  people  in  a  position  to  assess  whether 
the  payment  made  by  the  branch  plant  to  its 
parent  corporation  and  charged  as  an  oper- 
ating expense  against  the  branch  plant  located 
in  Canada  is  a  fair  figure  or  whether  it  is  an 
inflated  figure,  or  whether  it  is  the  figure 
that  is  strictly  used  to  manipulate  the  size  of 
the  profit  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  particular  ques- 
tion, of  course,  would  require  some  very 
detailed  examination.  The  law  as  we  apply 
it  in  regard  to  the  tax  is  similar  to  or  the 
same  as  the  federal  tax  and  we  do  returns 
accordingly,  one  is  taxed  the  same  as  the 
other. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure 
the  minister  should  realize  that  this  could  be, 
in  the  first  place,  a  very  important  source  of 
tax.  In  the  second  place,  I  think  it  could  put 
Canadian  corporations  at  a  disadvantage  in 
terms  of  competitiveness  as  against  the 
American  corporation.  In  the  third  place, 
the  government  may  actually  be  defrauded 
by  branch  plant  operations,  and  I  think  this 
is  an  area  where  you  should  do  some  very 
thorough  investigation  to  ensure  that  in  this 
kind  of  an  operation  such  a  situation  does 
not  develop. 
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The  other  situation  which  was  rumoured 
to  exist  in  the  industry  is  where  the  com- 
ponents which  are  purchased  from  a  foreign 
corporation  perhaps  from  a  corporation  oper- 
ating in  Japan— that  a  Canadian  branch  plant 
corporation  will  pay  an  inflated  price  for  the 
components.  In  return  the  seller  of  the  com- 
ponents will  kick  back  to  the  parent  cor- 
poration in  the  United  States  a  certain 
amount  for  the  parts  that  are  being  pur- 
chased. The  Canadian  branch  plant  operation 
can,  of  course,  show  a  lesser  profit,  or  perhaps 
even  indicate  a  loss,  and,  of  course,  the  result 
would  be  a  loss  of  revenue  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  as  well  as  to  the  government  of 
Canada. 

I  feel  that  this  is  a  field  of  great  urgency, 
and  should  be  thoroughly  examined.  This 
kind  of  an  operation,  which  I  am  sure  goes 
on,  should  be  terminated  and  we  should 
collect  our  fair  share  of  taxes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  certainly  have  a 
look  at  it  in  the  light  of  what  the  hon.  mem- 
ber says,  but  the  rules  apply  equally  in  one 
case  or  the  other.  The  advantage,  with  cer- 
tain limitations,  is  the  same  for  the  one  com- 
pany as  it  is  for  the  other. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  hope  the  minister  is 
aware  though  that  the  branch  plant  operation 
has  the  advantage  of  being  able  to  charge  to 
its  parent  corporation  an  inflated  manage- 
ment fee,  royalty  fee  and  so  on,  whereas  the 
Canadian  operation  does  not  have  that  kind 
of  an  advantage. 

The  other  point  that  I  wish  to  discuss- 
very  much  along  the  same  lines— is  the  matter 
of  computer  information,  where  you  have 
Canadian  branch  plant  operations  which  have 
set  up  a  terminal  in  Canada.  The  information 
may  be  programmed  in  the  States  and  is 
being  fed  across  the  border  on  lines,  and  I 
feel  that  this  information  is  a  source  of 
revenue,  and  this  kind  of  usage  should  be 
taxed.  There  are  two  reasons  for  it. 

First,  of  the  programmes  that  can  be  im- 
ported into  Canada,  some  of  the  programming 
has  been  done  in  the  United  States,  and  it 
has  a  certain  value  on  it.  In  some  cases  a 
very  high  value.  This,  of  course,  is  to  the 
detriment  of  the  Canadian  people,  or  Cana- 
dian programmers,  or  people  employed  in 
the  industry  who  will  be  out  of  work. 

Second,  it  places  the  American  computer 
industry  at  an  advantage  in  comparison  to 
the  Canadian  computer  industry  and  in  the 
interest  of  developing  our  own  computer  in- 
dustry I  think  that  a  fair  tax  should  be  con- 


sidered, and  a  fair  tax  should  be  placed,  on 
these  kinds  of  operations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
hke  to  advise  the  hon.  member  that  so  far  as 
the  last  part  of  his  comments  is  concerned 
in  regard  to  computer  services  we  are  in 
fact  developing  our  own.  There  is  no  advan- 
tage for  anyone  else. 

In  regard  to  the  first  part  of  his  questioning, 
he  may  not  be  aware  of  the  fact  that  in 
some  cases  as  an  equalizing  factor  we  do  now 
tax  some  management  services  that  come  in 
in  certain  specific  fields.  It  is  not  all  a  matter 
of  having  that  advantage  for  free.  We  do 
receive  a  revenue  from  that  particular  area 
which,  I  think,  in  the  way  you  are  speaking, 
would  be  an  equalizing  factor. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  relate  to  the  minis- 
ter the  concern  of  retail  gasoline  operators 
concerning  the  collection  of  gasoline  tax.  My 
understanding  is  you  expect  about  $400 
million  of  revenue— almost  that  much  revenue 
—this  year  from  gasohne  tax  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  and  you  have  set  up  the  collection 
agencies  as  the  major  oil  companies  who,  in 
turn,  collect  the  tax  from  the  individual  retail 
dealers. 

The  situation  is  this.  The  individual  retailer 
in  most  instances  must  pay  cash  for  his  gaso- 
line at  time  of  delivery.  He  leaves  the  cheque 
there  during  the  night  or  some  time  or  there 
is  no  gas  in  his  tanks  in  the  morning.  So  the 
oil  company  collects  cash  on  the  barrelhead 
from  the  dealer  at  any  time  during  that 
month.  The  oil  company  then  can  retain  this 
gasoline  tax,  I  understand,  for  another  20 
days  before  he  must  remit  it  to  the  depart- 
ment monthly.  So,  in  fact,  by  my  way  of 
figuring,  there  is  something  like  $40  milhon 
of  gasoline  tax  in  the  hands  of  the  oil  com- 
panies, whom  I  am  told  use  this  money  to 
promote  their  own  business  and  for  expansion 
purposes. 

It  irks  the  individual  retailer  to  no  end 
that  he  must  pay  cash  for  his  gasoline  at  time 
of  delivery,  which  includes  the  18  cents  a 
gallon  gasoline  tax,  while  the  oil  company 
can  use  that  money  for  anywhere  from  30 
days  plus  20,  which  would  be  50  days  or,  if 
the  delivery  is  made  at  the  end  of  the  month, 
for  20  days.  So  he  takes  an  average,  we  will 
say,  of  about  35  days,  and  the  oil  companies 
have  used  those  huge  sums  of  money  for  an 
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average  of  35  or  40  days   at  any  one  time 
during  the  year. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  minister  has  ever 
thought  of  this.  I  can  see  his  point  in  vi^anting 
to  minimize  the  amount  of  work  by  having 
the  oil  companies  set  up  as  collection  agen- 
cies so  that  you  have  to  deal  with  a  limited 
number  of  collectors.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
think  the  oil  companies  have  a  tremendous 
advantage  by  having  these  huge  sums  of 
money  for  their  own  use  during  that  period 
of  time— and  you  probably  pay  them  on  top 
of  it  to  collect  the  money. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  will  realize  that  for  us  to 
make  every  retail  gasoline  outlet  a  collecting 
agent  would  not  be  an  efficient  method  of 
handling  it.  We  think  the  present  method  is 
an   efficient  method   of  handling  it. 

In  regard  to  the  moneys  he  refers  to,  the 
companies  do  not  have  the  opportunity  to 
use  this  money  to  the  degree  that  he  is 
suggesting.  There  is  an  interim  payment 
made  from  each  of  the  companies  plus  the 
fact  that  when  the  payment  is  due,  in  many 
instances  the  tax  table  on  accounts  out- 
standing through  credit  cards  has  not  yet 
been  remitted.  Therefore  I  do  not  think  he 
can  say  that  to  the  degree  he  has  mentioned 
they  have  use  of  this  money  from  the  retail 
outlet  at  all  times.  It  is  just  not  so. 

Mr.  Good:  May  I  ask  what  commission 
you  pay  to  the  oil  companies  for  collecting 
the  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  One-twentieth  of  a 
cent  a  gallon. 

Mr.  Good:  It  is  on  a  gallon. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  Vote  2002,  the  member 
for  Essex-Kent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  believe  some  time  ago— perhaps 
a  year  or  more  ago— there  was  some  investi- 
gation made  with  regard  to  the  use  of  heating 
oil  that  had  found  its  way  into  trucks;  has 
the  department  found  any  of  these  infrac- 
tions and  has  it  cleared  up  the  situation? 

Hod.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  are  aware  of  the 
problem  that  exists.  I  am  not  at  liberty  to 
say  that  we  have  in  fact  found  any  tremen- 
dous number  of  infractions  of  the  law;  we 
are  presently  engaging  staff  to  investigate  the 
entire  matter  that  the  member  refers  to. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  suggest  you  get  some 
truckers  to  conduct  an  investigation. 


Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  has  been  available  to  us  to 
discuss  at  this  time  briefly  the  operation  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario  Savings  Office,  even 
though  that  vote  is  statutory. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  Yes,  it  is  statutory;  there  is 
no  vote  on  it.  Is  the  minister  willing  to  dis- 
cuss this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Certainly. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Ohairmian,  I  will  be 
brief  on  this.  I  just  wish  to  make  a  few 
remarks  with  resx)ectt  to  the  operation  of  the 
savings  office.  From  March  31,  1969,  to 
March  31,  1970,  the  increase  in  deposits  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  Savings  Office  ap- 
parently amounted  to  $1.8  million.  This  was 
am  increase  from  $102.4  million  in  1969  to 
$104.2  million  in  1970. 

However,  Mr.  Chairmam,  I  thdink  we  should 
be  aware  that  apparently  during  the  same 
period  the  operating  costs  of  this  esitablish- 
ment  increased  by  some  $1.3  million.  Of 
course,  these  operatrng  costs  do  include  the 
interest  payments,  and  most  of  the  increase 
was  due  to  the  fact  that  interest  was  paid  on 
the  additional  deposits. 

I  think  there  is  some  sigruficance  in  the 
figures  in  that  the  operating  costs  axe  in- 
creasing almosit  as  fast  as  the  money  on 
deposit.  That  is  to  say,  any  increase  in  de- 
posits seems  to  be  immediately  eaten  up  by 
increased  costs.  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
an  institutian  operated  by  the  government  in 
competition  with  the  private  sector  either 
must  provide  some  service  which  the  private 
sector  does  not  provide,  or  else  it  must  be 
serving  some  specific  public  function. 

It  would  appear  to  me  that  ithe  Province  of 
Ontario  Savings  Office  in  its  present  forms 
and  operation  does  neither.  It  is  merely  an- 
other way  in  which  the  government  is  able 
to  obtain  money  but  in  most  cases  it  is  not 
obtaining  its  money  by  the  most  effective 
economic  means.  It  seems  rather  interesting 
that  the  savings  office  is  operated  on  the 
authority  of  The  Agricultural  Development 
Finance  Act. 

'nws  Act,  just  a  one-page  effort,  strangely 
enough  seems  to  have  no  (apparent  connection 
with  agriculture  or  the  financing  of  any 
particular  development  at  the  present  tune. 
Now  as  the  hon.  memibers  are  aware,  the  Act 
provides  that  ithe  money  borrowed  under  the 
Aot  shall  be  used  for,  and  I  quote: 

The  public  service;  for  works  carried  on 

by   commissioners    on   behalf    of    Orat^io; 

for  Ithe  covering  of  any  debt  of  Ontario  on 
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open  aooooint;  for  paying  lany  float  of  in- 
debtedness of  Ontario;  and  fox  the  oaring 
of  the  public  works  authorized  by  the 
Legislature. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  this  institution 
as  it  has  presently  developed  seems  to  be 
an  excuse  to  obtain  some  money  from  the 
citizens  of  the  province.  I  think  we  have 
to  ask  oursielves  what  are  the  purposes  for 
which  these  moneys  are  being  obtained. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  under  the 
present  operation  we  are  serving  any  par- 
ticular public  good.  The  money  is  simply 
swallowed  up  by  the  consolidated  revenue 
fund,  and  it  never  seems  to  surface  after 
that.  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  well  that 
the  savings  office  certainly  cannot  claim  to 
be  providing  a  service  that  is  not  otherwise 
provided  by  the  public  sector. 

Indeed,  I  think  those  who  place  their 
money  in  this  institution  are  not  in  as 
fortunate  a  position  as  those  who  would 
place  their  money  in  the  bank,  because  the 
savings  office  does  not  have  the  service  of 
providing  loans  to  citizens  who  are  deposit- 
ing funds.  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
minister  should  carefully  review  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Ontario  Savings  Office. 

I  think  that  the  savings  office  should 
either  provide  some  positive  function  or  it 
should  be  abolished.  Clearly,  the  present 
situation  with  the  operating  costs  increasing 
almost  as  quickly  as  the  new  deposits  cannot 
be  allowed  to  continue.  I  would  appreciate 
hearing  from  the  minister  whether  he  has 
been  able  to  review  the  private  member's 
resolution  which  was  debated  concerning  the 
development  of  this  office  possibly  into  a 
form  of  development  bank  within  the  prov- 
ince. Or  perhaps  he  might  further  give  us 
his  own  general  views  as  to  how  he  sees 
the  further  development  of  this  financial 
tool  which  the  government  has  available  to 
it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  views  as  expressed  by  the 
hon.  member.  I  might  say  in  regard  to  his 
comments  on  the  cost  of  operating  this  bank 
that  we  did  reduce  the  interest  rate  earlier 
this  year,  if  he  will  recall. 

Even  at  that,  we  pay  the  highest  rate  on 
the  balance  of  accounts  of  any  of  the 
chartered  banks  so  that  the  security  and 
the  impetus  for  people  to  consider  banking 
their  money  with  the  Ontario  Savings  Office 
is  reasonable.  On  the  other  hand— and  the 
member  may  have  been  out  of  the  House 
very    briefly    last    night— I    said    that    I    had 


read  the  remarks  that  were  made  at  the 
time  of  the  resolution  discussion  in  the 
House. 

I  have  not  come,  at  this  particular  time, 
to  any  firm  conclusion  in  regard  to  policy 
on  the  Ontario  Savings  Office  but  I  can 
assure  the  hon.  member  that  immediately 
the  House  is  adjourned,  I  have  plans  to 
investigate  possibilities  and  the  function  of 
other  provincial  institutions,  and  to  relate 
them  to  service  that  might  be  given  to  the 
people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  expect 
that  the  function  will  be  expanded.  I  do  not 
expect  that  the  service  of  the  Savings  Offices 
will  be  phased  out  at  this  particular  point. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  do  encourage  the  minister 
in  his  review  of  this  matter  because  I  feel 
that  we  should  be  receiving  a  clear  view  as 
to  where  the  savings  office  is  going  as  it  fits 
into  a  developing  province  and  I  believe 
that  the  time  spent  in  that  review  will  be 
well  worth  while  on  behalf  of  the  minister. 
Thank  you. 

Vote  1902  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  now  completes  the 
study  of  the  estimates  of  The  Department  of 
Revenue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report  that  it  has  come  to 
certain  resolutions  and  ask  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  that  it  has  come 
to  a  certain  resolution  and  asks  for  leave  to 
sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


CROWN  TIMBER  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  43,  The  Crown 
Timber  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  43,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Crown  Timber  Act.  There  are  six  sec- 
tions to  this  bill.  Do  you  have  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  to  the  first  section? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  It  being  a 
short  bill,  can  we  deal  with  it  in  the  whole? 
I  have  so  very  few  comments. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  not  second  reading,  where  you  dis- 
cuss the  principles  of  the  bill.  This  is  item- 
by-item  discussion. 

All  right,  did  you  have  a  particular  sec- 
tion? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  wanted  to  speak  on  sec- 
tion 2,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  on  sec- 
ton  1,  first  of  all? 

The  member  for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  On  sec- 
tion 1,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  interested  in  the 
explanatory  notes  which  state  that  the 
amendment  provides  for  the  inclusion  in 
Crown  management  units  of  private  land  on 
which  the  timber  is  vested  in  the  Crown.  I 
am  wondering  why  it  was  necessary  to  bring 
in  that,  when  the  timber  is  vested  in  the 
Crown  in  any  event.  Why  would  not  the 
Crown  be  able  to  manage  it  in  any  way  they 
saw  fit,  since  the  right  to  the  timber  is  vested 
in  the  Crown? 

Does  not  section  26  of  The  Crown  Timber 
Act— although  I  understand  it  has  never  been 
invoked— give  the  Crown  the  right  to  allocate 
timber,  or  manage  it,  in  any  way  they  see  fit? 
I  am  a  little  bit  concerned  about  why  the 
minister  saw  fit  to  bring  in  an  amendment, 
or  to  repeal  section  4  of  the  Act,  to  give  the 
Crown  the  right  to  manage  this  timber  when 
it  is  already  vested  in  the  Crown. 

I  assume  from  the  language,  the  verbiage 
used  in  the  bill  that  it  does  not  include  land 
that  is  already  under  licence.  It  is  land  pre- 
sumably belonging  to  mining  companies  who 
have,  say,  mineral  rights,  while  the  timber 
rights  remain  with  the  Crown.  I  am  wonder- 
ing how  this  is  going  to  change  anything. 

Surely  the  Crown,  by  virtue  of  the  fact 
that  they  own  the  timber,  could  have  man- 
aged it  in  any  way  they  see  fit,  either  by  way 
of  reforestation  or  allocating  the  timber  to 
someone  who  demonstrated  a  need  for  it  and 
a  willingness  to  use  it?  The  Crown  Manage- 
ment unit,  in  its  proper  context,  allows  the 
Crown  to  manage  it  in  any  way  they  see  fit, 
whether  it  be  for  using  it  to  satisfy  the  needs 
of  a  present  producer,  or  someone  who  wants 
to  get  into  the  field,  to  use  it  for  pulpwood, 
plywood  bolts,  or  saw  logs  or  anything  of 
that  nature,  and  I  do  not  see  where  section  4 
gives  a  right  to  the  Crown  that  it  did  not 
already  have. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):   Mr.   Chairman,  under  the  present 


section— section  4— Crown  timber  on  public 
lands  is  included  in  the  Crown  management 
units,  as  the  member  indicated,  that  is  in 
The  Crown  Timber  Act.  What  we  are  doing 
by  the  amendment  is  adding  Crown  timber 
on  private  land.  This  is  timber  that  has  been 
reserved  many  years  ago  on  private  land. 

Up  until  now  we  have  been  dealing  just 
with  Crown  timber  on  Crown  land.  Our 
management  units  just  looked  after  that  tim- 
ber. Now  we  feel  it  is  in  the  public  interest 
to  manage  timber  that  has  been  reserved  for 
the  Crown  on  private  lands.  This  would 
apply  mainly  in  soutliem  Ontario.  I  do  not 
believe  there  is  much  Crown  timber  reserved 
on  private  lands  in  the  north,  but  this  is 
mainly  in  southern  Ontario  where  years  ago 
the  timber,  mainly  pine,  was  reserved  to  the 
Crown. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Would  this  aflFect  the  land- 
holder's rights  in  any  way  by  going  in  and 
managing  it?  Would  it  take  away  from  his 
land  in  any  way  by  harvesting?  Would  the 
Crown  have  any  responsilibility  to  restore  it 
or  to  reforest  it,  or  could  one  just  leave  a  pile 
of  slash  and  thereby,  take  away  from  the 
appearance  of  it?  If  your  department  just 
managed  it,  how  would  it  manage  it?  How 
does  it  propose  to  manage  the  land? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
would  manage  it  in  the  same  orderly  manner 
that  we  manage  Crown  timber  on  Crown 
land. 

Mr.  J.  L.  Brown  ( Beaches- Woodbine ) : 
Not  in  the  parks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Not  in  the  parks? 

Mr  Brown:  Not  in  the  way  tlie  minister's 
department  is  doing  it  in  the  parks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  would  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  the  hon.  member  that  we  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  have  one  of  the  best 
records  for  Crown  management  of  timber 
anywhere  in  North  America. 

Mr.  Brown:  The  department  is  devastating 
the  parks.  It  is  ruining  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That  is  the  member's 
opinion. 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Now  the  member  for  Rainy 
River  on  section  2. 
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Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  have  somewhat  a  similar  question  to  the 
one  raised  by  the  member  for  Thunder  Bay 
in  regard  to  section  2(15)(a)  of  the  bill, 
amending  15(a). 

It  is  my  understanding  that  in  the  past, 
and  even  novt'  in  the  case  of  most  licences 
in  the  area  where  there  is  a  pulp  and  paper 
mill  or  some  kind  of  mUl— whether  it  be 
plywood  or  lumber,  or  whatever— the  depart- 
ment already  requires  the  first  right  of  refusal 
from  a  licensee  to  supply  that  particular  mill 
in  that  particular  area.  Is  this  not  true? 

So  what  the  minister  is  doing  in  effect  in 
this  section  of  the  bill  is  legitimizing  a  regu- 
lation that  did  not  have  the  force  of  legisla- 
tion. That  is  all  there  is  to  it.  How  long,  by 
way  of  interest,  has  it  been  going  on?  How 
long  has  the  department  been  requiring  this 
first  right  of  refusal  by  way  of  regulation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  could  not  say  just 
exactly,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  it  has  been  going 
on  for  a  number  of  years.  This  we  have  been 
doing  with  the  co-operation  of  the  company. 
However,  we  felt  that  it  was  best  to  legislate 
and  to  have  this  in  the  legislation.  If  the 
company  did  not  want  to  co-operate,  then 
we  could  oblige  them  to  do  so. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  This  is  really  only  per- 
missive legislation  and  allows  the  minister 
only  the  discretion,  rather  than  a  complete 
requirement.  Is  that  not  the  way  I  read  the 
bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  believe,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  we  can  direct  them  to  do  so,  and 
if  they  do  not  comply  there  are  oflFences. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  But  I  direct  the  minister's 
attention  to  the  second  line  where  it  says 
the  minister  may  direct  the  licensee.  It  does 
not  require,  necessarily,  that  he  do  so,  but 
the  order  has  to  come  direct  from  the  minis- 
ter. In  other  words,  a  licensee  may  sell  his 
timber,  or  whatever,  somewhere  else,  if  he 
has  not  received  an  order  from  the  minister 
directing  it  to  a  specific  mill  for  first  right 
of  refusal. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill?  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  few 
questions  that  I  want  to  ask  of  the  minister. 
It  all  goes  back  to  something  that  I  raised 
during  his  estimates.  That  is,  a  directive 
issued  by  the  way  of  a  ministerial  order  to 
a  licensee  to  make  certain  qualities  of  timber, 
of  certain  species,  available  to  someone  else. 


I  do  not  like  to  keep  rehashing  the  same 
old  thing,  but  all  you  are  doing  is  legitimizing 
something  that  you  have  carried  on  in  the 
past  and  something  that  has  met  with  a  good 
deal  of  disfavour.  You  take  away  from  the 
prime  licence  holder  the  right  to  all  species 
of  wood,  which  is  a  good  thing  in  many  in- 
stances when  they  do  not  have  need  for  all 
of  the  species.  But  what  have  you  done  in  the 
process  is  you  have  given  authority  to  a  third 
party  to  sell  or  to  allocate  huge  blocks  of 
timber. 

In  many  instances,  that  person  in  whom 
you  have  vested  that  authority  can  sit  on 
this  timber  for  decades.  It  becomes  over- 
mature and  it  falls  down  and  it  involves  an 
economic  loss  to  the  province— not  only  to 
the  province,  but  to  people  who  could  pro- 
vide employment  by  going  in  and  making 
maximum  use  of  unused  allowable  cuts. 

The  hon.  member  for  Rainy  River  rightly 
points  out  that  the  minister  may  direct  a 
licensee  to  ofi^er  timber  to  the  owner  or  an 
operator.  It  does  not  say  that  you  must  do 
it,  and  I  think  it  is  absolutely  essential  that 
you  direct  these  people. 

Sure,  it  is  a  discretionary  power,  but  I 
think  the  discretionary  power  should  rest 
at  the  regional  level,  rather  than  with  the 
minister.  These  people  know  much  better 
whether  there  is  an  unused  allowable  cut 
and  whether  there  is  an  oversupply  in  many 
of  the  species  that  we  have,  particularly  hard- 
wood species— I  am  talking  about  birch  and 
poplar. 

By  doing  this  you  are  just  legitimizing 
something  that  is  going  on  at  the  present  time, 
which  I  violently  disagree  vidth,  and  which 
a  good  many  people  interested  in  making 
maximum  use  of  our  resources  take  very 
strong  objection  to.  That  is  the  first  aspect 
of  it. 

The  second  aspect  is  you  say  that  you  may 
"direct  a  licensee  to  ofFer  to  the  owner  or 
operator  of  a  mill  specified  therein  the  first 
opportunity  to  purchase  the  kind  or  class  of 
timber  produced  from  time  to  time  by  the 
licensee."  What  you  are  saying  in  effect  is 
that  the  licensee  has  the  right  to,  or  has  an 
obligation,  to  sell  to  a  third  party  certain 
kinds  of  wood,  whether  it  be  poplar  bolts, 
whether  it  be  birch  bolts,  whether  it  be  saw 
logs,  whether  it  be  timber  for  poles. 

But  all  the  licensee  has  to  do  is  say:  "Well, 
I  have  to  make  a  reasonable  profit  by  virtue 
of  the  fact  that  I  have  produced  those,"  and 
all  he  has>  to  do  is  put  his  prices  up  to  such 
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an  extent  that  nobody  could  possibly  be  inter- 
ested in  them  for  economic  reasons,  and  the 
third  party  is  out  in  limbo  again. 

How  are  you  going  to  assure  producers, 
small  independent  producers,  who  do  add 
substantially  to  the  economy  of  the  north, 
that  they  are  going  to  be  able  to  get  adequate 
supplies  of  wood  for  their  needs,  that  are 
surplus  to  the  licensee's  needs?  There  is 
really  nothing  in  here  that  will  guarantee 
those  people  that  they  in  fact  will  get  it, 
because  it  is  a  discretionary  thing.  The  min- 
ister "may,  or  may  not,"  and  then  once  he 
has  decided  that  he  will,  all  the  licensee  has 
to  do  is  make  the  cost  so  prohibitive  that 
nobody  can  even  attempt  to  purchase  this 
wood  from  him.  So,  in  effect,  the  wood  over- 
matures  and  it  rots,  supposedly  because  you 
are  saving  it  for  the  licensee  who  has  the 
primary  call  on  all  of  the  timber. 

There  is  really  no  safeguard  in  it  for  the 
third  party  who  is  interested  in  getting  a  mill 
started,  or  perpetuating  an  existing  mill.  All 
the  licensee  has  to  do  is  say,  "Yes,  I  will 
make  all  of  the  wood  available  to  you,  but  at 
my  price."  Of  course,  right  there  and  then  the 
ball  game  is  over. 

I  take  strong  exception  to  the  wording  of 
this  because  I  do  not  think  it  provides  for 
the  maximum  use  of  our  resources  as  recom- 
mended by  the  Kennedy  report  in  1948;  as 
recommended  by  the  Brody  report  in  1968; 
and  as  was  highlighted  by  the  report  on  the 
timber  industry  or  the  lumber  industry  by 
the  Ontario  Economic  Council,  I  believe  it 
was,  in  the  fall  of  1969  or  the  spring  of  1970, 
so  I  do  not  think  this  section  2  does  anything 
at  all  to  right  a  situation  that  in  my  opinion 
is  very,  very  wrong  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand  as  part 
of  tlie  bill? 

Carried. 

Any  further  comments,  questions,  or 
amendments  to  any  other  section  of  the  bill? 
If  not,  shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Carried. 

Bill  43  reported. 


CORPORATIONS  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  48,  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Corporations  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  48,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Corporations  Act.  Are  there  any  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  to  any  sec- 


tion of  the  bill?  If  so,  which  section?  I  have 
an  amendment  to  subsection  6  of  section  1. 
Is  there  anything  before  that?  The  hon.  min- 
ister, then,  has  an  amendment. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Which  clause, 
Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Which  clause  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  an  amendment  from 
the  minister,  at  least  I  expect  an  amendment 
from  the  minister,  to  subsection  6  on  section 
1.  Is  there  any  discussion  before  that? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Subsection  6  of  section  1. 
That  is  in  the  first  clause  of  the  bill  then? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs)  It  is  subsection  6  of 
section  2,  not  section  1. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Subsection  6  of  section  2. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  The  member  will  find 
that  on  page  3.  This  amendment  of  the  min- 
ister is  in  section  2.  Is  there  anything  in 
section  1?  Would  the  hon.  minister  like  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  subsection  6  of  section  2  of  the  bill  be 
deleted  and  the  following  substituted  there- 
for: 

Subsection  13  of  the  said  section  151  as 
re-enacted  by  section  8  of  The  Corporations 
Amendment  Act,  1968-1969,  is  repealed  and 
the  following  substituted  therefor: 

13.  A  mutual  insurance  corporation,  incor- 
porated for  the  purpose  of  undertakiog 
contracts  of  fire  insurance  solely  on  the 
premium  note  plan,  has  and  is  limited  to 
the  power  to: 

(a)  Undertake  contracts  of  fire  insurance 
on  agricultural  property  or  property  that  is 
not  mercantile  or  manufacturing  or  hazardous 
on  the  premium  note  plan,  in  accordance 
with  The  Insurance  Act; 

(b)  In  respect  of  property  that  is  insured 
against  fire,  undertake  contracts  of  property 
damage  insurance,  theft  insurance  or  any 
class  or  classes  of  insurance  set  out  in 
section  27  of  The  Insurance  Act; 

(c)  Undertake  contracts  of  employers' 
liability  insurance  or  public  liability  insur- 
ance, as  defined  in  The  Insurance  Act  in  the 
case  of  persons  whose  property  is  insured 
against  fire,  but  such  insurance  shall  be 
limited  to  liability  arising  from  the  use  and 
occupancy  of  the  property  insured  against 
fire;  and— this  is  new— 
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(d)  Undertake  contracts  of  hail  insurance, 
as  defined  for  the  purposes  of  The  Insurance 
Act,  in  the  case  of  persons  whose  property 
is  insured  against  fire. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might,  that  is  the 
amendment.  As  to  the  change,  it  adds  clause 
(d),  which  I  mentioned  as  being  new,  to 
permit  mutual  insurance  corporations  to 
undertake  hail  insurance  in  conjunction  with 
their  fire  insurance. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Shall   hon.    Mr.    Wishart's 
motion  carry? 
Carried. 

Are  there  any  other  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  to  any  other  section  of  this 
bill  and  if  so,  which  section?  If  not,  shall 
the  bill  as  amended  be  reported? 

Carried. 

Bill  48,  as  amended,  reported. 


BUSINESS  CORPORATIONS  ACT,  1970 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  52,  An  Act 
to  amend  The  Business  Corporations  Act, 
1970. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  52,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Business  Corporations  Act,  1970.  I  have 
notice  of  an  amendment  to  subsection  1  of 
section   1. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
It  might  be  helpfid  if  I  point  out  that  there 
are  five  separate  amendments  I  wish  to 
offer  to  this  bill.  The  first  amendment  will 
be  to  section  1,  and  it  is  a  definition  amend- 
ment. Two  definitions  will  be  contained  in 
the  amendment  as  I  read  it.  This  amendment 
is  inserted  in  this  bill  in  order  to  have  it 
agree  with  the  definition  in  The  Securities 
Act  amendment  in  the  new  bill  presentiy 
before  the  House,  so  that  the  language  in 
the  references  to  these  items  will  be  the 
same  in  definition.  I  therefore  move,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  bill  be  amended  by 
renumbering.  I  should  say  that  since  there 
is  no  definition  section  in  the  present  bill, 
it  is  necessary  to  make  this  section  1  in  the 
amendment  which  I  offer.  That,  therefore, 
necessitates  the  renumbering  of  all  the  sec- 
tions; so  I  offer  a  new  section  1. 

I  move  that  the  bill  be  amended  by 
renumbering  section  1  as  section  1(a)  and 
by  adding  thereto  the  following  section: 

1.  Subsection  1  of  section  1  of  The 
Business  Corporations  Act,  1970,  is  amended 
by  adding  thereto  the  following  paragraphs: 


4(a).  "Basic  earnings  per  share"  means 
the  amount  of  income  attributable  to  each 
outstanding  share  that  carries  as  an  incident 
of  ownership  a  right  to  participate  in  earn- 
ings to  an  unlimited  degree,  calculated  in 
the    manner   prescribed   by   the    regulations. 

14(a).  "Fully  diluted  earnings  per  share" 
means  the  amount  of  income  attributable  to 
each  share  that  would,  if  all  potential  con- 
versions, exercises  and  contingent  issuances 
had  occurred  during  the  period,  be  out- 
standing and  have,  as  an  instrument  of 
o\vnership,  the  right  to  participate  in  earn- 
ings to  an  unlimited  degree,  calculated  in  the 
maimer  prescribed  by  the  regulations. 

That  is  the  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
I  podnt  ouit  that  it  is  simply  to  bring  this  bill 
into  agreement  with  the  definition  of  the 
terms  of  the  new  securities  bill  which  is 
before  the  House  and  there  will  be  reference, 
if  I  may  say  this  further,  that  there  will  be 
reference  further  on  in  this  bill,  therefore,  to 
these  newly  defined  terms.  I  think  three  of  the 
additional  amendments  are  simply  references 
again  to  those  new  terms  and  definitions. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  motion  of  Mr. 
Wishart  carry? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  think,  Mr.  Chaimnan,  that 
perhaps  it  does  deserve  a  minor  comment. 
As  I  understand  it,  the  purpose  of  the  defini- 
tions is  to  implemenit  one  portion  of  the  rec- 
onmiendations  of  the  committee  on  the  prob- 
lems the  disclosure  raised  for  invesitors  by 
business  combinations  and  private  placements. 
I  think  that  it  is  succinctly  stated  in  the  report 
at  page  127,  which  I  think  would  help  the 
House  in  understanding  what  these  two  rather 
technical  amendments  appear  to  be  designed 
to  achieve.  The  committee  says— this  is  in 
paragraph  924  on  page  127  of  the  committee  s 
report: 

We  are  of  the  view  that  it  is  desirable 

to  require   the   rex>orting  of  earnings   per 

share    in    all    fimiancial    statements    which 

repoiit  earnings. 

That  is  a  fairly  standard  requirement. 

Earnings  per  share  reported  on  the  basis 
of  common  shares  outstanding  should  be 
supplemented  by  a  report  which  reflects 
the  existence  of  securities  which  may  be 
converted  into  common  shares.  The  Cana- 
dian Insititute  of  Chartered  Accovmtants' 
recommendation  will  require  calculation 
and  disclosure  of  earnings  per  share,  both 
as  basic  earnings  per  share  and  as  fully 
diluted  earnings  per  share.  We  are  conlbent 
to  recommend  the  adoption  of  the  CICA 
formula. 
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I  ^assume  that  is  a  succioiot  way  of  sttating  for 
the  record  what  the  purpose  is  of  the  amend- 
ments proposed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  appreciate  the  hon. 
member's  commemts,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
say  this  checks  dear  as  discussed  with  the 
chartered  acoounitants. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  Mr.  Wishart  s  motion 
carry?  Carried. 

I  have  a  notice  of  a  motion  to  be  inserted 
or  moved  by  the  minister  after  section  21. 
Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or  amend- 
menits  before  that? 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  To  section  21? 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  siays  "Move  after  section 
21."  It  is  going  to  be  21(a). 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes;  which  is  on  page  8. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Which  page? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Eight. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Eight.  The  one  comment  I 
wanted  to  make  was  on  clause  18  of  the  bill, 
which  is  on  page  7.  I  am  very  much  con- 
cerned aibout  the  chairman  being  able  to 
dispense  with  a  ballot  in  the  circumstances, 
which  is  proposed  in  the  ibili.  The  explanatory 
note  in  the  bill  states: 

This  section  allows  the  chairman  of  a 
meeting  to  avoid  a  time-consuming  ballot 
when  to  his  knowledge  less  than  five  per 
cenit  of  the  votes,  which  are  in  the  form 
of  proxies  filed,  are  required  to  be  voted 
againsit  the  majority  decision  on  a  particular 
miatter. 

Subject  to  explanation  by  the  minister,  it 
seems  to  me  that  where  there  is  for  practical 
purposes,  one,  or  possibly  two,  meetings  in 
the  course  of  a  year  of  any  company  of  any 
subsitanitial  size  that,  if  a  vote  is  called  from 
the  floor  by  a  shareholder,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, I  do  not  think  that  the  chairman 
should  be  able  to  dispense  with  it  for  any 
reason  whatsoever. 

The  reason  I  think  that  is  so,  first  of  all,  is 
that  the  time-consuming  operation  is  not  all 
that  time-consuming.  In  a  meeting  where 
there  is  other  business  to  be  transacted  While 
the  vote  is  being  counted,  it  is  very  easy  for 
the  chairman  to  proceed  with  the  business  at 
the  meeting.  And  I  recall  the  situation  to 
whieh  1  referred  last  night  in  the  minister's 
estimates,  that  at  the  Aloan  meeting  a  small 
number   of    shareiholders    felt    very   strongly 


aibout  a  particular  miatter.  I  think  it  would 
have  been  quite  wrong  in  the  circumstances 
there,  had  the  chairman  allowed  any  vote  to 
take  place  on  the  question,  for  him  then  to 
have  been  in  a  positioai  of  dispensing  with 
the  ballot. 

The  shareholders  have  little  enough  author- 
ity or  right  at  an  annual  meeting  or  a  general 
or  special  meeting  of  a  company  or  any 
corporation  to  call  for  a  vote,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  should  be  dispensed  with  under  any 
circumstances.  I  would  move  that  clause  18 
of  the  bill,  that  the  proposed  amendment 
section  21  of  business,  that  clause  18  of  the 
bill  be  deleted. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
speaking  to  that  motion,  I  would  point  out 
that  while  section  18  starts  out  and  says 
the  chairman  at  a  meeting  has  the  right  not 
to  conduct  a  vote  by  way  of  ballot  on  any 
matter  or  group  of  matters  in  connection 
with  which  the  form  of  proxy  has  provided 
a  means  whereby  the  person  whose  proxy 
is  solocited  may  specify  how  such  person 
wishes  the  share  registered  in  his  name  to  be 
voted— then  there  is  the  exception— unless 
a  poll  is  demanded  by  any  shareholder 
present  at  the  meeting.  That  is  the  first  out. 
Then  comes  the  five  per  cent— it  is  only  five 
per  cent  that  is  only  in  being. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Okay.  Fine,  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  I  find  it  diffi- 
cult to  understand  my  friend  from  Riverdale's 
contention. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  agree.  I  simply  asked 
that  my  motion  be— 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  want  to  wax  a  bit  anecdotal 
for  a  moment,  relative  to  this  section.  There 
is  no  pretence  of  democracy  at  the  annual 
meeting  of  shareholders.  I  have  not  been  at 
all  that  many,  but  the  ones  I  have  been  at 
do  not  even  adopt  the  guise  of  hypocrisy  that 
the  proceedings  are  related  to  the  democratic 
forms  as  we  know  them.  The  directors  have 
the  responsibility  of  ruiming  the  company, 
and  that  is  it.  In  many  cases  the  directors, 
of  course,  are  mostly  reluctant  to  let  the 
shareholders  know  precisely  what  is  going 
on  in  respect  to  the  management  of  the  affairs 
of  the  corporation. 

For  example,  last  Thursday  I  went  to  the 
annual  meeting  of  Kam-Kotia  Mines,  and  I 
went  with  considerable  ire.  And  while  there 
I  demanded  a  poll  be  taken  in  respect  of 
the  adoption  of  the  financial  statements,  and 
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I  did  that  for  a  very  good  reason.  The 
directors  of  that  company  somehow  or  other 
had  managed  to  pay  the  sum  of  $485,000 
—a  nice  piece  of  change— to  some  entre- 
preneur in  Mexico  for  the  purchase  of  silver, 
saying  all  the  while  that  they  had  dealt 
with  him  on  many  previous  occasions. 

The  only  trouble  in  respect  of  the  pay- 
ment of  this  enormous  amount  of  the  share- 
holders' money  was  that  on  this  occasion  they 
did  not  get  the  silver.  They  never  got  it. 
They  have  no  prospect  of  ever  getting  it  They 
do  not  even  know  what  happened  to  it. 
They  never  saw  it.  But  they  sent  bank 
drafts  to  this  fellow  in  Mexico— who  is  now 
said  to  be  in  jail  in  Pennsylvania— for  almost 
$500,000. 

And  as  far  as  they  can  make  out  the 
directors  of  Kam-Kotia— now  a  poor,  im- 
poverished company  whose  stock  has  hit 
an  all-time  low  from  a  high  of  $3.20  a  share, 
trading  last  week  at  65  cents— as  far  as  they 
can  tell,  having  made  the  money  available 
in  Mexico  the  entrepreneur  blithely  went  to 
the  bank  and  withdrew  it.  They  have  a 
sneaking  suspicion  that  perhaps  the  silver 
got  as  far  as  the  border  of  Mexico  and  the 
United  States  and  then  it  disappeared.  It  has 
never  been  seen  since.  They  are  unable  to 
account  for  it,  they  have  not  got  the  half 
million  dollars;  they  have  not  got  the  silver; 
they  have  a  depleted  treasury. 

Now,  of  course,  I  was  going  to  say  in  rela- 
tion to  the  other  bill,  there  is  a  mythology 
that  surrounds  the  working  of  corporate 
enterprise  that  all  the  genius  in  the  world 
is  collected  when  the  national  association 
of  manufacturers  meets,  or  when  the  great 
Pooh  Bahs  of  the  chamber  of  commerce  get 
together  for  a  taffy  pull,  there  is  mythology 
that  you  have  the  greatest  businessmen  in 
the  world.  Not  so. 

Few  companies  like  Power  Corporation 
have  had  something  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
$160  million  to  invest— which  it  got  from  the 
sale  of  its  electrical  enterprises— $160  million. 
All  they  had  to  do  was  to  lend  it  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  Canada  which  would  have  paid 
them  probably  something  like  6^A  per  cent 
interest  for  the  use  of  their  money.  Then 
they  could  have  used  the  interest  for  the 
benefit  of  the  shareholders.  Power  Corpora- 
tion, which  has  paid  a  dividend  since  1922, 
this  year  stopped  its  dividend;  it  failed  to 
pay  it;  it  has  not  got  the  $160  million  be- 
cause it  gave  it  in  exchange  for  the  purchase 
of  a  white  elephant  called  Consolidated- 
Bathurst,  which  is  on  the  skids. 


Those  are  illustrations.  Now  I  come  down 
to  the  point  of  this  section.  If  the  irate  share- 
holder wants  to  go  to  the  meeting  and  to 
complain  to  the  management,  all  well  and 
good,  that  is  an  exercise  of  a  democratic 
right.  The  section  says  that  whfle  there  he 
can  demand  a  poll  in  respect  of  any  motion 
or  resolution  that  is  sought  to  be  passed, 
but  if  he  does  not  go,  I  fail  to  see  that  the 
chairman  should  be  required  to  conduct  a  poll 
in  respect  of  any  matter  before  the  meeting, 
or  every  matter,  as  my  friend  from  Downs- 
view   (Mr.    Singer)   says. 

But  I  hope  in  the  future  that  more  share- 
holders will  go  and  look  the  E.  P.  Taylors 
of  this  country  in  the  eye— he  has  not  been 
very  successful  either;  he  dropped  $5  milhon 
in  Texas  in  the  purchase  of  a  brewery  that 
simply  did  not  go  because  the  people  of 
Texas  preferred  to  drink  Schlitz  or  something 
other  than  the  brand  of  barleycorn  that  he 
sought  to  make. 

I  just  hope  there  can  be  instilled  into  the 
investors  of  this  country  a  greater  desire  to 
go  and  let  these  fellows  know  something  of 
the  nature  of  their  phlegm  in  respect  of  the 
management  of  the  affairs  of  the  corporate 
enterprise. 

Section  18  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  notice  of  amend- 
ment I  have  comes  after  section  21.  The  hon. 
minister, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
I  read  the  amendment,  I  should  mention  that 
it  has  to  do  with  the  reporting  of  the  owner- 
ship of  shares  and  the  purpose  of  the  amend- 
ment—which will  become  apparent,  I  think, 
as  I  read  it— is  that  where  a  transfer  of  shares 
is  made,  this  amendment  will  fix  the  effective 
date  of  the  passage  of  ownership  as  the  date 
when  the  transfer  is  made  and  not  at  some 
later  date  when  it  comes  to  light.  So  the 
amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  is: 

I  would  move  that  the  bill  be  amended  by 
adding  thereto  the  following  section  21(a): 

Section  148  of  The  Business  Corporations 
Act,  1970,  is  amended  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  subsection: 

4.  For  the  purpose  of  reporting  under  this 
section,  ownership  shall  be  deemed  to  pass  at 
such  time  as  an  offer  to  sell  is  accepted  by 
the  purchaser  or  his  agent,  or  an  offer  to  buy 
is  accepted  by  the  vendor  or  his  agent. 

In  other  words,  when  an  offer  is  made  and 
accepted,  that  ownership  then  passes  and  not 
when  they  choose  to  report  it  some  months 
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later  and  escape  the  reporting  of  the  status 
of  ownership  of  shares.  So  it  fixes  that  date 
when  the  offer  is  made  and  accepted. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  notice  of  motion 
I  have  comes  after  section  23.  Is  there  any- 
thing before  that?  The  hon.  minister  on 
section  23. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  again, 
before  reading  the  amendment,  it  relates  to 
those  definitions  which  we  inserted  as  the 
first  amendment  to  this  bill.  Of  course,  not 
having  been  in  the  bill  before  I  moved  the 
first  amendment,  they  are  not  referred  to.  It 
now  becomes  necessary  to  insert  them  into 
these  later  sections  of  the  bill. 

I  move  that  the  bill  be  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  section: 

Section  23(a),  subsection  1  of  section  173 
of  The  Business  Corporations  Act,  1970,  is 
amended  by  striking  out  "and"  at  the  end  of 
clause  (i)  and  adding  thereto  the  following 
clauses: 

(k)  The  basic  earnings  per  share  for  the 
current  and  preceding  year  or  (i)  income 
before  extraordinary  items"— I  guess  instead 
of  (i)  I  should  have  said  (1)— and  "(2)  net 
income  for  the  period"  and  "(1)  fully  diluted 
earnings  per  share  for  the  current  year  for 
one  income  before  extraordinary  items"  and 
"(2)  net  income  for  the  period." 

That  is  the  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  as  I  say,  that  picks  up  the  definitions  we 
inserted  by  the  first  amendment  and  requires 
those  to  be  added  in  the  reports  of  financial 
statements. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  Mr.  Wishart's  motion 
carry?  Motion  agreed  to. 

The  hon.  minister,  after  section  24. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  have  an  amendment 
to  offer,  Mr.  Chairman,  at  section  24.  This 
will  be  section  24(a). 

I  move  that  the  bill  be  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  clause: 

Section  24(a)  subsection  3  of  section  178 
of  The  Business  Corporations  Act,  1970,  is 
amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
paragraphs.  This  is  rather  long  but  I  shall 
read  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  picks  up  the  lan- 
guage, I  believe,  of  The  Securities  Act: 

18.  Where  the  corporation  has  (1)  in  the 
course  of  a  financial  period  carried  on  busi- 
ness of  two  or  more  classes  that,  in  the 
opinion  of  its  directors,  differ  substantially 
from  each  other,  and  the  corporation  is  not 


one  that  has  any  subsidiaries  at  the  end  of 
that  financial  period,  or  if  it  has  one  or  more 
subsidiaries,  does  not  prepare  its  financial 
statement  in  consolidated  form  in  respect  of 
any  subsidiary,  or  (2)  has  one  or  more  sub- 
sidiaries at  the  end  of  its  financial  period 
and  prepares  its  financial  statement  in  con- 
solidated form  in  respect  of  any  of  the 
subsidiaries. 

If  the  corporation  and  any  of  the  subsidi- 
aries carried  on  between  them,  in  the  course 
of  the  period,  business  of  two  or  more  classes 
that  in  the  opinion  of  the  directors  of  the 
corporation,  differ  substantially  from  each 
other,  a  statement  of  the  proportions  in  which 
the  amount  of  sales  or  gross  revenue  for  that 
period,  so  far  as  stated  in  the  financial  state- 
ment in  respect  of  that  period,  is  divided 
among  those  classes  of  business,  but  for  the 
purposes  of  paragraphs  (1)  and  (2);  (3)  classes 
of  business  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  directors 
do  not  differ  substantially  from  each  other, 
shall  be  treated  as  one  class.  And  (4),  a  cor- 
poration having  gross  sales  and  revenues  ex- 
ceeding $25  million  need  only  report  in 
respect  of  the  class  of  business  that  contrib- 
utes 10  per  cent  or  more  of  the  total  gross 
revenue  of  the  corporation,  and  a  corporation 
having  gross  sales  and  revenue  of  $25  milHon 
or  less  need  only  report  in  respect  of  the 
class  of  business  that  contributes  15  per  cent 
or  more  of  the  total  gross  revenue  of  the 
corporation. 

19.  Where  there  has  been  a  business 
combination  or  acquisition  arrived  at  through 
private  agreement,  statutory  amalgamations, 
statutory  arrangements,  or  statutory  proce- 
dures, a  takeover  bid  as  defined  in  part  9 
of  The  Securities  Act,  1966,  asset  purchases 
or  other  methods  or  material  adding  to  or 
combining  with  an  existing  business.  The 
details  are  all  in  accordance  with  the  acqui- 
sition equation,  prescribed  by  the  regu- 
lations, 

20.  Where  securities  have  been  issued  to 
acquire  assets,  the  proportion  of  the  total 
securities  outstanding,  expressed  as  a  per- 
centage, represented  by  the  securities  issued 
to  make  the  acquisition. 

21.  Where  the  pooling  of  interest  method 
is  used  to  account  for  a  business  combination 
or  acquisition,  and  earnings  history  for  at 
least  two  years,  as  through  the  companies 
were  pooled  for  the  years  covered  by  such 
history,  set  out  alongside  the  earnings  history 
of  the  acquiring  company. 

These  are  requirements  for  the  reporting 
of  the  financial  status  or  statute  of  the 
company. 
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Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  Is  that 
your  whole  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  just  read  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  do  you  want  a  comment 
on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  be  glad  to 
have  it, 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  motion  is  now  before 
us,  if  the  member  for  Downsview  wishes 
to- 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  I  have  some  faint  idea 
of  what  the  minister  is  talking  about,  but 
as  I  tried  to  follow  him,  even  with  a  copy 
of  the  text  in  my  hand,  I  suggest  that  this 
is  really  a  draftsman's  nightmare.  The  mean- 
ing may  be  abundantly  clear  to  some  people 
a  little  more  learned  than  I,  but  I  have 
great  trouble  in  finding  out  what  he  is 
getting  at. 

"Where  the  corporation  has—"  let  us  look 
at  18,  sub  1— "in  the  course  of  a  financial 
period,  carried  on  the  business  of  two  or 
more—" 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  Do  not 
read  it  again. 

Mr.  Singer:  "—subsidiaries  are  substantially 
going  as  then  reported  sales,  as  well  as 
the-" 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Perhaps. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  I  finish  what  I  am 
saying? 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  grasped  it- 
Mr.    Singer:    I    am    glad    you    grasped    it. 

You  are  far  smarter  than  I.   Let  me  worry 

about  it  for  a  bit,  would  you? 

Mr.  Peacock:  And  I  do  not  have  your 
legal  training. 

Mr.  Singer:  "—where  the  corporation  has 
in  the  course  of  the  financial  period,  carried 
on  the  business  of  two  or  more  classes  that, 
in  the  opinion  of  its  directors,  differ  sub- 
staodally  from  each  other-"  okiay,  that  is 
fine  up  to  there— "and  the  corporation  is  not 
one  that  has  any  subsidiaries  at  the  end  of 
the  period,  or  if  it  has  one  or  more  sub- 
sidiaries, does  not  prepare  its  financial  state- 
ment in  consolidated  form  or  in  respect  of 
any  subsidiary." 

Now,  I  wonder  if  those  two  phrases  really 
fit  in  with  it.  Do  you  need  them  both  there? 


If  it  has  no  subsidiary,  or  if  it  has  one  or 
more  and  does  not  prepare  its  financial 
statement  in  consolidated  form,  does  it  really 
matter  if  you  say  if  it  does  not  prepare  a 
consolidated  statement?  Do  you  need  both 
those    statements? 

Hon.   Mr.   Wishart:   I  think  so. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  you  come  down  to  the 
word  "or,"  and  then  you  have  "two"  and 
then  you  have  another  paragraph;  and  then 
we  run  into  "three"  and  "four"  and  the 
"or"  does  not  follow  at  the  end  of  "two" 
or  "three"  or  "four."  You  just  have  the  one 
"or"?  Are  those  alternatives,  "one,"  "two," 
"three"  and  "four,"  or  do  you  have  "one" 
and  then  the  alternatives  are  "two"  in  the 
large  paragraph  in  the  middle,  but  "three" 
and  "four"  are  not  alternatives?  It  is  just  a 
little  difiicult  to  grasp  all  at  once.  That  is 
No.  18.  Then  No.  19  sets  out  certain  things. 
"The  details  shall  be  in  accordance  with—" 
20  seems  to  lack  a  verb: 

Where  securities  have  been  issued  to 
acquire  assets,  the  proportion  of  the  total 
securities  outstanding  expressed  as  a  per- 
centage represented  by  the  securities  issued 
to  make  the  acquisition" 

Is  there  a  covering  clause  at  the  beginning? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  says,  "These  things  shall  be 
shown  somewhere"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  I  could  help 
the  hon.  member  if  he  would— 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  This,  you  will  observe, 
is  an  amendment  to  section  178  of  The 
Business  Corporations  Act.  That  section  has 
reference  entirely  to  the  financial  statement 
and  what  it  will  contain,  and  in  the  marginal 
note  as  it  starts  out,  are  notes  to  the  financial 
statement,  notes  that  are  to  be  added,  where 
we  come  downa  to  subsection  3  where  the 
amendment  is,  subsection  3  of  178, 

Where  applicable  the  following  matters 
shall  be  referred  to  in  the  financial  state- 
ment, or  by  way  of  note  thereto" 

Then  follows  one,  two,  three,  four,  five,  six, 
and  down  to  17  different  items  to  be  added; 
so  we  are  adding  18  and  19. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right.  I  have  got  it.  And 
20  and  21. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Now,  just  to  expatiate 
a  bit  on  those,  and  what  appears  to  be  a  lot 
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of  language  to  make  its  meaning  clear:  If  the 
compamy  is  carrying  on  two  lines  of  business, 
and  does  not  have  a  subsidiary  in  its  very 
distinct  hnes,  that  has  to  be  shown  in  sepa- 
rate and  understandable  form.  That  is  "one". 
And  then,  if  it  has  got  subsidiaries  but  pre- 
pares a  consolidated  form  and  scoops  the 
subsidiaries  into  its  financial  statement,  that 
has  to  be  noted.  Then  you  go  to  "three":  If 
it  is  a  class  of  business  where  directors  do 
not  difiFer  substantially,  it  is  noted  that  they 
treat  them  as  one  class.  Then  we  come  to 
"four",  where  you  have  the  corporation  over 
$25  million,  and  what  it  must  do,  and  the 
one  under  $25  million.  Then  there  are  the 
new  items  in  19,  20  and  21. 

These  are  notes  to  be  added  as  information 
for  the  shareholders,  and  these  notes  can  be 
appended  to,  or  contained  in,  and  actually 
noted,  notes  to  the  financial  statement. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  why,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  you  not  make  "three"  and  "four"  sep- 
arate numbers,  because  they  do  not  seem  to 
follow  "one"  or  "two",  which  are  alterna- 
tives? "Three"  and  "four"  seem  to  be  addi- 
tional notes.  Does  that  make  it  a  little 
clearer,  or  am  I  still  missing  the  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Those  are  all  situations 
in  that  one  bracket,  18,  the  one  subsection, 
varying  conditions  which  might  be  found- 
Mr.  Singer:  But  do  not  18,  "one"  and 
"two"  in  that  paragraph  sort  of  sit  by  them- 
selves, while  "three"  and  "four"  sit  sepa- 
rately? What  throws  me  is  the  word  "or"  at 
the  end  of  small  "one",  which  seems  to  make 
small  "one"  and  small  "two"  alternatives 
which  are  governed  by  the  five  lines  beneath 
that.  And  then  "three"  and  "four"  seem  to  be 
additional  notes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  think  the  lan- 
guage is  quite  clear.  Those  are  my  views. 
They  are  quite  clear. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Perfectly  clear. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  listened  to  the  hon.  member 
earlier.  He  had  not  read  the  section  that  he 
was  talking  about.  At  least,  I  read  this  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Those  are  quite  clearly 
alternate  ranges,  it  is  the  one  thing  or  the 
other.  Then  follows  what  must  be  noted,  a 
statement  of  the  proportions  in  which  the 
amount  of  sales  or  gross  revenue  for  the 
period,  is  divided  among  those  classes  of 
business.  But  if  it  has  a  subsidiary,  or  sub- 
sidiaries, but  they  are  consolidated,  then  you 
must  put  in  this  information  by  way  of  note 


and  in  the  manner  then  shown  in  three  and 
four.  For  the  purposes  of  one  and  two,  if 
the  classes  are  not  distinct  and  the  opinions 
of  the  directors  do  not  differ  substantially 
from  each  other  in  the  language  of  the  Act, 
then  they  can  be  treated  as  one  class.  And 
then  you  go  to  the  size  of  the  corporation, 
its  gross  sales  and  its  financial  status,  so  I 
think  they  are  quite  clear. 

Mr.  Singer:  Since  the  accountants  are 
going  to  have  to  wrestle  with  this,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, has  the  minister  asked  any  accountant 
if  he  can  read  this  and  clearly  understand  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes.  I  can  read  it  so  if 
I  can  read  it,  I  am  sure  the  accountants  can. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have 
one  comment  to  the  minister  on  item  19. 
Perhaps  he  could  explain  to  us  what  the 
acquisition  equation  is  that  will  be  prescribed 
by  regulation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  I  have 
it. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  thought  you  said  it  was  quite 
clear. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Well,  I  just  wanted  him, 
in  a  concise  one  or  two  sentences,  to  explain 
the  acquisition  equation. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  I  think  that  is  very 
material. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  miiuster  have  an 
answer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  just  going  to  see  if 
I  have  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Perhaps  you  oould  si3and 
the  bill  down,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  oould  put  the  question- 
Mr.  Singer:  While  he  is  looking  at  that,  he 
might  also  wanit  to  consider,  Mr.  Ghairman-^I 
notice  he  stumbled  in  reading  it— whether  or 
not  there  should  be  a  comma  after  the  word 
"1966,"  so  that  asset  purchases  would  not  be 
1966  asset  purchases.  I  think  it  would  make 
it  a  little  easier  to  follow  the  question, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Shall   the   motion  of   Mr. 

Wishart  carry? 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  I  think  we  should  have 
that  oomment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  you  are  right. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  am  not  sure  w'hether  I  have 
the  minister's  atteotian,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  is  looking  for  acquisition 
equations. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  ceittainly  do  not  pretend 
to  know  OS  much  as  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  about  the  asset  equation  or— 

Aotually,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  a 
question  regarding  the  additional  reporting 
that  is  now  required.  Can  this  reporting  by 
the  reporting  corporation  of  the  sales  of  sub- 
sidiaries which  are  engaged  in  substantially 
different  enterprises  from  the  reporting  corp- 
oration be  protected  from  disclosure  by  an 
application  to  the  court,  as  I  ibelieve  the 
sales  figures  for  the  parent  corporation  can 
now  be  under  The  Business  Corporations  Act? 

Will  the  sales  corporation,  or  the  subsidiary 
corporations  carrying  on  activities  substanti- 
ally different  from  the  parent,  which  would 
otherwise  have  to  be  reported  under  this  new 
section,  be  protected  from  disclosure  by  an 
apphoation  on  the  part  of  the  reporting 
corporation  to  the  courts,  that  the  sales  figures 
should  not  be  reported? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  is  entitled  to  make  an 
application  to  the  Ontario  Securities  Com- 
mission which  may  decide  that  question. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Commission.  And  this  applies 
with  resi>ect  to  the  subsidiary  as  well  as  it 
always  has  to  the  parent  company? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  see.  Well,  in  that  respect, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  does  not  take 
us  that  much  further  along,  does  it?  One  of 
the  great  difficulties  of  course,  in  terms  of 
collective  bargaining  at  least— -and  it  certainly 
applies  in  matiters  of  securities  research  as 
well-^thiait  has  always  faced  us  in  this  prov- 
ince is  that  we  do  not  simply  have  the  fuU 
range  of  disclosure,  the  full  range  of  inform- 
ation that  many  other  jurisdictions  require  for 
corporations  operating  within  their  boun- 
daries. And  certainly  the  difficulties  are  ag- 
gravated in  respect  to  wholly  owned  sub- 
sidiaries whose  operations  are  blended  en- 
tirely within  the  activities  of  the  parent. 
And  whether  it  is  a  small  Canadian  firm  with 
a  number  of  branches,  or  whether  it  is  a 
large  international  corporation  operating  in 
Canada,  as  does  the  General  Motors  Corpora- 
tion or  the  Ford  Motor  Company  of  Canada 
which  have  attached  to  them  a  nvunber  of 


subsidiaries  such  as  the  Ensite  Company,  a 
subsidiary  of  the  Ford  Motor  Company  of 
Canada,  which  represents  a  very  substantial 
proportion  of  the  activity  of  the  Ford  Motor 
Company  of  Canada-on  simply  does  not 
know  what  that  subsidiary  corporation  is 
contributing  to  the  parent  company's  activi- 
ties in  terms  of  sales,  or  in  any  other  measure. 
I  would  foresee  that  the  same  difficulties  will 
prevail  in  respect  of  the  reporting  by  sub- 
sidiaries that  are  carrying  on  different  opera- 
tions from  the  parent,  as  have  faced  us  in 
respect  of  finding  such  information  as  sales 
by  those  companies  who  wish  to  protect  that 
information  from  disclosure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  hon,  member  may 
be  correct  but  we  have  moved  some  distance 
further,  I  think,  by  this  amendment,  perhaps 
not  as  far  as  he  would  wish  we  could  go. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Could  the  minister  then  give 
us  some  idea  as  to  the  number  or  variety  of 
corporations  whose  subsidiaries  may  be  now 
required  to  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  number,  the 
variety? 

Mr.  Peacock:  Number  or  variety  of  cor- 
porations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  do  not— 

Mr.  Peacock:  There  are  certain  induistries 
in  the  province,  companies  which  will  not 
allow  their  sales  figures  to  be  published.  I 
do  not  expect  that  that  will  change  materi- 
ally. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  have  not  got  such 
information.  I  would  only  be  guessing  at  this 
moment.  I  could  get  that  for  the  hon.  mem- 
ber. But  I  have  not  got  any  actual  knowledge 
of  the  number  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  take  it  from  listening  to 
the  minister's  reading  of  the  amendment  that 
the  discretion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  sub- 
sidiary corporation  differs  substantially  from 
the  parent,  lies  with  the  directors. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right. 

Mr.  Peacock:  May  I  ask  the  minister,  then, 
how  can  one,  perhaps  other  than  a  share- 
holder of  that  company,  challenge  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  directors  if  they  do  not  choose 
to  note  the  sales  figures  of  the  subsidiary, 
because  in  their  opinion  it  does  not  differ 
substantially  in  its  operation  of  activities, 
from  the  parent. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  All  that  I  could  suggest 
would   be   that   the   shareholder   could   raise 
that  question- 
Mr.  Peacock:  But  no  one  else  could. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —and  discuss  it,  debate 
it,  put  it  to  a  vote,  and  see  if  in  his  opinion 
it  is  supported  by  the  other  shareholders, 
and  require  the  directors  in  future  to  report 
the  operations  of  the  subsidiary  differently 
and  separately  than  heretofore  he  has  done. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Would  anyone  else  be  en- 
titled to  do  that,  Mr.  Chairman?  Would  die 
Ontario  Securities  Commission  be  entitled 
to  review  the  exercise  of  the  directors*  dis- 
cretion which  resulted  in  a  refusal  to  dis- 
close the  sales  figures,  on  account  of  the 
directors'  opinion  that  the  subsidiaries  did 
not  really  differ? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  the  language 
of  the  amendment  leaves  it  to  the  opinion  of 
the  directors.  I  am  not  sure  whether  the 
power  lies  in  the  securities  commission  of  its 
own  initiative  to  interfere.  I  think  it  could 
on  complaint,  and  perhaps  it  could  on  its  own 
initiative.  I  would  have  to  check  that  in  a 
moment  before  I  could  be  certain  of  my 
answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  Mr.  Wishart's  motion 
carry?  Carried. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  did  not  tell  us 
what  that  motion  was  yet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  have  not  been 
able  to  find  it  in  the  regulations  at  the 
moment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  another  notice  of 
motion  to  come  after  section  25.  Mr.  Min- 
ister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  move,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  there  be  added,  "the  bill  be  amended 
by  adding  thereto  the  following  section:" 

25(a)  Clause  (c)  of  subsection  1  of  sec- 
tion 185  of  The  Business  Corporations  Act 
1970  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  "and" 
at  the  end  of  subclause  4  and  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  subclauses.  "These 
again  are  the  definitions. 

6.  The  basic  earnings  per  share  for 
income  before  extraordinary  items  and  for 
net  income  for  the  period. 

7.  Fully  diluted  earnings  per  share  for 
income  before  extraordinary  items  and  for 
net  income." 


Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  Mr.  Wisharts  motion 
carry?  Carried. 

Are  there  any  other  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  to  any  other  section  of  this 
bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill,  as  amended,  be 
reported? 

Carried. 

Bill  52,  as  amended,  reported. 


CORPORATIONS  INFORMATION  ACT, 

1971 

House  in  committee  on  BUI  57,  The  Cor- 
porations  Information  Act,    1971. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  are  16  sections  to 
this  bUl,  Are  there  any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  to  any  section  of  this  bill? 
If  so,  which  section? 

If  not,  shall  the  bill  be  reported? 
Carried. 

Bill  57  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  rise  and  report 
two  bills  widi  amendments  and  two  bills 
without  amendments  and  ask  for  leave  to 
sit   again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  begs  to  report 
two  bills  with  amendments  and  two  bills 
without  amendments  and  asks  for  leave  to 
sit  again. 

Report   agreed   to. 


SECURITIES  ACT,  1966 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Securities 
Aot,   1966. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  going  to  delay  the  House  by 
indulging  in  any  lengthy  comments  about 
this,  save  to  say  briefly  that  this  bill  pur- 
ports to  implement  the  results  of  the  merger 
study.  I,  for  one,  wish  the  Securities  Com- 
mission well  in  their  efforts  to  deal  with 
what  has,  of  course,  been  a  very  grave 
problem    in    the    economic    history    of    this 
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country.  Canadians,  it  is  safe  to  say,  have 
suffered  very  greatly  from  some  of  the  acti- 
vities that  have  taken  place  in  the  corporate 
world  and  especially  in  relation  to  the  take- 
over of  Canadian  companies. 

Now,  as  one  Canadian,  I  am  under  no 
illusion  whatsoever  that  many  of  the  deci- 
sions that  are  made  in  the  corporate  board- 
rooms of  this  country  and,  indeed,  in  similar 
boardrooms  outside  this  country,  affect  more 
pervasively  the  lives  and  well-being  of  the 
citizens  of  this  country  than  the  decisions 
taken  in  this  House.  They  have  a  much 
more  intimate  far-reaching  effect  upon  the 
daily  activities,  the  future  prospects,  the 
anxieties,  the  means  of  earning  a  living,  and 
everything  else  connected  with  their  economic 
activity.  Canada,  it  is  safe  to  say,  and  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  have  been  very  late- 
comers in  the  field,  in  order  to  rescue  some- 
thing of  a  rationale  in  dealing  with  the 
changes  in  the  corporate  organization  of 
companies  doing  business  in  this  country. 
And  of  course,  we  must  bear  in  mind  that 
we  have  emerged  into  the  age  of  the  multi- 
national corporation  which  spreads  its  ten- 
tacles not  only  over  the  whole  of  Canada 
but  in  many  far-reaching  places  of  the  globe. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  in  that  regard 
that  J.  J.  Servan-Schreiber  has  become  a 
national  figure  in  France,  if  not  a  howling 
political  success,  which  he  is  not;  but  he 
managed  to  write  a  best-seller  book  by 
describing  the  activities  of  the  multi-national 
corporation  in  western  Europe.  I  read  the 
book.  All  it  seemed  to  say  was  that  the 
Americans  have  come  and  tbey  are  the 
bosses  in  the  financial  world  and  are  increas- 
ing their  hegemony  in  the  European  economic 
climate.  On  the  other  hand,  if  I  may  be 
permitted— my  friend  from  Lakeshore  (Mr. 
Lawlor)  of  course  would  permit  me  were 
he  here— on  the  other  hand,  to  be  aware  of 
the  history  of  the  last  20  years  is  to  know 
that  General  De  Gaulle  himself,  buttressed 
himself,  as  part  of  the  great  support  of  his 
power,  with  his  concern  and  consciousness 
about  the  activities  of  his  American  cousins 
in  the  financial  picture  of  western  Europe. 
Probably  that  was  the  reason  that  General 
De  Gaulle  put  roadblocks  in  the  way  of 
the  British  joining  the  Common  Market  be- 
cause he  did  not  want  the  intrusion  of 
people  whom  he  suspected  were  merely 
agents   of  the   Americans. 

That  is  an  interesting  digression.  On  the 
other  hand,  to  come  home  here,  Canada  has 
been  in  a  very  primitive  state  in  respect  of 
combines   and  restrictive  trade  practices.  At 


the  federal  level,  we  have  never  developed 
a  sophisticated  body  of  law  to  deal  with 
these  activities,  to  give  the  fullest  measure 
of  protection  to  the  investing  public  or 
perhaps,  what  is  more  important,  to  ensure 
the  well-being  of  the  many  tens  of  thousands 
of  our  people  who  work  in  these  industries. 
To  illustrate,  having  said  that  in  general 
terms,  Gulf  Superior  Western  or  whatever 
it  is  called— the  Texas  Oil  Company— comes 
into  Canada  and  gets  control  of  a  very 
small  proportion  of  Mclntyre  mine  shares 
(I  think  it  is  something  in  the  order  of  20 
per  cent)  and  with  the  acquisition  of  those 
shares,  it  is  able  to  order  the  affairs  of 
Mclntyre,  a  very  successful  gold  producer, 
with  many  subsidiary  holdings,  and  it  is 
able  to  manage  the  affairs  of  Falconbridge 
Nickel  Mines. 

Now,  this  bill,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  is  silent 
about  that  type  of  thing.  This  bill  talks 
about  takeovers,  publicized  announcements 
about  the  intention  of  a  group  to  take  over 
the  management  and  control  of  another  com- 
pany; but  the  munbers  of  companies,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  this  country,  in  this  province, 
that  are  managed  by  minority  interests,  which 
are  not  subject  to  this  bill  at  all,  are  be- 
wildering and  oppressing  when  one  contem- 
plates them.  With  the  minimum  number  of 
shares,  these  people  in  boardrooms  south  of 
the  border,  in  the  United  States,  are  able 
to  make  these  far-reaching  economic  decisions 
that  affect  the  well-being  of  our  own  people, 
and  I  do  not  exaggerate  when  I  say  that  the 
closing  down  of  a  plant,  the  moving  of  an 
operation,  curtailing  of  production,  those  are 
intimate  decisions  that  affect  the  daily  lives 
of  our  people  and  go  much  further  than 
many  of  the  things  that  we  argue  about  for 
hours  on  end  in  this  chamber. 

I  point  that  out  by  way  of  comparison, 
because  economic  control,  of  course,  is  often 
a  weapon  that  is  much  more  grandiose  and 
far-reaching  than  poHtical  control.  John  Foster 
Dulles,  in  a  moment  of  frankness  while  he 
was  the  Secretary  of  State  of  the  United 
States,  let  it  be  known  that  it  was  his  view 
that  you  could  take  over  the  control  of  a 
country  by  (a)  invading  it,  or  (b)  gaining 
control  of  its  economy.  Well,  the  gaining  of 
control  of  the  economy  in  the  way  in  which 
I  speak— these  minority  interests  that  bring 
with  them  the  leadership  and  direction— that 
has  been  part  of  the  economic  history  of 
Canada,  and  we  have  yet  to  deal  with  it, 
we  have  yet  to  face  the  problem  head  on. 
The  merger  study-4:his  bill  seeks  to  meet  the 
more   dramatic  type   of  adventure   where   a 
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company  announces  that  it  wishes  to  subscribe 
for  and  to  purchase  either  the  total  number  or 
a  fixed  proportion  of  the  shares. 

It  does  not  go  far  enough.  I  would  be 
willing,  speaking  for  myself,  to  go  much 
further.  I  have  said  many  times  and  I  do 
not  hestitate  to  reiterate,  that  I  think  econ- 
omic democracy  demands  that  our  securities 
commission  be  armed  with  sufficient  powers 
to  enable  it  to  review  the  proposed  merger 
or  takeover  before  it  is  even  set  in  motion, 
before  it  even  begins.  That  is  in  the  public 
interest.  In  other  words,  I  would  be  willing 
to  go  so  far  as  to  require  that  the  people, 
before  embarking  on  the  new  adventure, 
would  have  to  go  to  the  Securities  Commis- 
sion to  have  it  passed  upon,  have  it  reviewed, 
have  the  Securities  Commission  as  an  arm 
of  the  state,  acting  under  the  aegis  of  this 
Legislature,  determine  whetlier  it  is  in  the 
public  interest.  Once  they  have  made  that 
determination  they  can  tell  the  entrepreneur, 
"You  can  proceed  from  that  point."  That 
is  the  way  it  is  in  the  great,  free  United 
States.  That  is  the  natural  order  of  business. 
The  first  place  they  go  in  respect  of  a  take- 
over is  to  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Com- 
mission in  Washington,  and  have  the  thing 
passed  upon.  Is  it  not  interesting  to  note  by 
way  of  illustration,  once  again  to  come  down 
on  a  specific  example,  that  the  beer  that  made 
Milwaukee  famous— someone  will  correct  me 
—was  Pabst  or  Schlitz— 

An  Hon.  member:  Schlitz. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Schlitz?  WeU,  I  think  it  is 
Pabst  that  made  Milwaukee  famous. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  No,  Schlitz. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  No,  Blue 
Ribbon. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Well,  I  have  so  little  personal 
kriowledge  of  these  that  I  may  be  forgiven. 
They  wanted  to  take  over  Labatt's  in  London, 
managed  by  a  very  historic,  ancient  and 
honorific  Canadian  family,  and  we  were  ap- 
parently wilhng  that  this  brewing  industry 
in  London  pass  under  the  control  of  brewers 
in  Milwaukee.  That  did  not  appear  to  exer- 
cise us  at  all. 

But  lo  and  behold,  in  the  slip  between  the 
bottle  and  the  lip,  the  Securities  and  Ex- 
change Commission  of  the  United  States 
notified  Schlitz  that  they  could  not  take  over 
the  London  brewing  operation.  They  put  the 
crimp  in  it.  They  told  them  it  would  be  in 
violation  of  the  anti-trust  provisions  of  their 


legislation,    and   that   is   where   it   got   fore- 
stalled. 

Somebody  else  eventually  took  over  La- 
batt's—I  forget  who  at  was— but  that  is  a 
rueful  thing  for  Canadians  to  contemplate, 
that  they  have  to  wait  for  the  activities  of  a 
foreign  government  to  order  their  affairs. 
In  other  words,  every  man  who  worked  at 
Labatt's  in  reality  was  under  the  aegis  of 
the  government  of  the  United  States  and  its 
agent,  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commis- 
sion. It  is  no  wonder  that  the  Wafflers  are 
upset  it  is  no  wonder  that  Laxer  and  my 
alumnus,  my  dear  friend  Melville  Watkins— 
who  taught  me  much  in  the  way  of  economics 
20  years  ago  at  the  University  of  Toronto- 
it  is  small  wonder  that  they  go  to  the  NDP 
convention  looking  for  a  haven  of  refuge 
and  sympathy,  which  they  did  not  get.  They 
were  lucky  to  escape  being  massacred  before 
they  got  out.  But  it  is  small  wonder  that 
many  people  in  this  country  are  upset  about 
those  foreign  intrusions  and  the  denigration 
of  the  ability  of  Canadians  to  mange  their 
own  affairs. 

I  say  the  bill  does  not  go  far  enough.  I  am 
a  limited  believer  in  laissez-faire;  I  refuse  to 
accede  to  the  proposition  that  all  that  is  good 
and  true  and  beautiful  should  be  left  at  the 
discretion  of  the  corporate  managers  in  their 
private  boardrooms,  where  the  scrutiny  of 
the  press  and  the  public  is  forever  absent. 
We  just  do  not  get  there  to  take  part  in  the 
decisions.  I  want  the  Securities  Commission 
to  be  there,  and  the  Securities  Commission, 
of  course,  would  not  have  to  go  to  the  board- 
rooms; the  boardroom  occupants  would  have 
to  come  to  the  Securities  Commission.  They 
would  have  to  demonstrate  that  the  restruc- 
turing of  the  corporate  management  was  in 
the  interest  of  all  of  the  people  of  Ontario. 

Having  said  that,  of  course,  I  am  fully 
aware  that  to  talk  about  the  compartment  of 
Ontario— but  one  province  albeit  the  most 
important,  the  most  populous,  the  most 
wealthy  province— you  talk  about  that  over 
against  the  broader  picture  that  these  cor- 
porations are  operating  on  a  national  scale. 

But  once  again  I  must  again  express  my 
belief  that  the  only  instrumentality  that  can 
fully  control  their  activities  in  the  public 
interest  is  the  federal  government.  Only  that 
government  can  properly  control  the  type  of 
things  they  do  that  affect  the  daily  life  of 
Canadian  citizens,  the  workers  and  the  in- 
vesting public.  But  before  you  stop  me  I  will 
hastily  add  in  parenthesis  that  I  see  that  the 
Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  is  out  in  Victoria  and 
all  he  is  talking  about  is  money.  All  he  wants 
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is  money.  If  you  build  a  pipeline  from  Ottawa 
to  Queen's  Park  and  shot  $20  bills  through 
it  one  way,  that  apparently  would  satisfy  him. 

Mr.  W.  Newman  (Ontario  South):  These 
are  the  tools  for  doing  the  job. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  other  nine  Premiers,  of 
course,  do  not  want  to  talk  about  the  consti- 
tution at  all.  They  are  talking  about  every- 
thing else.  However,  we  will  review  that  at 
anotlier  time. 

Now  there  are  some  provisions  of  the  bill 
tliat  are  very  good;  I  want  to  be  constructive. 
Section  23— which  enacts— section  86,  which 
apparently  appears  to  be  a  new  provision 
which  requires  that  when  the  board  of  direc- 
tors of  an  offeree  company— that  is  the  com- 
pany proposed  to  be  taken  over— recommends 
acceptance  or  rejection  of  the  takeover  bid 
then  it  has  to  send  out  some  information  as 
required  to  the  shareholders  of  the  company. 
Now  I  think  that  is  new— someone  will 
correct  me  if  I  am  wrong— but  there  is  a 
principle  here,  when  you  are  talking  about 
mergers  and  takeovers,  a  principle  that  re- 
volves around  the  notion  of  full  disclosure; 
there  must  be  full  disclosure  made  to  the 
shareholders  and  the  inevsting  public.  One  of 
the  things  that  the  securities  market  has  suf- 
fered from  in  this  country,  of  course,  has 
been  the  privacy  of  the  information  in  the 
breasts  of  a  few  who  have  often  used  it  to 
their  own  mean  advantage  and  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  general  investing  public. 

Now  the  only  other  comment  to  make, 
and  I  want  to  hasten  this  to  committee— I 
do  not  know;  I  have  some  reservations  about 
it  going  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole,  as 
the  minister  appears  to  intend— I  am  just  a 
bit  anxious  that  maybe  out  there,  somewhere 
in  the  tall  buildings  downtown,  there  are 
some  people  who  want  to  make  some  repre- 
sentation about  it  and  the  only  vehicle,  of 
course,  that  they  can  make  representations 
in  is  the  legal  administration  committee,  if 
the  bill  went  there. 

I  recall  back  in  1966  when  we  passed  the 
new  Securities  Act  that  a  few  of  us  sat  in 
that  committee  for  several  weeks,  the  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale,  my  friend  from  Downsview, 
and  not  many  others— and  the  then  Attorney 
General,  as  he  then  was— those  were  in  the 
solid  days  before  he  came  down  a  bit  in  the 
hierarchy- 
Mr.  Singer;  A  repository  of  everything, 
like  racing  commissions—  >■;;  ^iy-ma^ 


Mr.  Sopha:  Really,  you  will  permit  me  to 
say  that  the  title  of  his  department  is  wrong. 
He  should  be  called  the  Solicitor  General,  as 
in  Ottawa.  It  would  be  far  more  appropriate, 
instead  of  calling  him  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs,  for  us  to  set  up  a 
Sohcitor— 

Mr.  Singer:  Like  we  said  in  1965. 

Mr.  Sopha:  In  any  event,  he  will  know 
whether  any  representations  have  been  made. 
Certainly  none  have  been  made  to  us  in  re- 
sj>ect  of  it.  But  as  I  was  going  to  say,  when 
the  new  Securities  Act  was  passed  there 
were  many  many  people  who  came  and  pre- 
sented briefs  with  respect  of  many  of  the 
sections.  We  had  to  wrestle  with  it  day  in 
and  day  out. 

The  only  other  point  I  make  is  to  express 
my  deep  regret  that  the  language  has  to  be 
so  complex.  I  wonder  whether  we  could 
develop  a  simplicity  of  language  in  the  field 
of  insurance  and  the  field  of  securities; 
whether  we  could  not  express  the  concepts 
that  we  seek  to  embody  in  legislation  in 
simple  terms.  You  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
every  great  idea  that  the  human  race  ever 
discovered  was  expressed  in  simple  language. 
Like  "Love  your  neighbour,"  "Honour  tiby 
father  and  thy  mother,"  "Do  not  Idll."  They 
are  all  expressed  in  simple  language  until 
you  come  into  the  arcane  world  of  corporate 
finance.  Then  the  jargon  takes  over,  but  I 
suspect  that  there  is  a  reason  for  it. 

There  is  a  determined  intention  to  set  up 
a  priestly  cult,  and  one  of  the  methods,  of 
course,  of  protecting  and  ensuring  the  con- 
tinuity, the  integrity  of  the  priesthood— and 
I  use  that  term  in  a  very  general  sense.  I  am 
not  referring  to  the  church  at  all;  I  am  re- 
ferring to  a  larger  concept— to  set  up  a  priest- 
hood you  need  the  language  to  protect  it. 
It  was,  as  Harold  Adams  Innis  pointed  out, 
as  long  as  the  Roman  church  was  the  uni- 
versal church— no,  it  only  continued  to  be 
the  universal  church  as  long  as  it  had  control 
of  Latin.  As  long  as  only  the  priests  spoke 
Latin,  they  were  the  imiversal  church. 

But  along  came  Dante  at  the  beginning 
of  the  14th  century  who,  for  the  first  time, 
wrote  in  the  vernacular  and  from  then  on 
the  church  went  downhill;  from  that  point 
on.  I  suspect  there  is  a  subtle  but  articulated 
intent  to  use  very  complex  and  archaic 
language  to  protect  an  intellectual  and  finan- 
cial investment.  In  other  words,  the  lawyers 
and  the  accountants,  the  corporate  lawyers 
and  the  accountants,  would  not  have  it 
otherwise. 
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Look,  for  example,  at  section  3;  one  won- 
ders whether  you  need  10  inches.  Do  you 
really  need  10  inches  of  type  to  say  what 
you  want  to  say?  The  great  Oliver  Wendell 
Holmes  who  sat  on  the  bench  until  he  was 
95,  all  his  life,  was  dedicated  to  the  propo- 
sition of  economy  and  simplicity  of  language. 
He  tried  to  say  it  in  one  sentence;  tried  to 
say  it  in  one  word.  But  you  have  10  inches 
of  type  in  respect  of  the  concept  of  notions 
sought  to  be  conveyed  in  that  section,  and  so 
it  goes  with  the  definitions  that  are  used. 
They  seem  to  be  very— look  at  21,  for  exam- 
ple! Exempt  offer:  And  you  need  four  Roman 
numerals  to  convey  what  an  exempt  offer 
means.  One  can  but  pensively  contemplate 
whether  you  could  not  do  it  in  a  sentence, 
in  a  short  paragraph.  Then,  of  course,  22 
goes  on  and  it  needs  11  subsections. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  That  is 
what  happens  when  you  have  lawyers  draft- 
ing. They  are  meticulous  grammarians. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Absolutely!  This  is  a  drafts- 
man's dream. 

Mr.  Singer:  Or  nightmarel 

Mr.  Sopha:  One  does  not  know,  in  the 
post-prandial  activities  of  legislative  drafts- 
men, what  ecstacies  this  brings  them.  For  all 
one  knows  as  they  sit  at  their  midnight  maim- 
derings,  they  may  hear  the  raven  tapping  at 
the  window  as  they  write  these  things  out. 

I  will  tell  you  this,  and  this  is  the  reason 
one  is  justified  to  raise  it,  Mr.  Speaker.  That 
is,  it  is  for  sure  the  average  member  of  the 
lay  public  will  not  understand  it.  He  would 
be  lost.  His  mind  would  swim  and  boggle  if 
he  attempted  a  reading  of  The  Securities 
Act.  He  would  not  have  the  slightest  idea 
what  it  was  all  about. 

The  result  is,  of  course,  that  if  you  went 
down  University  Avenue,  you  pass  over  to 
the  Toronto-Dominion  Bank,  you  go  along 
King;  you  find  the  inhabitants,  the  fauna. 

If  you  will  check  over  the  fauna  that  in- 
habit those  buildings,  you  will  find  the  cor- 
porate lawyers.  They  have  the  most  palatial 
suites— broad  loom  wall-to-wall— where  they 
measure  each  other's  place  in  the  hierarchy 
by  the  width  of  the  partitions  between  them. 
They  can  judge  their  seniority  in  the  firm  by 
such  things.  All  is  a  reflection,  of  course,  of 
the  mystique  that  is  to  be  foimd  in  statutes 
like  this. 

When  I  become  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs,  I  am  going  to  tell 
you  one  of  the  first  people  that  I  will  send 


for  is  going  to  be  Harry  Bray,  to  invite  him 
up  for  a  word  of  prayer.  And  I  am  going  to 
say:  "Look,  Harry,  let  us  put  it  in  simple 
language.  Get  your  people  to  pore  over  it 
and  let  us  try  to  get  it  down  to  the  level  of 
the  ordinary  investor  who  inhabits  the  ojBBces 
of  Doherty  Roadhouse  and  those  highfalutin 
brokerage  firms,  so  that  if  he  grabs  a  copy 
of  the  Act  he  will  be  able  to  understand, 
have  some  notion,  of  what  it  is  all  about." 

There  is  another  side  to  it,  of  course.  I 
end  on  this  note.  There  is  another  side  to  it. 
The  corporate  managers  want  it  this  way, 
they  want  it  this  way,  too.  They  want  it 
difficult  and  complex  because  they  do  not 
really  want  the  public  to  understand  what 
is  going  on.  They  want  a  separate  world  and 
the  multi-national  corporation,  especially, 
wants  a  different  world.  They  want  a  world 
that  they  build,  which  they  occupy,  and 
which  is  impervious  to  the  understanding  of 
ordinary  people.  They  want  to  hire  the  high- 
priced  accountants  and  the  high-priced  law- 
yers, the  people  of  great  ability,  to  be  their 
agents  and  assistants;  to  be  the  adjuncts  of 
the  corporate  operation. 

Well,  we  have  to  be  smart,  we  legislators, 
we  who  are  charged  with  responsibility.  We 
have  to  keep  one  step  ahead  of  them.  And 
the  only  way  that  I  see  that  we  can  possibly 
do  it,  is  that  tf  some  day  we  summon  up  the 
courage  and  we  are  ready  to  give  The  Securi- 
ties Commission  adequate  powers  to  be  right 
in  the  middle  of  the  corporate  restructuring 
on  behalf  of  the  public  interest;  that  with  the 
Securities  Commission  the  public  is  sitting  at 
the  table.  They  are  there.  The  Securities 
Commission  says  to  them:  "We  do  not  want 
to  be  unfair,  we  do  not  want  to  in  any  way 
fetter  the  economic  and  corporate  efficiency 
of  the  company.  But  the  one  thing  we  want 
to  do  is  ensure  that  what  you  do  in  the 
creation  of  your  empire,  the  extension  of 
your  powers,  the  increase  of  your  profits, 
your  effect  upon  prices,  jobs,  Uving  conditions 
of  people,  is  serve  the  public  interest  to  its 
optimum. 

Now,  having  put  it  that  way,  as  I  say,  that 
is  our  duty.  It  is  not  an  intrusion  on  our 
part;  that  is  our  solemn  duty  and  obligation. 
So  I  will  vote  for  ithis  and  my  party  will,  but 
I  express  my  regret  that  it  does  not  go  as 
far  as  1  -would  have  it  go;  I  would  want  the 
Securities  Commission  to  have  much  more 
power  in  respect  to  the  management  of 
important  Canadian  companies  with  a  min- 
ority interest. 

I  suppose  that  in  saying  those  thing  that  I 
have  to  confess  that  1  iam  such  a  nationalist. 
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I  am  being  so  imbued  with  a  sense  of  des- 
tiny of  this  country,  I  am  so  caught  up  with 
the  potentiality  of  the  best  use  of  our  re- 
souTces,  ric'h  and  multiple  as  they  are,  that  I 
want  things  to  be  Canadian,  managed  by 
Canadians,  in  the  interests  of  Canadian 
people.  And  having  said  all  that,  I  suppose 
I  am  closer  to  Laxer  and  Watkins  than 
Renwick  is.  But  I  must  say  that  it  seems  to 
me  that  that  is  the  type  of  thing,  that  is  the 
goal  and  purpose  that  they  have,  and  Gonick 
of  Winnipeg  has,  and  all  those  people  who 
make  up  the  thinking  part  of  the  NDP,  you 
know,  all  those  that  are  thinking,  those  that 
are  ooncemed. 

An  hon.  member:  Join  us  next  week  aioross 
the  road. 

Mr.  Sopha:  No,  you  are  no  one  to  join;  you 
are  a  bimch  of  bourgeois  reactionaries,  and  I 
will  have  nothing  to  do  with  you;  nothing 
to  do  with  you  whatsoever. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  thank  you 
for  your  i>atience  and  those  are  my  ooanments. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  will  support:  the  bill  on  second  reading. 
It  is  really  a  technical  bill  involving  a  number 
of  amendments  to  sections  of  The  Securities 
Act  which  received  very  long  and  considered 
judgement  by  the  committee  of  this  House 
some  years  ago.  I  think  it  deserves  comment 
on  second  reading  simply  because  the  merger 
study  to  which  the  member  for  Sudbury 
refers  is  an  excellent  document,  and  it  goes 
a  long  way  to  introduce  something  more  than 
the  simplicity  of  the  securities  laws  of  the 
United  States  into  Canadian  securities  law. 
I  think  my  principal  concern  years  ago,  when 
the  present  bill  was  brought  in,  was  that  it 
took  us  so  long  to  reach  the  point  where  we 
were  adojiting  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
many  of  the  principles  which  were  developed 
in  the  nineteen  thirties  in  the  United  Sibates. 

This  is  an  endeavour  to  close  the  gap,  and  I 
think  it  is  quite  true  that  members  of  the 
committee  on  merger  study  owe  their  debt 
to  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
for  work  that  has  been  done  in  the  United 
States  in  providing  a  useful  basis  on  which 
many  of  the  recommendations  put  forward 
in  this  report  have  their  origin. 

I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  committee,  to 
Mr.  Bray,  Mr.  Beattie  and  Professior  John 
Willis  for  the  work  of  the  coonmittee  in  the 
preparation  of  the  report.  I  want  particularly 
to  oommertt  about  Professor  Willis,  because 


he  is  a  part-time  member  of  the  commission; 
I  think  he  has  been  vasidy  underpaid  by  the 
government  over  a  period  of  time.  I  am  quite 
certain  a  similar  person  in  the  United  States, 
asked  to  do  the  kind  of  work  for  the  com- 
mission on  a  part-itime  basis  that  Professor 
Willis  has  done  for  the  commission,  would 
be  remunerated  at  a  much  higher  level.  That 
in  no  way  detracts  from  the  work  of  Mr. 
Bray  and  Mr.  Beattie,  because  they  are  full- 
time  working  members  of  the  commission. 

But  it  is  obvious  from  anyone  who  has 
studied  under  Professor  Willis  that  a  goodly 
part  of  this  particular  report  owes  a  great 
deal  to  the  insight,  the  knowledge  and  the 
modem  attitude  which  Professor  Willis  has 
constantly  been  able  to  bring  to  coanplicated 
legal  problems  and  reduce  them  to  their 
bare  bones  of  simplicity.  I  know  nothing  of 
who  finally  turned  out  the  report  in  the 
actual  language  that  was  used,  but  I  sense 
that  there  is  an  element  in  the  report  of  the 
simph'city  for  which  Professor  Willis  is  noted. 
When  the  estimates  of  the  minister  were 
before  the  House,  I  thought  for  a  mioanent  of 
making  these  comments  at  that  time,  but  it 
seemed  appropriate  to  do  so  at  the  time  of 
this  report.  I  would  hope  that  the  minister 
would  give  oonsideTation  to  reviewing  the 
remuneration  of  Professor  Willis  because,  as 
I  say,  if  his  remuneration  is  as  stated  by  the 
minister,  he  is  vasdy  underpaid  for  the  con- 
tribution he  makes  to  the  work  of  the  com- 
mission. 

There  are  a  number  of  items  which  we 
can  deal  with  when  the  bill  is  in  committee 
because  of  the  specific  amendments  that 
are  reflected  in  the  bill.  I  would,  however 
—and  this  is  a  difficulty  I  have— I  would, 
however,  appreciate  it  if  the  minister  either 
in  his  comments  on  second  reading  or  by 
way  of  a  letter  to  me  at  some  time,  if  the 
commission  could  prepare  it,  would  set  out 
in  a  succinct  form  those  recommendations 
of  the  merger  study  which  in  fact  are  not 
taken  into  the  bill. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  compare  a  bill  that 
amends  a  basic  bill  and  draws  upon  a  study 
to  make  certain  that  one  fully  understands 
which  of  the  recommendations  have  been 
adopted  by  the  government  and  introduced 
by  way  of  amendment,  and  which  of  them 
have  not  been  adopted  and  taken  into  the 
bill.  It  is  easy  to  see  that  a  substantial 
number  of  the  recommendations  have  been 
taken  in  without  any  alteration  or  change, 
but  it  is  also  true  that  it  is  obvious  that 
certain  of  the  recommendations  have  not 
been  adopted  by  the  government  for  what- 
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ever  reason.  When  the  bill  goes  through 
committee  we  will  try  to  deal  with  one  or 
two  of  them  which  appear  to  us  to  have 
been  altered.  But  perhaps  the  minister  could, 
at  some  point,  let  us  know  by  way  of  a 
letter  or  a  statement  or  an  eliciting  from 
the  Securities  Commission,  which  recom- 
mendations have  not  been  adopted  by  the 
government  so  that  we  can  have  some 
complete  understanding  of  the  extent  to 
which  the  report  has  been  finally  adopted. 
With  those  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will 
support  the  bill  and  leave  it  to  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  to  deal  with  the  par- 
ticular specific  amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  member  who 
wishes  to  speak  to  the  bill  before  the 
minister  replies?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  I  shall  speak  briefly  on  this  second 
reading.  I  would  like  to  get  clear  from  the 
members  who  have  spoken,  the  member  for 
Sudbury  and  the  member  for  Riverdale,  if 
they  wish  the  bill  to  go  to  Committee  of 
the  Whole  or  to  the  legal  bUls— what  we 
used  to  know  as  the  legal  bills  committee 
—for  study. 

Mr.  Sopha:  May  I  ask  the  minister,  has 
he  received  any  representations  from  anyone 
outside  the  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  believe  not, 
not  that  I  am  aware  of.  There  may  have 
been  something  that  I  would  not  be  aware 
of,  but  I  think  that  is  unlikely.  I  have  not 
had  any  representations  with  respect  to  this. 

Mr.  Sopha:  We  are  content  that  it  go  to 
Committee  of  the  Whole  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  told  that  the 
only  recommendation  not  included  in  this 
bill  is  what  is  known  as  the  cornerstone 
prospectus,  the  continuous  reporting  feature. 
However,  I  shall  check  to  see  if  there  are 
any  recommendations  of  that  committee  on 
the  Ontario  Securities  Commission— in  its 
recommendations  there  were  not— and  make 
them  known  to  members.  I  can  do  it  before 
we  get  to  the   Committee  of  the  Whole. 

At  this  point,  I  would  like  to  say  that  I 
am  grateful  for  the  remarks  of  the  member 
for  Riverdale  complimenting  the  committee, 
which  did  such  excellent,  thorough  work  in 
the  recommendations  that  it  brought  for- 
ward. I  am  glad  that  he  has  mentioned  it. 
I  am  very  glad  to  listen  to  them  and  I  am 
sure  those  remarks  are  very  much  deserved. 


I  had  the  privilege  of  recommending  Pro- 
fessor Willis  to  the  Ontario  Securities  Com- 
mission when  the  commission  was  in  The 
Department  of  the  Attorney  General,  when 
I  was  Attorney  General.  I  am  not  sure 
whether  the  salary  has  been  increased  since 
that  time  or  not,  but  I  heartily  agree  with 
the  comments  made  as  to  his  work  on  that 
commission  and  to  his  great  assistance  in  this 
legislation. 

The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  speaks  of 
going  much  further.  That  perhaps  is  not 
particularly  in  order  really  on  second  reading 
of  this  bill.  We  have  a  bill  to  carry  out  re- 
commendations made  from  the  study  of  our 
committee.  We  have  provisions  in  The  Secur- 
ities Act  now.  Perhaps  they  do  not  go  far 
enough.  I  think  maybe  there  is  something  to 
be  said  for  a  rule  tihait  after  10  per  cent 
ownership  is  acquired,  it  must  be  Teponted. 
This  goes  further  and  requires  further  re- 
porting as  ownership  is  acquired  in  corpora- 
tions. We  shall  discuss  this  in  detail  and 
perhaps  discuss  it  more  thoroughly  in  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole. 

This  is  a  minor  point,  but  I  know  the 
Securities  and  Exohange  Commission  in  the 
United  States  takes  the  action  to  restrain  or 
prevent  mergers.  I  think  it  is  The  Depart- 
ment of  Justice  in  the  United  States  that— 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  is  right. 
Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —stops  combinations 
and  anti-trusts— what  they  consider  to  be 
anti-trust  combinations.  However,  these  are 
things  that  I  shall  be  glad  to  go  into  in 
detail  section  by  section  as  we  go  to  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  and  perhaps  we  will 
find— it  is  a  suggestion,  I  think,  from  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale  that  he  may  have 
some  amendments  to  offer.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  is  warning.  Mr.  Speaker,  tliat  is 
all  I  can  say  at  this  time. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  agreed  then  that  this 
biU  shall  go  to  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if 
the  Minister  would  care  to  go  to  the  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House  now  and  deal 
with  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart?  Fine,  I  have  no  objec- 
tion. I  think  that  is  perhaps  a  good  idea. 
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SECURITIES  ACT,  1966 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  49,  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Securities  Act,  1966. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
aind  Commercial  AflFairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
studying  the  bill  since  its  introduction  there 
has  occurred  to  us  some  amendments,  which 
I  have  not  got  in  order  at  the  moment.  Also, 
I  do  not  have  the  report  here  of  the  recom- 
mendations that  I  certainly  anticipated  hav- 
ing with  me  when  we  took  it  to  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House. 

Perhaps  I  was  a  little  hasty  in  saying  that 
I  was  ready.  I  am  familiar  with  the  terms  of 
the  bill  and  could  discuss  the  sections,  but  I 
want  to  offer  some  amendments.  They  are  not 
in  draft  and  it  would  be  very  difficult  for  me 
to  deal  with,  and  for  the  members  opposite 
to  understand,  so  perhaps  I  might  be  allowed 
to  retract  my  hasty  decision  and  go  back  to 
some  other  business  which  I  can  call. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  ( Downs  view ) :  See  what 
happens  when  you  listen  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Riverdale? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  going  to  call  the 
order  for  committee,  not  Committee  of  the 
Whole,  but  House  in  committee  of  supply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  begs  to  report  progress  and 
asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  20th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TOURISM  AND  INFORMATION 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  The  De- 
partment of  Tourism  and  Information. 
Does  the  hon.  minister  have  a  statement? 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Tourism 
and  Information):  Mr.  Chairman,  this  year 
for  the  first  time  I  have  the  privilege  of  re- 
porting to  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
the  activities  of  The  Department  of  Tourism 
and    Information    and    The    Department    of 


Public  Records   and  Archives   for  the  fiscal 
year  1971. 

Nineteen  seventy  was  a  good  year  for  tour- 
ism in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  tourist 
industry  registered  a  5.3  per  cent  increase 
over  1969  in  United  States  vehicle  traffic  and 
had  an  all-time  record  travel  spending  total 
of  an  estimated  $1.8  bilhon. 

The  tourist  industry's  contribution  to  the 
provincial  economy  is  clearly  marked  by  the 
continuing  and  ascending  pattern  that  has 
gained  annually  from  $265  million  reported 
for  1961. 

Today  tourism  is  big  business.  It  directly 
employs  almost  10  per  cent  of  the  province's 
work  force  and  ranks  third  to  pulp  and  paper 
and  manufacturing  as  an  export  commodity. 
Approximately  30  million  visitors  entered 
Ontario  last  year  as  tourists  and  almost  two 
milhon  visited  one  of  our  37  reception  cen- 
tres throughout  the  province.  This  represents 
more  than  two-thirds  of  all  tourists  driving 
into  Canada  yearly.  Every  year  more  than 
25  miUion  American  visitors  spend  over  $500 
million  in  our  province.  American  visitors 
consist  of  more  than  three  times  our  own 
population.  Every  year  tourist  spending  in 
my  province  exceeds  $1.7  billion  and  is  now 
the  third  largest  generator  of  US  dollars  in 
Ontario. 

To  give  the  hon.  members  some  idea  of  the 
extent  of  my  department's  promotional  pro- 
gramme, we  distributed  in  1970  over  four 
million  pieces  of  literature  to  various  organi- 
2iations  in  Canada  and  the  United  States.  As 
well,  we  received  over  one  quarter  of  a 
million  inquiries,  through  the  mail  and  by 
telephone,  about  opportunities  for  tourists  in 
Ontario.  We  are  now  about  to  focus  addi- 
tional attention  to  the  tourist  potential  of  our 
own  residents,  particularly  urban  southern 
Ontarians.  Actually,  most  tourist  spending  is 
generated  by  Ontarians  in  Ontario.  This 
internal  expenditure  represents  about  60  per 
cent  of  all  tourist  doUao:^.  Yet,  we  do  not 
believe  that  we  have  by  any  means  exihausted 
the  potential  of  the  local  market. 

As  you  will  note  in  a  few  moments,  through 
our  expanded  promotional  techniques  we  are 
attempting  to  convince  people  in  southern 
Ontario  to  take  wider  advantage  of  the  tre- 
mendous tourist  attraction  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  province.  This  means  we  must 
operate  today  the  three-point  approach: 

1.  continuous  efforts  to  attract  the  U.S. 
visitors; 

2.  accelerated  jwomotion  in  the  local 
market; 
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3.  new  plans  now  underway  for  a  piece  of 
the  European  travel  trade. 

At  Ijhe  present  time  we  have  two  repre- 
semtatives  located  in  London,  England,  and 
travelling  throughout  the  continent  to  pro- 
mote Ontario  travel.  Moving  from  Europe 
back  home,  we  now  find  that  we  have  more 
Onltario  residents  making  more  trips  in  the 
province  during  the  winter  and  consequently, 
fewer  trips  out  of  the  province.  We  find  that 
more  of  our  residents  are  Mdoterizing  their 
cottages  instead  of  closing  them  immediately 
after  Labour  Day  or  Thanksgiving.  The  de- 
partment will  be  releasing  very  shortly  an 
analysis  of  Ontario  cottages  and  wthat  effect 
they  have  on  our  economy  and  ithis  study  will 
show  that  an  average  cottage-owner  from  the 
U.S.  spend  about  $1,290  yearly,  whereas 
others  spent  only  $850  per  cottage,  annually. 
The  average  cottager  paid  $96  in  taxes  on 
his  cottage,  $262  on  cottage  maintenance  and 
repair,  and  $446  on  his  visits  to  the  cottage. 
Those  who  own  boats  incurred  further  ex- 
penses depending  on  the  type  and  number  of 
boats. 

In  1970-1971  the  depaitment  issued  a 
major  information  booklet,  "Ontario— There 
Is  A  Place  Not  Far  From  You."  This  booklet 
comibines  our  five  route  bool^  into  one 
magnificent  all-province  brochure.  The  de- 
partment also  has  published  the  following 
new  booklets:  "Ontario,  Canada,"  which  is 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  "mini-lure" 
booklet;  "Roads  to  Recreation,"  and  four  new 
poster  information  booklets  on  hunting,  fish- 
ing, wildfowl  and  Ontario  minerals.  The  de- 
partment also  published  several  multi-infor- 
mation booklets,  one  of  the  most  topical 
being  "Ontario  Boating,"  which  includes  in- 
formation on  marine  facilities,  repairs  and 
acoommodation.  The  department  has  also 
combined  the  provincial  accommodation  guide 
into  one  volume  including  hotels  and  motels 
throughout  the  province  with  information 
about  each. 

In  the  belief  that  television  is  the  medium 
of  the  moment,  that  it  allows  us  greater 
selectivity  of  audience  plus  greater  visual 
impact,  the  department  continues  to  in- 
crease its  emphasis  on  television  advertising. 

In  the  United  States  our  major  objective  is 
to  continue  to  build  an  intelligent  awareness 
of  Ontario  as  a  first-class  vacation  destination. 

We  are  convinced  that  no  one  reaches  a 
vacation  decision  without  a  favourable,  or 
intelligent  and  knowledgeable  awareness,  of 
the  vacation  destination.  So  our  emphasis  is 
on  "intelligent  awareness." 


We  also  know  some  people  hold  miscon- 
ceptions   about   Ontario    as    a   holiday  land. 

Therefore,  another  one  of  our  objectives 
is  to  change  these  misconceptions;  turn  nega- 
tives into  positives. 

Our  aim  ultimately  is  to  promote  Ontario 
as  an  all-season  vacation  land  with  spring, 
summer,  fall  and  winter  attractions  to  the 
tourists.  Last  year,  therefore,  we  expanded 
our  list  of  60-second  commercials  to  include 
one  on  autumn  in  Ontario,  and  two  on  winter 
activities,  particularly  skiing  and  snowmobil- 
ing.  This  programme  will  be  continued  in 
1971-1972. 

While  television  is  the  bedrock  of  our  pro- 
motional thrust,  we  find  print  advertising 
useful  for  specialized  audiences.  For  example, 
we  have  revised  our  Karsh  series  of  full-page 
advertisements  promoting  the  adventure  of 
northern  Ontario  and  will  rerun  them  in  the 
Atlantic  and  Harper's.  And  we  have  changed 
our  thinking  about  fishing  advertising.  Fishing 
today  is  more  than  just  a  sport  for  men 
willing  to  rough  it  in  the  bush.  As  we  see  it, 
and  as  it  is  presented  in  our  magazine  adver- 
tising, fishing  is  a  sport  for  the  whole  family. 
Our  ads  say,  "In  Ontairo,  we  have  a  new 
angle  that  could  make  you  a  hero.  It  is  called 
the  family  fishing  trip." 

Our  media  objective  in  Canada  is  to  pro- 
vide coverage  of  specific  areas:  Toronto, 
Montreal  and  Winnipeg,  and  to  provide  con- 
centrated coverage  of  prospective  tourists 
within  these  areas.  Television  provided  total 
penetration  in  each  of  these  areas  and  the 
United  States  television  campaign  in  border 
areas  such  as  Detroit,  Buffalo,  Rochester  and 
Syracuse  effectively  complemented  the  Cana- 
dian campaign. 

The  spring,  summer  and  fall  campaigns 
were  promoted  on  television  stations  in  To- 
ronto, Hamilton,  Montreal  and  Winnipeg. 
The  winter  campaign  was  featured  in  the 
Toronto-Hamilton  market,  while  the  skiing 
commercials  were  featured  in  Toronto,  Ham- 
ilton and  Winnipeg,  to  promote  skiing  in 
northwestern  Ontario. 

For  a  few  moments,  I  would  like  to  discuss 
with  you  the  planning  and  development 
branch  of  The  Department  of  Tourism  and 
Information  and  its  work  in  this  field.  The 
objectives  of  the  department  are  to  develop 
tourist  and  recreational  attraction  and  to 
encourage  and  promote  involvement  in  the 
standards  of  accommodation  facilities  and 
services  to  the  travelhng  and  vacationing 
public. 
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The  tourism  industry  relies  on  a  delicate 
balance  between  private  initiation  and  public 
intervention.  Since  so  much  depends  on  pri- 
vate initiative  our  planning  function  must  be 
indicative  and  flexible  to  suggest  and  respond 
rather  than  erect  and  impose. 

The  branch  has  been  involved  in  the  plan- 
ning activities  in  regard  to  the  Toronto- 
centred  region.  This  area  extends  well  into 
resort  country  through  Lake  Couchiching, 
Balsam  Lake,  Sturgeon  Lake  and  east  of 
Peterborough.  We  presently  have  staff  rep- 
resentatives of  the  department  and  the  tourist 
industry  to  help  put  this  plan  into  effect. 

New  four-season  resort  complexes  are  now 
developed  in  the  northeast.  They  contain 
clusters  of  year-round  rental  or  owned  rec- 
reational residences  and  condominiums.  This 
branch  also  is  also  one  of  the  most  effective 
means  of  counselling  the  tourist  industry  in 
the  promotion  of  their  facilities  throughout 
the  province.  This  department  works  closely 
with  the  Ontario  Development  Corporation 
which  has  recently  expanded  its  sphere  to 
take  advantage  of  available  money. 

No  report  on  The  Department  of  Tourism 
and  Information  would  be  complete  without 
some  mention  of  the  very  successful  opening 
of  the  final  stage  of  Ste.-Marie-among-the- 
Hurons.  This  site  has  become  a  major  tourist 
attraction  in  the  Midland-Orilila  area  and 
will  prove  to  be  one  of  the  finest  examples 
of  restoration  in  Ontario.  As  I  am  sure  you 
are  well  aware,  the  final  stage  was  opened 
by  the  'hoo.  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis) 
approximately  one  month  ago.  This  final  stage 
involves  a  participation  museum  which  now 
makes  Ste.-Marie-among-ithe-Hurons  com- 
plete. 

Fort  William  in  Thunder  Bay  is  a  major 
undertaking  which  will  begin  construction 
very  soon.  The  oflBcial  sod-turning  ceremony 
will  take  place  June  28  at  the  site  of  the 
Kam  River.  Again,  the  Prime  Minister  will 
participate  in  that   ceremony. 

The  Department  of  Records  and  Archives 
has  been  involved  heavily  in  the  past  year 
in  assisting  the  implementation  of  an  im- 
proved government-wide  record  management 
programme.  This  programme  involves  the 
inventorying  and  identification  of  the  records- 
series  of  all  govermnent  departments  so  that 
they  may  be  controlled  and  made  more  acces- 
sible under  specific  retention  schedules.  In 
co-operation  with  Treasury  Board's  records 
management  committee,  the  archives  provides 
skilled  technical  advice  and  assistance  to 
departmental  officials  in  the  scheduling  and 
overall  management  of  their  records  and  in 


the  training  of  the  departmental  officials  con- 
cerned. The  archives  also  operates  a  low-cost 
repository  for  the  less  active  records  of  the 
various  departments  at  Cooksville.  During 
the  calendar  year  1970  it  was  estimated  that 
net  savings  of  some  $650,000  were  effected 
through  this  programme,  and  this  saving  is 
expected  to  be  at  least  doubled  during  the 
present  year. 

The  total  number  of  registered  research 
visits  made  by  members  of  the  public  to 
the  archives  during  the  last  year  is  the 
largest  to  date,  in  spite  of  inadequate  physical 
facilities  in  the  present  archives  building. 
Provisions  have  been  made  to  move  the 
archives  to  new  and  expanded  quarters 
during  the  coming  fall.  Many  valuable  manu- 
script collections  were  added  (to  the  aiichives' 
holdings  during  the  last  year,  both  by  means 
of  transfer  from  government  agencies  and 
through  purchase  or  donation  from  non- 
government  sources. 

The  archives  historical  marking  programme, 
under  the  guidance  of  the  Archaeological 
and  Historic  Sites  Board,  wdll  be  continuing 
at  its  rate  of  40  to  50  plaques  per  year, 
and  a  total  of  some  640  have  been  erected 
to  date.  It  is  hoped  that  during  the  present 
fiscal  year,  some  of  the  results  of  the  very 
extensive  basic  research  back  of  this  pro- 
gramme will  be  made  available  in  published 
form  for  distribution  to  schools  and  other 
interested    institutions. 

Our  museums  advisers  will  continue  to 
provide  technical  advice  and  assistance  to 
the  province's  local  museums  in  such  fields 
as  display,  conservaition,  identification,  cata- 
loguing,  financing   and  publicity. 

Last  year  marked  the  first  full  year  of 
operation  for  the  Ontario  Science  Centre.  It 
was  a  period  marked  by  intense  visitor 
reaction  to  the  centre,  almost  all  of  it 
favourable  and  much  of  it  from  American 
tourists.  Up  to  the  first  of  April  of  this 
year,  the  centre  has  been  visited  by  more 
than  half  a  million  paying  customers,  and 
more  than  40,000  school  children  admitted 
free   on  educational   visits. 

Also  impressive  was  the  number  of  pro- 
fessional groups  visiting  the  centre.  These 
ranged  from  museum  directors  and  exhibit 
designers,  to  scientists  and  architects.  The 
entire  board  of  directors  of  the  New  York 
Hall  of  Science  paid  a  visit  to  discuss  their 
own  development  with  us. 

Astronaut  James  Lovell  was  another  promi- 
nent guest  of  the  centre,  and  a  group  of 
scientists  from  the  Soviet  Union  were  given 
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a  tour  by  a  Russian-speaking  member  of 
our  staff.  He  reported  that  they  left  most 
impressed. 

In  all,  51  new  exhibits  were  added  during 
the  year,  and  43  were  subject  to  major 
modifications. 

In  1970,  the  travel  research  branch  com- 
pleted 15  major  studies  on  the  tourist  industry, 
mostly  related  to  visitors;  17  smaller  research 
projects  were  completed  and  13  major  re- 
search projects  are  now  under  way.  Two 
departmental  studies  are  of  particular  note 
and  give  some  general  indication  to  the 
widespread  activities  of  the  department  across 
the  province. 

The  first  major  study  is  the  development 
of  tourism  in  southern  Ontario.  In  January 
of  this  year,  the  department  contracted  with 
Proctor,  Redfem,  Bousfield  and  Bacon  to 
formulate  planning  concepts  and  guidelines 
to  aid  our  field  staff  in  carrying  out  their 
duties  of  administering  their  respective  areas. 
This  study  is  designed  as  an  interim  measure 
until  the  more  comprehensive  interdepart- 
mental tourism  and  outdoor  recreational  plan 
is  made  operational. 

The  consultants'  task  is  to  draw  up  a 
composite  picture  of  tourism  as  it  exists  at 
the  present,  to  gain  an  appreciation  of  the 
problems  and,  as  I  have  mentioned,  to 
develop  guidelines  that  will  be  particularly 
useful  to  the  field  staff;  finally,  to  establish 
priorities  for  the  development  of  the  tourist 
industry  in  each  tourist  area,  and  for  northern 
Ontario  as  a  whole. 

Because  of  the  growing  importance  of 
snowmobiling  in  the  province,  my  depart- 
ment's travel  research  branch  is  in  the 
process  of  completing  a  survey  on  the  socio- 
economic characteristics  of  snowmobilers,  the 
intensity  of  usage  and  the  economic  activity 
generated. 

Theatres  branch:  The  number  of  feature 
films  submitted  for  examination  was  728, 
of  which  211  were  restricted,  233  were 
classified  as  adult  entertainment  and  270 
for  general  audiences.  Fourteen  were  not 
approved.  One  hundred  features  were  ap- 
proved after  requested  eliminations  were 
agreed  to  by  the  film  exchanges. 

We  seem  to  be  entering  a  healthy  period 
of  aotiviity  for  Canadian-produced  films.  This 
year  the  board  was  pleased  to  view  nine 
Canadian  features.  Some  of  these  films,  with 
dialogue  in  the  French  language,  should  help 
in  promoting  a  better  understanding  between 
Freneih-  and  English-speaking  Canadians. 


The  volume  of  advertising  received  for 
examination  remains  around  the  level  of 
recent  years.  We  examined  16,251  pieces  and 
rejected  380.  After  alteration,  a  further  69 
were  approved. 

During  the  year  we  continued  the  policy 
of  discussing  our  work  with  various  public 
groups.  In  this  regard  a  number  of  high 
schools  conducted  seminars  variously  known 
as  "Discovery  Day,"  "Perception  Day"  or 
some  such  descriptive  title.  It  has  been  our 
frequent  pleasure  to  participate  in  many  of 
these    discussions. 

There    were    402    theatre    licences    issued 

during  the  year- 
Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Did  the 

member  enjoy  the  films? 

Mr.  Guindon:  —and  a  total  of  2,122  visits 
to  theatres,  including  124  special  visits  during 
children's  matinees,  were  made  by  our  in- 
spectors who  issued  318  orders  to  conform 
to  safety  regulations. 

St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commission:  A  year 
ago  on  this  occasion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  spoke 
to  you  on  behalf  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Parks 
Commission,  whose  facilities  include  Upper 
Canada  Village  near  Morrisburg  and  Old 
Fort   Henry   at  Kingston. 

These  major  historic  sites  and  the  chain 
of  parks  from  the  Bay  of  Quinte  to  Glen- 
garry on  the  Quebec  border  form  one  of  the 
most  important  complexes  in  Ontario  tourism. 
All  aspects  of  the  commission's  facilities 
achieved  new  attendance  and  revenue  rec- 
ords during  1970  and  even  this  early  in  the 
season  of  1971  are  substantially  ahead  of  a 
year  ago. 

The  Ontario  Heritage  Foundation,  one  of 
this  government's  most  important  agencies, 
has  been  deeply  involved  in  the  history  of 
this  province  for  three  years.  This  year,  the 
foundation  opened  a  fine  example  of  a  19th 
century  apothecary  in  Niagara-on-the-Lake. 
It  recently  accepted  50  acres  of  land  near 
Aurora  and  the  foundation's  personnel  are 
presently  studying  this  area  to  find  a  viable 
use  for  this  land.  Since  the  inception  of  the 
foundation,  300  offers  of  historic  properties 
have  been  made  to  the  foundation  with  many 
of  these  involving  historic  buildings. 

We,  in  Ontario,  are  particularly  fortunate 
in  having  an  envirormient  which  appeals  to 
everyone,  not  only  in  its  diversity  but  also 
in  its  clean  water  and  fresh  air.  The  past 
year  has  been  a  good  year,  filled  with  suc- 
cesses from  Ste.-Marie-among-the-Hurons  to 
the  announcement  about  Fort  William.  We 
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look  forward  to  vastly  increased  spending  in 
the  tourist  industry  and  a  constantly  growing 
influx  of  visitors. 

Hon.  members,  I  would  like  to  leave  further 
discussion  of  the  estimates  of  my  department 
for  your  questions.  I  leave  you  with  the 
thought  that  the  money  in  these  estimates  will 
be  used  to  promote  one  of  Ontario's  most 
important  industries,  tourism. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  H.  EdighoflFer  (Perth):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  first  of  all  to  congratulate  the 
new  minister  on  his  portfolio.  I  have,  of 
course,  seen  him  around  the  province  on 
several  occasions  and  I  certainly  hope  he 
enjoys  his  duties.  I  must  say,  though,  that  I 
noticed  in  the  paper  not  too  long  ago  that 
one  person  in  Toronto,  maybe,  did  not  think 
too  much  of  this  minister,  because  he  used 
a  five-letter  word  in  one  of  the  headlines 
criticizing  the  minister  and  the  Fort  York 
site  when  he  made  comments  regarding  this. 

Again,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  welcome  this  oppor- 
tunity to  take  part  in  the  discussion  of  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Tourism 
and  Information.  Tourism,  as  the  minister 
has  stated,  is,  and  will  continue  to  be,  one 
of  the  greatest  means  of  revenue  in  the 
province  and,  of  course,  it  affects  the  econ- 
omic climate  in  many  area.  Being  a  resident 
of  the  Stratford  area,  I  am  fully  aware  of 
the  impact  of  the  tourist  dollars.  I  might  add 
that  I  was  most  pleased  to  see  the  new 
minister  in  attendance  at  the  opening  of  the 
festival  on  June  7.  I  am  sure  he  enjoyed  his 
visit.  I  might  add  that  having  the  Fort  Henry 
guard  there  for  the  oflBcial  opening  at  the 
noon  hour  was  certainly  impressive.  It  shows 
that  the  tourist  industry  throughout  the  prov- 
ince is  co-operating  to  promote  this  business. 

Last  year  during  the  estimates  and  during 
my  opening  remarks,  I  went  into  detail  re- 
garding the  theatres  branch  and  stated  our 
views  on  censorship.  I  do  not  know  if  the 
present  minister  is  as  interested  in  censorship 
as  the  former  minister  was,  but  I  do  not 
feel  I  want  to  take  any  more  time  as  our 
party's  position  is  on  record.  I  will  leave 
that  as  it  is. 

As  I  read  the  1970  report  and  again 
scanned  back  over  the  1969  report,  it  was 
somewhat  alarming  to  note  that  in  1969  the 
report  stated  that  in  Ontario,  after  a  com- 
paratively slow  start,  the  tourist  indus*^ry 
registered  a  five  per  cent  increase  over  the 
previous  year.  In  the  report  received  a  few 
weeks  ago  for  1970,  it  stated  that  total  travel 
spending    is    estimated    to    have    increased 


modestly  over  the  previous  year's  total  of 
$1.7  billion.  I  am  wondering  if  this  means 
that  it  is  very  much  below  the  five  per  cent 
increase.  I  realize  economic  conditions  were 
somewhat  changed,  but  in  my  estimation  this 
should  be  cause  for  alarm  by  this  depart- 
ment and  by  this  government. 

Another  reason  might  be  that  the  provincial 
parks  are  attracting  more  people  for  somewhat 
less  expensive  holidays,  but  then  the  decrease 
in  the  amoimt  spent  by  the  tourist  might 
show  up  in  the  sales  of  trailers,  tents  and 
equipment.  We  should,  I  think,  enjoy  an 
increased  tourisit  reaction.  I  was  glad  to  read 
that  the  department  is  now  furthering  its 
promotion  for  winter  sports  and  outdoor 
activities. 

On  looking  over  the  responsibilities  for  this 
department,  I  will  say,  as  1  did  last  year,  that 
it  could  be  the  time  either  to  dispense  with 
the  department  or  else  add  more  responsibility 
in  order  that  tourism  in  Ontario  may  develop 
to  its  maximum.  Too  many  bits  and  pieces  of 
promotion  are  being  promoted  on  a  helter- 
skelter  basis  by  many  departments.  As  we 
look  at  different  departments,  we  see  Energy 
and  Resources  Management,  Municipal 
Affairs,  Land  and  Foresits,  Treasury  and 
Economics,  Trade  and  Development,  even 
Transix>rtation  and  Communications— all  these 
departments  take  part. 

It  appears  to  me  that  this  could  be  a  catch- 
all department.  Under  the  tourism  part,  we 
have  archives  and  history,  Huronia  historical 
parks,  the  St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commission, 
the  Ontario  Science  Centre  and,  of  oouree, 
all  the  advertising,  publicity  and  the  research 
that  gives  us  films  and  broohuTes  of  many 
kinds,  as  the  minister  stated  today. 

The  department  also  licenses  tourist  estab- 
lishments and  gives  grants  to  tourist  councils. 
Then  we  look  over  to  the  information  branch 
and  we  read-^and  I  really  believe  this  could 
be  somewhat  misleading  to  the  public.  Many 
people  think  this  is  an  Ontario  government 
information  dex>artment,  but  if  we  read  the 
report  we  find  it  is  a  travel  counselling  arm 
of  the  government  and  its  task  is  to  convert 
prospects  into  tourists.  This  is  certainly  a  m<»t 
important  i^pect,  if  we  want  to  maintain  out 
tourist  industry,  but  I  now  see  better  co-ordi- 
nation if  these  branches  were  combined  with 
other  branches  of  the  government. 

The  oflficial  opposition  has  stated  from 
time  to  time  that  government  departments 
should  be  reduced  so  the  government  would 
be  smaller  and  more  efficient,  and  this  is  one 
depaTtment  that  possibly  should  go  without 
too  much  trouble.  I  think  archives  and  history 
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could  go  to  The  Department  of  Education. 
The  theatres  branch  could  go  the  Fiiianicial 
and  Conunercial  Affairs  departmenit.  Travel 
research  could  go  to  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications. St.  Lawrence  Park  and  historioal 
parks  could  go  to  Lands  and  Forests  or  along 
with  Niagara,  to  Municipal  A£Fairs. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Where  do  you 
want  the  minister  to  go? 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  He  can  go  further. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  He  can 
retire. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  They  can 
carry  him.  He  is  not  a  bad  fellow. 

Mr.  Ruston:  No,  he  is  a  nice  fellow;  we  will 
le!t  him  retire. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Then,  of  course,  the  pro- 
m'otion  departmenit  in  the  Science  Centre 
oould  go  to  the  Trade  and  Development 
department.  This,  of  course,  is  a  suggestion 
for  the  present  administration,  but  we,  as  a 
Liberal  government,  would  divide  it  up 
among  three  departments.  First  would  be 
Industry,  Trade  and  Development;  second. 
Resources;  and,  third.  Environment. 

An  hon.  member:  Which  we  just  do  not 
have  time  to  enjoy. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yes,  we  will  take  care  of  it. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Come  Oct- 
ober. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid':  You  had  better  be  careful 
there.  You  are  in  trouble. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that 
this  dei>artment  has  had  m'any  meetings 
across  the  province  with  tourisit  councils  and 
regional  development  councils.  I  would  like 
to  refer  to  the  Land  Between  the  Lakes 
Guidelines  for  Action,  1971. 

I  attended  one  of  these  meetings  and  was 
most  impressed  by  the  time  and  effort  put 
into  this  display.  Much  thought  had  gone  into 
the  preparation.  The  minister  was  there  to 
speak.  A  stage  and  screen  was  prepared  for 
a  professional  production,  and  we  were  shown 
the  short  commercial  films  used  on  TV  to  lure 
the  tourists  to  Ontario. 

The  impact  of  the  presentation  was  in  itwo 
parts,  as  stated  in  the  booklet,  which  has 
been  produced.  First  was  the  review  of  the 
existing  tourism  resources  and  marketing 
methods.  Second,  were  the  guidelines  for 
action. 


I  was  most  interested  in  the  three  guide- 
lines for  action,  w*hich  were  headed:  1.  Main- 
taining environmental  quality;  2.  Expanding 
tourist  facilities  and  attractions;  3.  Better 
^marketing. 

Under  each  of  these  headings  certain  rec- 
ommendations were  made.  I  will  not  take 
the  time  to  go  into  detail  as  I  know  each 
member  probably  has  a  copy  of  this  study, 
but  I  would  just  like  to  suggest  that  imder 
No.  1— maintaining  enviTonmental  quality— 
this  oould  certainly  be  looked  after  by  the 
Energy  and  Resources  Management  or  Mun- 
icipal Affairs  departments. 

No.  2.  Expanding  tourist  facibties  and 
attractions.  This  could,  of  course,  go  imder 
Trade  and  Development  or  Lands  and  Forests, 
and  No.  3,  better  marketing  could  certainly 
be  handled  by  Trade  and  Development. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  are  spending 
on  services  which  could  be  controlled  in  a 
more  co-ordinated  fashion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  we  aire  discussing  tour- 
ism, I  am  prompted  to  mention  Ontario.  I 
realize  there  are  no  moneys  in  these  estimates 
for  Ontario  Place,  but  I  regard  it  as  a 
tourist  attraction  and  one  which  has  cost  the 
people  of  Ontario  a  lot  of  money.  As  I  went 
back  over  the  press  clippings  on  Ontario  Place, 
I  noted  that  the  then  minister,  who  announced 
it,  stated  it  would  cost  $13  milhon.  Today  we 
find  that  that  cost  has  doubled.  Maybe  the 
area  has  been  enlarged,  but  it  amazes  me 
how  easily  this  government  can  find  an  extra 
$10  million  or  $15  million  if  needed  for  that 
type  of  promotion. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  think  they  print  their  own 
money. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  The  reason  I  mention  this— 

An  hon.  member:  Makes  the  Bonaventure 
look  like  a  rowboat. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  They 
found  some  money  for  Stratford  when  they 
needed  it. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Great  area!  The  reason  I 
mention  this  expenditure  briefly  is  that  I 
recall  over  the  last  several  years  how  the 
tourist  operators  have  been  invited  to  come 
before  a  committee  of  the  Legislature  and 
present  their  brief.  This  always  seemed  like 
a  sensible  idea  and,  of  course,  many  useful 
suggestions  were  made.  The  one  request  that 
always  came  up  was  the  need  for  funds  to  be 
made  available  to  tourist  operators.  They  did 
not  want  forgiveable  loans  but  some  funds 
for  assisting  in  the  expansion  of  the  facility. 
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I  realize  that  last  year  the  minister  did 
make  a  great  announcement  that  a  $1  milhon 
loan  fund  would  be  established  to  provide 
qualifying  resort  operators  with  loans  of  up  to 
$50,000.  This  was  certainly  a  welcome  fact 
and  I  fully  realize  that  this  programme  has 
been  changed  somewhat  and  the  amount  has 
been  increased  to  $75,000  now.  This  was 
certainly  a  welcome  fact,  but  I  compare  this 
$1  million,  which  has  to  be  spread  all  over 
Ontario,  to  the  millions  spent  at  Ontario 
Place. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  if  that  extra  $10 
or  $15  million  used  to  enlarge  Ontario  Place 
had  been  put  in  a  fund  for  the  tourist  oper- 
ators, we  could  have  gained  a  great  deal 
more  tourist  revenue  and  probably  would 
have  received  better  value  because  private 
enterprise  would  have  been  participating. 

Now  as  far  as  continuing  with  the  invita- 
tions to  the  tourist  operators  is  concerned, 
it  would  look  as  though  the  government  has 
given  them  a  loan  fimd  and  does  not  want 
to  hear  any  more  from  them.  I  have  not 
heard  of  any  such  meetings  continuing  this 
year  and  I  would  suggest  that  the  minister 
look  seriously  at  this  and  continue  with  this 
programme. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  just 
one  other  brief  comment  or  two  before  clos- 
ing. I  noticed  when  I  was  at  a  meeting— I 
believe  it  was  in  April,  1970,  when  the 
deputy  minister  was  at  a  meeting  in  my  area. 
He  was  speaking  to  the  midwestern  regional 
tourist  council.  Briefly,  he  was  talking  about 
allocating  funds  for  promotions  by  the  muni- 
cipalities. I  just  quote  briefly  from  the  re- 
marks he  made. 

Most  of  you  are  aware,  I  am  sure,  that 
every  sizeable  community  in  the  province 
maintains  an  industrial  commissioner  with- 
in the  employ  of  the  mimicipality  or  the 
local  chamber  of  commerce.  This  person's 
job  is  mainly  devoted  to  seeking  out  new 
industries  or  encouraging  the  development 
of  existing  ones. 

It  is  especially  painful  to  see  this  when 
municipal  governments  get  in  over  their 
heads  in  offering  incentives  to  industry  to 
locate  in  areas  which  are  not  now  and  per- 
haps never  will  be  particularly  attractive 
to  secondary  industrial  growth.  It  is  also 
painful  to  view  the  bitter  industrial  com- 
petition among  the  municipal  neighbours. 

It  is  our  view  that  some  of  these  com- 
munities may  be  better  off  in  the  long  run 
to  get  out  of  the  competitive  race  and  turn 
to    the   leisure   industry,    tourism,   because 


this  is  an  industry  which  lends  itself  to 
oo-operation  rather  than  to  competition  at 
the  community  level. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  took  this  to  mean  that  some 
municipalities  should  forget  all  other  industry 
in  terms  of  tourism  and  I  should  just  like  to 
pose  this  question  now  to  the  minister.  Is  it 
the  policy  of  the  department  to  recommend 
to  municipalities  that  they  can  be  assured 
that  tourism  is  as  efiBcient  and  as  definite  a 
means  of  maintaining  a  municipality  for  an 
untold  number  of  years? 

Before  closing,  again,  I  cannot  help  pass 
up  the  opportunity  to  make  a  brief  comment 
on  the  article  in  the  Windsor  Star  by  Bill 
Frade.  I  would  just  like  to  quote  from  this 
article. 

The  Ontario  government  has  a  report 
with  recommendations  on  the  troubles  be- 
setting the  Muskoka  district  and  among 
other  things  it  says:  Our  concept  of  a 
model  recreation  community  takes  the  form 
of  a  triangulated  hexagon.  Each  triangular 
segment  is  a  dependant  totality  with  vec- 
tor lines  constituting  the  dominant  factors, 
the  outer  records  containing  the  action 
ingredient  or  planning  tool  that  enables  the 
purposeful  organization  of  the  dominant 
to  meet  or  to  create  markets  for  the  activi- 
ties contained  in  the  community. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Edihoffer:  To  continue  the  quote:— 
The  Muskoka  lakes  district  has  been 
slipping  and  decaying  as  the  province's 
prime  vacation  area  and  the  report  written 
for  the  government  by  an  outfit  called 
Project  Planning  Associates  Limited  ap- 
parently contains  recommendations  for 
local  government  and  local  actions  to 
remedy  this  situation.  The  whole  thing  is 
called  recreation  and  community  develop- 
ment on  the  Canadian  Shield  portion  of 
southern  Ontario  and  the  documents  made 
public  recently  by  the  tourism  department 
are  divided  into  two  volumes. 

The  paragraph  quoted  above  can  be 
found  sort  of  stumbled  upon  on  page  6 
of  volume  1  called  "Concepts  of  a  Model 
Recreation  Community."  There  is  a  feeling 
that  it  provides  the  key  for  transforming 
the  Muskoka  lakes  back  into  an  area  of 
both  natural  beauty  and  profit  if  only 
someone  knew  what  it  meant.  Now  various 
officials  of  the  Tourism  department  have 
been  contacted  but  to  no  avail.  Admittedly 
a  lot  of  senior  department  officials,  includ- 
ing   the    then   minister,    Mr.    James    Auld, 
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were  out  of  town  and  unavailable  for 
explanations,  but  a  press  gallery  colleague, 
who  did  reach  Mr.  Auld,  would  have  done 
just  as  well  not  to  have  bothered.  Mr. 
Auld  could  not  explain  it. 

The  highest  ranking  available  gentlemen 
in  the  department's  research  branch  ex- 
plained how  valuable  is  the  report,  but 
he  did  not  know  what  that  part  of  it 
meant  either.  He  suggested  he  might  have 
understood  it  once  but  it  has  been  three 
months  since  he  last  saw  it.  The  govern- 
ment here  buys  a  lot  of  reports  from  time 
to  time  to  help  its  own  planning;  to  aid 
in  drafting  legislation;  and  for  its  and 
the  public's  edification.  Some  are  quite 
good.  However,  if  the  Tourism  department 
really  needs  all  the  information  it  receives 
from  the  Muskoka  report,  the  department 
is  either  incredibly  inept  or  it  is  buying 
a  lot  of  junk  along  with  possibly  some 
things  of  value. 

Now  it  goes  on  and  on,  and  the  other 
interesting  thing  quoted  is  that  the  head 
office  for  Projeet  Planning  Associates  Limited 
is  in  St.  John's,  Newfoundland. 

There  are  certainly  many  other  areas  I 
would  like  to  or  could  discuss  at  this  time. 
I  know  that  Tourism,  as  we  have  seen  in 
many  press  releases,  is  being  affected  by 
pollution  in  many  areas.  In  northern  Ontario 
we  hear  of  some  camps  that  are  not  opening 
or  partially  opening  because  of  water  pol- 
lution. In  my  own  riding  we  even  have  air 
pollution  problems.  I  received  a  letter  just 
the  other  day  from  visitors— 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Much  to  do  about 
nothing. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  The  minister  enjoyed  it, 
though. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Blew  over  from  Pittsburgh 
or  Gary. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Where  did  you  blow  in 
from? 

Mr.  EdighoflFer:  I  just  received  a  letter 
from  a  family  which  keeps  guests  in  our 
area  and  because  of  some  of  their  air  pol- 
lution the  guests  were  certainly  discouraged 
and  thought  they  would  never  come  back. 
And  I  have  names  here  from  East  Africa, 
Gennany,  the  West  Indies,  Switzerland  and 
Ireland. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no  doubt  that  we 
must    continue    to    promote    tourism    in    the 


most  efficient  and  effective  way,  and  I  hope 
the  minister  will  take  note  of  some  of  the 
comments  I   have  made. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  join  with  the  member  for  Perth  and 
congratulate  the  new  minister  on  his  most 
recent  appointment  and  wish  him  luck  in 
this  portfolio. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Are  you  the 
critic  of  every  department? 

Mr.  Stokes:   Just  most  of  them. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  They  run 
a  little  thin  over  there  in  talent. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  followed  this  depart- 
ment with  a  great  deal  of  interest  during 
my  tenure  in  this  Legislature,  and  I  think 
that  most  of  the  comments  that  I  made  in 
the  first  instance  in  1968  are  to  a  large 
extent  still  valid  today.  We  are  spending  a 
little  bit  more  money— 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  Not  much. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —but  certainly  not  enough  to 
do  the  job  that  the  tourist  industry  expects 
of  this  department  and  the  kind  of  attention 
that  they  certainly  merit,  given  the  tremen- 
dous contribution  that  tourism  does  make  to 
the  economy  and  to  the  people  of  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

When  one  considers  the  close  to  two  bil- 
lion dollars  that  accrues  to  the  economy  of 
this  province  as  a  result  of  our  tourist  indus- 
try, it  is  little  wonder  that  we  do  have  a  lot 
of  entrepreneurs  engaged  in  the  tourist  in- 
dustry being  highly  critical  of  the  lack  of 
co-ordination,  the  lack  of  understanding  and 
the  lack  of  assistance  given  by  this  depart- 
ment and  this  government  to  such  a  signifi- 
cant industry  and  such  an  important  industry 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  notice  in  the  annual  report,  and  in  some 
research  that  I  have  done  in  preparing  my- 
self to  speak  on  behalf  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  during  these  estimates,  that  the 
government  and  this  department  again  seem 
to  indulge  themselves  in  studying  and  re- 
studying  and  surveying  and  resurveying 
without  coming  to  any  definitive  conclusions 
as  to  where  they  are  really  going  in  promot- 
ing tourism  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  was  interested  to  hear  the  minister,  in  his 
leadoflE  remarks,   refer  to   a  study   that  had 
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been  conducted  by  Proctor  and  Redfem.  I 
was  going  to  mention  a  study  by  Peat  Mar- 
wick  that  had  been  taken  a  couple  of  years 
ago  in  the  Kenora-Rainy  River  area,  and  of 
course  I  think  the  minister's  colleague  sitting 
next  to  him— the  Minister  of  Mines  and  Nor- 
thern Affairs— will  agree  with  me  that  nothing 
tangible  has  resulted  from  that  study,  and 
yet  we  are  engaging  ourselves  in  province- 
wide  studies  with  no  tangible  results. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  That  is  not  right.  An 
incorrect  statement.  If  you  will  check  the 
recommendations  you  will  see  that  many 
have  been  completed 

Mr.  Yakabusld:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay  is  always  misleading  the 
House. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  do  not  know  of  any  of  them 
that  have  and  if  you  want  to  get  involved  in 
the  estimates  of  this  department,  feel  quite 
free  to  do  so.  I  will  debate  them  with  you. 

I  happen  to  come  from  an  area  that  relies 
to  a  large  extent,  on  the  tourist  industry  and 
the  resource  industries  generally.  I  am  well 
aware  of  the  deficiency  of  this  department  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  problems  of  the  north, 
particularly  as  it  affects  the  tourist  industry. 
You  are  not  going  to  sidetrack  me,  because 
I  can  show  you  68  recommendations  in  the 
Design  for  Development  of  northwestern 
Ontario.  I  can  show  you  the  recommendations 
of  the  Northwestern  Ontario  Development 
Council— and  if  they  were  satisfied  with  the 
progress  made  to  date  in  northwestern  On- 
tario they  would  not  be  indulging  themselves 
in  spending  hours  and  hours  making  recom- 
mendations to  this  government  and  to  this 
department  as  to  what  needs  to  be  done  to 
foster  that  kind  of  development- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
Mr.  Stokes:  —in  the  tourist  industry. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Is  the  dep- 
uty minister  there? 

Mr.  Stokes:  One  of  the— 

Hon.   Mr.   Bemier:    Mr.    Chairman,    on    a 
point  of  order- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —I  think  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  misleading  the  House- 
Mr.    Yakabuski:    He    always    misleads    the 
House. 


Hon.    Mr.    Bemier:    —because    the    report 
that  he  refers  to  is  the  Design  for  Develop- 
ment- 
Mr.  Singer:  That  is  no  point  of  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —has  not  as  yet  been 
accepted  as  government  policy.  They  are 
being  reviewed— 

Mr.  Singer:  Order!  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —and  the  northwest 
Ontario  tourist  inventory  study  has  been 
amply  looked  into  by  The  Department  of 
Tourism  and  Information- 
Mr.  Singer:  He  is  trying  to  debate  the 
thing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —and  many  of  the 
recommendaitions  have  been  complied  with. 

An  hon.  member:  To  a  point,  you  have  a 
point  of  order. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
Minister  is  quite  right,  they  have  looked  into 
it.  But  they  have  been  looking  into  these 
reports  ad  nauseam  and  whenever  they  get 
sick  and  tired  of  looking  into  one  report  they 
commission  another  study  so  that  they  can 
engage  themselves  into  looking  at  yet  an- 
other  report. 

I  want  to  refer,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might, 
to  the  most  recent  study.  It  is  called  TORPS 
—the  tourism  and  outdoor  recreation  plan 
study  and  a  committee  goes  along  with  it. 
This  was  unveiled  about  14  months  ago  and 
I  would  like  to  know  from  the  minister  just 
what  benefit  accrues  to  the  province  and  to 
the  tourist  industry  as  a  result  of  these 
comprehensive  surveys.  I  would  like  to  know 
what  tangible  value  is  in  these  reports.  How 
do  you  intend  to  use  them?  And  I  want 
to  go  way  back  in  the  tail  end  of  the  report. 
It  is  appendix  A,  and  it  is  a  glossary  of 
terms,  where  they  spend  considerable  time 
defining  what  "accessibility"  is,  "activity  ac- 
commodation passage,"  "attraction,"  "home- 
based  recreation"— and  I  would  like  to  know 
what  home-based  recreation  is,  you  know? 

Mr.  Sopha:  You  do  not  know  what  home- 
based  recreation  is? 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  do  in  my  terms,  but  I  want 
to  know  if  the  minister  agrees  with  me.  It 
says: 

This  is  defined  as  being  any  form  of 
recreation  that  involves  a  single  activity 
purpose,  during  a  day  or  a  part  of  a  day— 
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It   does  not  say  anything  about  night. 

—and  does  inform  the  use  of  any  form 
of  lodging  or  accommodiation  away  from 
home,  or  a  permanent  residence. 

And,  down  on  the  bottom  of  the  page- 
Mr.    Sopha:    I   would  have  nothing  to  do 
with  that. 

Mr.    Stokes:    —Mr.    Chairman,   it  mentions 
something  about  motivation,  and  it  goes  on 


to  study  that.  I  am  just  wondering  if  this 
is  the  extent  to  which  this  department  in- 
dulges itself,  you  know,  in  a  comprehensive 
survey  of  the  tourist  industry. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Good-looking  book, 

Mr.   Chairman:    Perhaps   this   would  be   a 
convenient  spot  to  adjourn. 

It  being  6  o'clock  p.m.,  the   House  took 
recess. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The   House  resumed  at  8   o'clock,  p.m. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

TOURISM  AND   INFORMATION 

(continued) 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Yes,  thank 
you,   Mr.   Chairman. 

Before  the  dinner  break  we  were  talking 
about  the  TORP  study  and  home-based  recre- 
ation. I  am  sure  the  member  for  Sudbury 
(Mr.  Sopha)  and  I  know  what  home-based 
recreation  is.  I  just  hope  that  over  the  dinner 
hour  perhaps  the  minister  has  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  assess  for  himself  in  his  own  depart- 
ment what  importance  he  places  on  that 
particular  aspect  of  this  study, 

I  am  particularly  concerned,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, about  the  effect  of  the  new  incentives 
programme  and  what  good  effect  it  might 
have  on  the  tourist  industry.  In  speaking  to 
many  people  who  are  involved,  I  find  that 
they  are  highly  critical  of  the  programme 
that  has  been  set  up  and  was  specifically 
designed  to  assist  the  tourist  industry  in  ex- 
pansion, or  in  the  construction  of  new  outlets. 

I  would  feel  that  the  minister,  the  newly 
appointed  Minister  of  Tourism  and  Informa- 
tion (Mr.  Guindon),  should  take  it  upon  him- 
self to  impress  upon  his  colleagues  the  need 
for  setting  up  a  fund  specifically  designed  to 
foster  the  kind  of  growth  that  is  talked  about 
in  the  tourist  industry,  separate  and  apart 
from  The  Department  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment. I  am— 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  A  capital 
loan  fund. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes,  I  feel  very,  very  strongly, 
and  I  think  that  many  people  in  the  industry 
feel  very  strongly,  that  the  needs  and  aspira- 
tions of  those  involved  in  tourism  are  getting 
short  shrift,  inasmuch  as  it  seems  to  get  lost 
in  the  overall  swim  of  things.  I  think  that 
this  department  and  this  government  is  really 
selling  the  tourist  industry  short. 
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I  do  not  think  that  there  is  any  area  of 
endeavour  in  the  province  today  that  has 
as  much  potential  as  the  tourist  industry. 
I  would  like  to  quote  from  an  article  that 
appeared  in  the  Ontario  Naturalist  in  1970. 
It  is  entitled  "Tourism  Oversell  and  Under- 
supply"  and  it  was  written  by  Wayne  Mac- 
Laren,  and  I  quote: 

Speaking  as  an  advertising  executive  and 
one  whose  experience  includes  work  with 
the  Canadian  government  travel  bureau 
account,  I  feel  qualified  to  say  that  Mr. 
Robarts  has  the  best-run  government  tour- 
ist promotion  agency  in  the  world. 

The  techniques  it  uses  are  the  most 
sophisticated  I  have  seen  and  its  material 
the  most  persuasive.  Does  this  professional- 
ism testify  to  Mr.  Robarts'  wisdom?  Maybe. 
Tourism  is  one  of  Ontario's  largest  indus- 
tries and  last  year  generated  a  boodle  of 
$1.6  billion.  Over  $500  million  of  it  was 
brought  into  Ontario  by  Americans.  This 
is  our  most  important  tourist  income  be- 
cause it  is  foreign  money.  Moreover,  the 
US  is  where  the  biggest  growth  potential 
is,  so  naturally  this  is  where  Mr.  Robarts 
concentrates  his  selling  efforts.  So  far  so 
good.  To  attract  them  he  has  Ontario— 
breathtakingly  beautiful  Ontario.  "The 
land  bursts  open"  says  his  most  handsome 
brochure.  "We  have  got  country  here  no- 
body has  seen  yet,  never  mind  used.  There 
are  lakes  so  fresh  and  so  countless  that  you 
could  name  one  after  yourself  and  nobody 
would  mind.  It  is  all  here  waiting,  familiar- 
looking  but  different,  different  because  it 
has  not  yet  been  touched,  privacy  and  a 
piece  of  your  own  choosing." 

Ontario's  scenic  beauty  is  the  specific 
commodity  that  we  in  advertising  and  mar- 
keting call  a  unique  selling  proposition. 
It  is  as  honey  is  to  the  bear.  If  it  is— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Quoting: 

If  it  is  eroded,  motivation  to  travel  here 
will  be  eroded  too.  Other  attractions  like 
Stratford— 

As   the   member  for  Perth   (Mr.   Edighoffer) 
knows— 
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—like  Stratford  and  Upper  Canada  Vil- 
lage won't  matter  a  whit.  Instead  of  selling 
Ontario  to  tourists,  Mr.  Robarts  could  be 
selling  it  down  the  river.  Because  of  his 
assumptions  and  his  failure  to  set  new 
priorities  he  is  killing  off  the  future  tourist 
industry  by  systematically  killing  the  very 
thing  that  attracts  US  visitors.  Each  siun- 
mer  pressure  on  our  parks  and  recrea- 
tional areas  become  greater.  People  are 
turned  away  from  camp  grounds,  highways 
spread  like  varicose  veins  across  the  coun- 
tryside, industry  gallops  along  the  highways 
and  byways,  urban  sprawl,  sprawls  further, 
and  so  on,  all  in  the  name  oiF  development. 
You  have  heard  all  of  this  before.  So, 
likely,  has  Mr.  Robarts.  The  only  trouble 
is,  we  understand  it,  he  doesn't.  He  sees 
the  heavy  traffic  rushing  north  from  Toronto 
on  Highway  400  toward  parks  and  lakes,  so 
quite  rightly  he  gets  alarmed.  But  instead 
of  spending  two  bucks  to  ensure  the  quality 
of  the  lakes,  to  widen  the  parks  system,  he 
spends  $2  million  to  widen  the  highway 
15  feet.  Then  he  pleads  he  has  no  money 
left  over  to  spend  on  parks  and  environ- 
mental quality.  The  proposition  that  he 
has  to  spend  $483.5  million  on  highways 
this  year  is  bunk.  With  one  stroke  of  the 
pen  he  could  divert  half  of  this  expenditure 
and  not  only  purchase  the  land  recom- 
mended in  the  Gertler  report,  but  huge 
tracts  in  other  endangered  areas  and  he 
still  would  have  enough  left  over  to  help 
finance  new  sewage  treatment  facilities  and 
the  ecological  land-use  planning  studies 
so  desperately  needed  in  the  municipalities. 
Surely  it  would  scare  the  party  bagmen 
and  the  contractors  and  a  few  back- 
benchers, but  it  would  get  overwhelming 
popular  support  if  properly  initiated  and 
explained  to  the  people  of  the  province. 

Returning  to  tourism,  Mr.  Robarts' 
sales  strategy  has  two  basic  steps:  1.  Get 
them  here.  2.  Keep  them  here.  The  escarp- 
ment park  could  play  a  vital  role  in 
fulfilling  both  of  these  objectives,  as  it 
is  within  a  day's  drive  of  Buffalo  and 
Detroit,  which  are  two  of  the  heaviest 
border-crossing  areas.  Research  shows  that 
after  the  first  trip  to  Canada,  Americans 
tend  to  return.  The  escarpment  park 
would  be  a  powerful  attraction  for  these 
first-time  visitors.  As  well,  many  people 
who  drive  on  to  Quebec  could  be  enticed 
up  toward  the  Bruce  instead.  If  half  of 
our  21  million  American  visitors  spend  a 
mere  24  hours  in  the  province  over  their 
present   average,   it   represents   more   than 


$100  million  additional  income  based  upon 
the  average  expenditure  of  $10  per  person 
per  day. 

Even  with  today's  soaring  land  costs, 
land  acquisition  along  the  escarpment  is 
estimated  at  only  $31  million,  according 
to  the  Gertler  report.  But  like  most  poli- 
ticians, Mr.  Robarts  is  one  step  behind 
the  people  instead  of  a  step  ahead  where 
he  belongs.  He  thinks  his  highway  pro- 
gramme will  get  him  more  votes.  It  is 
up  to  you  to  see  that  he  finally  under- 
stands that  environmental  concern  now 
represents  more  votes, 

Mr.  J.  R.  Simonett  (Frontenac-Addington): 
Do  you  believe  that?  What  are  you  talking 
about— highways? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  I  think  that  is  a  fair 
assessment  of  what  is  going  on  in  this 
government  and  their  twisted  sense  of  priori- 
ties. I  think  that  it  is— 

Mr.  Simonett:  You  know  that  will  come 
back  to  haunt  you  some  day. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —very,  very  appropriate.  I 
want  to  return  to  something  that  seemed 
to  have  provoked  the  Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs  (Mr.  Bemier),  when  he 
came  to  the  rescue  of  his  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Tourism  and  Information,  over 
a  remark  that  I  made  earlier  concerning  the 
need  for  fostering  a  greater  degree  of  de- 
velopment in  the  tourist  industry.  And  I 
want  to  refer  to  the  northwestern  Ontario 
Design  for  Development. 

As  most  people  in  this  House  are  well 
aware,  if  northern  Ontario,  and  in  particular 
northwestern  Ontario,  is  going  to  come  into 
its  own,  it  is  going  to  be  because  of  increased 
activity  in  the  resource-based  industries, 
whether  it  be  mining,  forestry  or  tourism. 
And  in  the  recommendation  contained  in 
the  Design  for  Development  Phase  II  for 
northwestern  Ontario  there  were  something 
like  69  recommendations,  a  good  many  of 
them  dealing  with  the  tourist  industry.  I 
made  mention  earlier  of  the  study  that  was 
made  of  the  Kenora-Rainy  River  area;  some 
27  recommendations  were  contained  there, 
many  of  which  have  just  been  forgotten  about 
and  no  action  has  been  taken. 

Now,  this  government  again  has  a  won- 
derful opportunity  to  demonstrate  to  the 
people  of  northwestern  Ontario  where  this 
Design  for  Development  applies,  and  to  do 
something  in  a  meaningful  way  to  assist 
the   economy  of  that  area  by  fostering  the 
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kind  of  development  that  is  envisaged  by 
the  many  recommendations  contained  in  that 
Design   for  Development. 

Recommendation  2-17  says  that  major 
integrated  recreational  complexes  featuring 
camping,  golfing,  swimming,  boating,  skiing, 
fishing  and  hunting  should  be  established 
at  key  locations  in  northwestern  Ontario.  It 
is  suggested  that  sites  be  investigated  and, 
if  warranted,  acquired  or  reserved  on  the 
eastern  shores  of  the  Lake  of  the  Woods— 
and  that  is  the  very  area  that  I  was  speaking 
of  that  seemed  to  incur  the  ire  and  the 
wrath  of  the  Minister  of  Mines.  It  is  the 
very  area  that  I  was  referring  to.  Now  if 
the  things  that  were  recommended  in  that 
report  had  been  implemented,  there  would 
be  no  need  for  us  to  be  recommending  them 
in  the  Design  for  Development. 

It  refers  specifically  to  the  shores  of  the 
Lake  of  the  Woods;  on  Eagle  Lake  near 
Vermilion  Lake;  or  near  Miimitaki  Lake, 
scuth  of  Sioux  Lookout;  on  accessible  areas 
of  the  western  shore  of  Lake  Nipigon  and 
on  the  eastern  shore  of  Lake  Nipigon  near 
Beardmore,  and  on  the  north  shore  of  Lake 
Superior  between  Pigeon  River  and  the  Slate 
Islands.  Such  development  should  encourage 
the  widest  availability  of  facilities  to  the 
public,  and  a  substantial  return  of  benefits 
to  the  region  itself,  and  could  involve  joint 
efforts  by  government  and  the  tourist  indus- 
try. 

It  also  says  that  under  The  Department  of 
Tourism  and  Information,  integrated  and 
varied  tour  packages  should  be  initiated  and 
promoted  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  all 
types  of  recreational  attractions  and  to  ex- 
tend the  average  visitor's  stay  in  the  area. 

Major  tourist  events  should  be  developed 
in  northwestern  Ontario  which  would  attract 
large  numbers  of  people  from  many  parts  of 
Canada  and  the  United  States.  As  examples, 
these  events  could  include  an  international 
winter  sports  competition,  a  summer  voyageur 
festival,  taking  advantage  of  the  recreational 
resources  of  Thunder  Bay  and  elsewhere. 

Full  advantage  should  be  taken  of  the 
unique  historical  characteristics  of  north- 
western Ontario.  The  north  shore  of  Lake 
Superior  should  be  developed  as  a  major 
cruising  area,  with  encouragement  being 
given  to  the  establishment  of  marina  facilities, 
marina- oriented  hotels  and  on-shore  recrea- 
tional diversion. 

To  utilize  more  fully  the  historical  and 
environmental  qualities  of  the  international 
boundary  waters,  the  Pigeon  River,   Lac  la 


Croix,  Rainy  River  and  Rainy  Lake  systems 
should  be  developed  for  canoeing  and  other 
wilderness  recreation.  I  see  my  colleague 
from  Fort  William  is  in  the  House  and  he 
should  be  very  interested  inasmuch  as  we 
both  sit  on  the  same  committee  together. 

Mr.  J.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  You  paddle 
a  different  canoe. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  right.  So  nobody  knows 
any  more  than  the  member  for  Fort  William 
of  the  need  for  exploiting  the  huge  tourist 
potential  that  we  have  in  that  area. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Yes,  but  he  is  doing  something  about 
it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  is  he  doing  about  it?  In- 
cidentally, I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  to  the 
minister  for  the  announcement  made  by  his 
predecessor  (Mr.  Auld)  and  his  undertaking 
to  reconstruct  the  fort  at  Fort  William.  I  do 
realize  that  there  is  considerable  controversy 
going  on  in  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay  now 
about  its  actual  location.  With  regard  to  the 
location,  I  am  not  too  concerned  about  that. 
We  will  leave  that  to  them  to  argue  among 
themselves  about  where  it  should  be.  I  am 
particularly  interested  in  getting  it  estab- 
lished, and  the  sooner  the  better,  because  it 
will  foster  the  kind  of  development  that  I 
have  been  talking  about  and  I  am  sure  my 
colleague  has  been  talking  about  for  the  last 
several  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many  recommen- 
dations that  have  been  made  in  the  Design 
for  Development  for  northwestern  Ontario.  I 
do  hope  that  the  minister  does  make  himself 
aware  of  those  recommendations  and,  indeed, 
the  comments  made  by  the  Northwestern 
Ontario  Development  Council,  dealing  with 
specific  recommendations  that  are  contained 
in  the  Design  for  Development.  They  think 
that  these  recommendations  should  be  given 
top  priority.  I  am  sure  the  minister  does  have 
a  copy  of  the  submission  made  by  the  North- 
western Ontario  Development  Council  and 
I  am  not  going  to  bore  the  House  with  re- 
citing those.  But  I  do  hope  that  if  he  has  not 
read  them,  that  he  will  take  advantage  of  the 
opportunity  of  reading  them  and  taking 
action  on  those  recommendations. 

I  do  think,  getting  back  to  the  need  for 
a  special  loan  fund  to  existing  tourist  estab- 
lishments in  the  province,  that  there  should 
be  some  provision  made  for  establishing  new 
ones.  I  understand  that  the  terms  of  refer- 
ence, as  outlined  by  the  Minister  of  Trade 
and  Development  (Mr.  Grossman)  in  a  recent 
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announcement  said  that  a  $1  million  tourist 
loan  fund  to  increase  financial  assistance  to 
the  tourist  industry  is  a  two-part  programme. 
Performance  loans  will  be  provided  for  tourist 
attractions,  such  as  ski  hills,  snowmobile 
trails  and  such  facilities  which  attract  tourists 
in  the  off-season.  Applicants  for  loans  must 
demonstrate  that  the  project  is  viable  and 
will  be  of  benefit  to  the  area. 

I  do  notice  that  the  maximum  amoimt  of 
the  loan  has  been  increased  from  $50,000  to 
$75,000.  But,  surely,  the  minister  must  ap- 
preciate that  with  a  maximum  of  $1  million 
available  to  the  entire  tourist  industry  that 
generates  just  something  under  $2  billion  of 
new  wealth  each  year,  this  is  just  peanuts. 
I  made  the  same  observation  last  year.  I  am 
sure  that  a  good  many  members  in  this 
House,  and  surely  most  people  in  the  tourist 
industry,  would  agree  that  it  is  a  picayune 
amount  and  does  not  nearly  fill  the  bill. 

I  do  hope  that  the  minister  vwll  prevail 
upon  his  colleagues  to  make  considerably 
more  funds  available  for  assistance  to  the 
tourist  industry.  I  really  feel  that  this  fund 
should  be  handled  directly  by  this  depart- 
ment instead  of  being  hived  off  into  The 
Department  of  Trade  and  Development.  I 
think  the  minister  has  the  time  and  he  has 
the  people  on  his  staff  to  know  what  the 
requirements  are.  It  would  expedite  matters 
considerably  if  he  would  do  something  con- 
crete. The  only  way  it  can  be  done  is  to  have 
this  fund  administered  by  this  department, 
which  knows  more  about  what  is  going  on  in 
the  tourist  industry  than  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development. 

I  really  do  feel,  too,  that  additional  sums 
of  money  should  be  made  available  to  local 
groups  in  order  to  promote  small  but  signifi- 
cant tourist  attractions  in  their  areas.  I  can 
think  of  one  apphcation  that  was  made  to 
The  Department  of  Tourism  and  Information 
by  the  chamber  of  commerce  in  Terrace  Bay, 
which  had  a  particularly  picturesque  gorge 
just  outside  of  the  community  that  did  at- 
tract many  tourists.  It  is  something  that  re- 
quires a  relatively  insignificant  amount  of 
money  in  order  to  make  it  more  attractive 
and  make  it  more  accessible.  But,  unfortun- 
ately, as  is  the  case  with  many  small  com- 
munities, they  just  do  not  have  that  kind  of 
money  and  there  is  really  nobody  they  can 
turn  to.  Naturally  they  turn  to  The  Depart- 
ment of  Tourism  and  Information,  only  to 
learn  that  no  funds  are  available  for  this  kind 
of  thing.  I  think  this  minister  must  impress 
upon  his  colleagues  the  need  for  a  special 
fund  to  assist  smaller   communities   to   pro- 


mote tourist  attractions  in  their  area.  I  can 
think  of  Ouimet  Canyon,  for  instance,  which 
has  very  unique  qualities.  I  am  sure  the 
member  for  Fort  William  has  mentioned  it 
on  numerous  occasions,  even  though  it  is  not 
in  his  riding;  he  knows  the  tremendous  po- 
tential there  is  there  to  attract  tourists  and  to 
provide  the  land  of  thing  they  are  looking 
for,  whether  they  be  camera  bugs  or  whether 
they  are  just  looking  for  something  spectacu- 
lar. 

I  am  sure  there  are  very  few  people  in  this 
House  who  have  seen  Ouimet  Canyon.  I 
notice  it  does  appear  in  a  good  many  of 
the  Ontario  government  publications,  but  un- 
fortunately in  a  good  many  instances  they  do 
not  identify  the  scene,  and  people  really  do 
not  know  that  we  have  such  a  spectacular 
phenomenon  right  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
Because  of  poor  access  and  poor  promotion, 
I  would  say  that  99  per  cent  6f  the  people 
go  right  by  Ouimet  Canyon  without  really 
knowing  it  is  there.  They  have  got  a  little 
fingerboard  sign  on  the  side  of  the  road  that 
you  are  past  before  you  realize  it.  They  are 
going  to  spend  a  httle  bit  of  money  on  the 
road.  Unfortunately,  nobody  has  made  a  com- 
mitment as  to  whether  or  not  they  are  going 
to  promote  it  and  give  it  the  kind  of  atten- 
tion it  deserves.  I  think  it  is  even  more  spec- 
tacular than  a  good  many  of  the  things  that 
attract  people  in  a  good  many  parts  of  the 
province  and  the  country,  and  I  think  it  is 
high  time  it  got  the  attention  it  certainly 
merits. 

Another  area  I  think  the  minister  has  to 
involve  himself  in  is  small  museums  in  a  town 
like  Nipigon,  which  has  a  lot  of  historical 
background.  It  used  to  be  a  part  of  the 
voyageurs*  route.  It  is  the  site  of  one  of  the 
first  Hudson's  Bay  i)osts.  I  know  a  small 
group  there  that  has  been  gathering  artifacts 
and  historical  data  on  this  area  for  two  or 
three  years  now.  Unfortunately  there  is  no 
agency  of  government  that  has  so  far  come 
to  the  group's  assistance.  I  think  we  are  miss- 
ing a  good  many  bets  because  there  is  no 
government  agency  that  is  willing  to  come 
forward  and  assist  these  public-spirited  citi- 
zens who  are  trying  to  promote  the  tourist 
industry  and  to  highlight  the  great  historical 
significance  that  their  certain  areas  have. 

I  think  there  is  a  wonderful  opportunity 
for  this  department  to  assist  native  groups  in 
establishing  cultural  outlets  for  our  first  citi- 
zens. There  is  a  group  in  Thunder  Bay  at  the 
present  time  that  is  working  very  diligently 
to  preserve  the  culture  and  the  historical 
significance  of  our  first  citizens.  It  is  a  very 
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worthwhile  project,  and  I  think  I  wrote  the 
minister  on  it  just  recently.  I  do  hope  that  in 
conjunction  with  his  colleague,  the  Provincial 
Secretary  and  Minister  of  Citizenship,  he  will 
give  it  the  kind  of  attention  and  support  it 
deserves. 

I  think  the  minister  should  also  involve 
himself  much  more  closely  in  assisting  tourist 
regions.  I  can  think  of  an  incident  that  hap- 
pened through  the  past  winter  when  a  tourist 
group  from  the  Geraldton  area  banded  to- 
gether and  made  representations  to  The 
Department  of  Highways  for  the  location  of 
a  sign  on  Highway  17  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  motorists  travelling  along  the 
many  tourist  attractions— whether  they  be 
hunting,  fishing  or  just  a  place  to  stop  and 
look  at  the  unusual  flora  and  fauna— that  we 
have  up  along  Highway  11.  When  The  De- 
partment of  Highways  was  approached  to 
locate  a  sign  at  the  junction  to  indicate  to 
the  travelling  public  that  if  they  took  Highway 
11,  all  of  these  very  interesting  things  were 
available  to  recreationally  minded  people, 
unfortunately,  because  of  some  archaic,  anti- 
quated and  useless  policy  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Highways,  they  said  that  they  only 
had  so  many  sign  locations  per  mile  or  some- 
tliing  of  that  nature;  that  it  was  impossible 
to  locate  a  sign  extolling  the  virtues  of  the 
Geraldton  tourist  area. 

Unfortunately,  they  had  to  go  back  aibout 
10  miles  past  the  junction,  in  order  to  put  a 
sign  up.  From  the  time  people  saw  the  sign 
until  they  got  to  the  junction,  they  had  for- 
gotten all  about  it  and  they  were  miles  by 
and  still  looking  for  the  Geraldton  tourist 
area. 

I  really  do  feel  that  the  minister  and  his 
department  should  assist  these  people  and 
bring  it  to  the  attention  of  The  Department 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  and 
other  government  agencies  who  inadvertently 
discourage  people  who  are  trying  to  make  a 
living  in  the  tourist  industry  and  trying  to 
bring  much  needed  dollars  to  their  area.  Be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  The  Department  of 
Transporfcation  and  Communications,  as  I  say, 
has  a  policy  that  does  prevent  people  from 
putting  a  sign  up,  unfortunately,  they  lose 
many,  many  tourists  who  never  get  to  see, 
say,  the  Beardmore,  the  Geraldton,  the  Jelliooe 
and  the  Longlac  area. 

They  are  by  and  they  are  on  their  way 
down  to  Sault  Ste.  Marie  without  even  know- 
ing where  this  huge  area  is.  1  hope  that  the 
minister  will  take  that  up  with  his  coUetague, 
the  newly  appointed  Minister  of  Transjwrta- 


tion    and    Communications    to    assist    these 
people  in  that  particular  way. 

1  do  hope  too,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
minister  will  involve  himself  in  a  much  closer 
liaison  with  his  colleagues,  and  1  am  si)eak- 
ing  specifically  of  his  colleague,  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests  (Mr.  Brunelle).  While 
we  do  know  that  the  propagation  of  fish, 
reproduction  of  fish,  and  the  protection  of  our 
wildlife  are  the  responsibility  of  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests,  somehow  I  get  the 
feeling  that  this  minister,  in  this  department, 
loses  sight  of  the  fact  thait  we  do  not  have  a 
resource  that  is  inexihaustible.  If  we  do  not 
do  something  about  the  replenishing  of  fish 
and  the  protection  of  our  fish  and  wildlife— it 
is  an  aspect  of  the  tourist  industry  that  is  so 
very,  very  important. 

I  do  not  think  that  you,  as  the  Minister  of 
Tourism  and  Information,  can  leave  this 
wholly  and  solely  to  your  colleague,  the  Min- 
ister of  Lands  and  Forests.  I  think  that  a 
good  many  of  the  tourist  dollars  are  as  a 
result  of  our  relatively  clean  environment 
attracting  people  to  our  province. 

Sure,  we  ihave  places  down  along  the 
"golden  horseshoe"  here  which,  I  suppose, 
are  just  as  bad  as  any  other  industrially  ori- 
ented place  on  the  face  of  the  earth.  But 
by  and  large,  this  province  is  relatively  free 
of  pollution.  It  is  that  way  more  by  accident 
than  by  design.  There  are  a  good  many  areas 
even  in  northwestern  Ontario  where  the  rec- 
reational potential  is  going  to  be  severely 
encumbered.  If  you  do  not  impress  upon  your 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Re- 
sources Management  (Mr.  Kerr),  the  need  for 
a  cleanup— particularly  close  to  mining  activi- 
ties; close  to  pulp  and  paper  activities  and  a 
good  many  of  the  industries  that  are  opening 
up.  Sure,  they  are  under  fairly  close  scrutiny, 
but  there  are  still  a  lot  of  them  that  are 
allowed  to  despoil  our  environment. 

I  think  that  this  minister  knows  as  well  as 
any  of  us  in  this  House  that  this  is  not  the 
kind  of  thing  that  fosters  the  enjoyment  that 
people  get  out  of  a  recreational  and  a  wilder- 
ness experience.  Of  course,  if  we  allow  it  to 
go  on  unchecked,  our  tourist  industry  is  down 
the  drain  also. 

I  think  my  friend  from  Perth  suggested 
that  this  department  should  be  phased  out 
and  certain  aspects  of  his  department  should 
be  ihived  oflF  into  one  or  anoither  of  several 
departments.  I  do  not  share  that  opinion  with 
my  friend. 

I  think  that  this  minister  in  this  department 
has   a  very,   very  important  role  to  play.   I 
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think  that  itihe  niature  of  this  depaitment  is 
such  that  they  can  stand  iback  and  have  an 
overview  of  what  is  going  on  in  the  province 
as  it  affects  the  tourist  industry.  They  are  in 
a  position  to  look  at  it  much  more  objectively 
than  either  of  his  colleagues.  I  know  that  his 
oolleaigue,  the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests 
has  a  responsibility  for  protecting  the  environ- 
ment, but  he  also  has  a  responsibility  for 
seeing  that  we  make  maximum  use  of  our 
forest  resources;  so  he  is  sort  of  torn  between 
two  devils  and  I  do  not  think  that  he  can  look 
upon  all  of  these  things  as  objectively  as  he 
might  otherwise  be  able  to,  in  the  same  way 
that  the  Minister  of  Mines  cannot  always  look 
at  it  with  the  same  degree  of  objectivity  as 
you  are  able  to. 

So  I  think  that  you  have  a  doubly  important 
responsibility  to  bring  to  their  attention  the 
need  for  making  sure  that  in  the  operation 
of  their  department,  and  in  the  usage  of 
renewable  and  non-renewable  resources  you 
can  say,  "Wait  a  minute,  Rene,"  or  "Wait 
a  minute,  Leo,  I  do  not  think  you  should 
be  doing  it  that  way." 

I  think  that  we  have  something  equally 
as  important  here  that  must  be  preserved 
if  we  are  going  to  enjoy  the  good  things  in 
life,  and  I  really  think  that  this  minister  and 
this  department  has  a  much  greater  responsi- 
bility to  the  people  of  this  province  than  they 
have  ever  recognized  before.  I  think  that  the 
minister  should  busy  himself  with  the  number 
of  fish  that  are  being  planted,  say  in  some 
of  the  good  fisheries  like  Lake  Superior,  like 
Lake  Nipigon,  like  Lake  Simcoe,  Lake  Erie, 
how  to  rehabilitate  them. 

I  think  that  this  minister  should  really 
concern  himself  with  these  asjyects  of  the 
tourist  industry.  A  good  many  of  the  tourist 
dollars  that  are  attracted  to  this  province 
are  because  people  like  to  fish.  It  is  a  place 
that  people  come  to  and  normally  expect 
to  catch  fish,  and  if  the  Minister  of  Lands 
and  Forests  is  not  able  to  stand  up  before 
his  colleagues  and  say,  "I  need  $20  million 
or  $25  million  dollars  for  fish  and  wildlife 
activities  within  my  department,"  you  should 
be  standing  up  and  assisiting  him,  and  saying, 
"Let  us  speak  with  a  united  voice  and  let  us 
put  the  dollars  where  they  really  count." 

All  you  would  have  to  do  is  look  and  see 
what  is  going  on  on  the  south  side  of  Lake 
Superior  and  Lake  Michigan,  where,  as 
opposed  to  the  250,000  fish  that  we  are 
planting  in  Lake  Superior  at  the  present 
time,  they  are  planting  three  million;  they 
are  planting  two  million  in  Lake  Michigan. 


And    I    could    read   information    which    was 
just  sent  to  me  in  the  past   week- 
Mr.   B.   Gilbertson   (Algoma):   That  is   our 
big  brother  over  there  who  is  helping  us. 

Mr.  Stokes:  -one  from  the  Washburn 
Times  of  Wisconsin,  another  one— it  is  a 
photocopy— from  the  Michigan  Natural  Re- 
sources, the  oflBcial  magazine  of  the  State 
of  Michigan,  where  it  demonstrates  the  kind 
of  regeneration  that  is  going  on  in  the  lakes 
on  the  south  side.  I  think  we  can  learn  a 
lot  from  them. 

I  have  had  correspondence  with  the  Minis- 
ter of  Lands  and  Forests  about  the  action 
that  he  should  be  taking  to  preserve  that 
great  fishery  in  Lake  Nipigon.  He  gave  me 
a  lot  of  pious  platitudes.  But  I  think  I 
should  be  enlisting  your  aid  so  that  you  can 
go  to  the  the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests 
saying,  "For  every  fish  that  you  plant  in  one 
of  these  lakes  we  can  prove  to  you  that 
there  is  a  huge  economic  return  to  the  prov- 
ince and  to  the  people  of  Ontario  by  making 
sure  that  we  get  the  kind  of  things  that  will 
attract  people  who  are  looking  for  the  things 
we  have  here." 

So  I  think  this  minister  does  have  a  very 
important  role  to  play,  even  though  the 
primary  responsibility  for  these  things  rests 
with  the  other  department.  I  think  if  this 
minister  is  really  going  to  be  effective  and 
if  he  is  going  to  assure  the  people  of  this 
province  that  we  will  continue  to  get  in- 
creased benefits  from  the  tourist  industry, 
he  is  going  to  have  to  busy  himself  with 
what  is  going  on  in  other  agencies  and  other 
departments  of  this  government  and  trans- 
late a  lot  of  these  studies  that  they  have 
engaged  themselves  in  into  something  much 
more  plausible  and  much  more  effective  than 
anything  that  has  occurred  up  to  this  time. 

I  just  have  a  couple  more  things  which  I 
would  like  to  refer  to,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  do 
hope  that  the  minister  will  take  the  oppor- 
tunity in  his  reply  to  answer  just  two  brief 
questions  that  I  do  have.  If  he  does,  it  will 
shorten  the  time  that  we  will  be  taking  on 
these    entire    estimates. 

The  first  question  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  minister,  in  addition  to  what  I  have 
already  asked,  is  why  the  marked  increases 
in  the  staff  of  his  department?  In  looking 
over  the  annual  report  I  do  not  see  any  ad- 
ditional activities  that  have  been  taken  on 
by  this  department,  yet  I  notice  from  the 
year  1969  until  March  31,  1971,  the  number 
of  employees  in  this  department  has  increased 
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from  338  to  412.  I  am  wondering  why  this 
large  increase.  What  are  these  people  doing 
and  what  are  the  tangible  results  from  the 
increase  in  personnel? 

I  also  would  like  to  find  out  from  the 
minister  how  much,  if  anything,  the  company 
of  James  Lovick  Limited  is  getting  this  year 
from  advertising  contracts  which  they  have 
with  this  department.  I  understand  in  the 
1968-1969  fiscal  year  their  contracts  amounted 
to  $1,272,713- 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  They  are 
not  the  same  firm  that  does  the  political 
advertising. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Oh,  they  could  very  well  be. 

Mr.  Singer:  Are  they? 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  in  1969-1970  the  amount 
of  money  that  was  paid  to  that  advertising 
agency  was  $1,478,165,  which  I  think  any- 
body would  agree  is  a  pretty  big  sum  of 
money.  I  think  maybe  it  is  the  same  firm 
that  handled  the  account  for  the  Conserva- 
tive Party  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  caimot  believe  that. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Are 
we  not  advertising  this  great  province? 

Mr.   Singer:   What  a  coincidence! 

Mr.  Stokes:  In  1969  and  1970  I  think 
Camp  Associates— you  know,  our  good  friend 
Dalton— got  $70,056  in  advertising  contracts 
from  this  government  and  I  would  just  like 
the  minister  to  answer  those  questions  for 
me. 

Before  sitting  down,  I  am  going  to  ask 
the  minister— I  think  he  mentioned  in  his 
opening  remarks  that  over  four  million  pieces 
of  literature  were  distributed  last  year.  In 
a  trip  out  to  Manitoba  about  10  months  ago 
I  happened  to  be  passing  through  the  city 
of  Brandon  and  I— 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Oh,  oh,  now  just  what 
would  the  hon.  member  be  doing  in  Brandon 
at  that  time? 

Mr.  Stokes:  —I  stopped  at  a  tourist  infor- 
mation centre  just  to  find  out  to  what  extent 
all  of  the  virtues— all  of  the  things  we  think 
so  highly  of  in  the  Province  of  Ontario- 
were  made  known  to  people  elsewhere.  I 
found  out  thait  in  this  particular  booth— and 
let  us  face  it,  Brandon  is  one  of  the  major 
communities  in  that  province— there  was  a 
scarcity    of   information   with    regard    to    all 


of  the  tourist  attractions  and  the  recreational 
potential  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  am  just  wondering  if  this  is  general  all 
over,  because  there  is  one  place  in  my  riding, 
at  Jellicoe  in  particular,  where  a  person 
found  it  very  difficult  to  get  the  amount  of 
information  that  he  needed  on  what  was 
being  asked  by  the  travelling  public.  In 
going  over  the  publications  I  found  out  that 
for  every  one  that  was  available  through 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  there  were  about 
two  or  three  made  available  from  the  federal 
government,  from  the  national  parks  branch. 

I  am  just  wondering  if  this  is  prevalent 
all  over  or  if  this  was  just  an  unusual  situa- 
tion. Maybe  there  was  a  breakdown  in 
communications  or  something  of  that  nature. 
I  hope,  in  fact,  that  was  the  case. 

I  too  share  the  apprehension  expressed 
by  my  friend  from  Perth  in  the  priorities 
placed  on  various  aspects  of  spending  by 
this  government. 

I  have  not  had  the  opportunity  to  go 
down  to  Ontario  Place  yet,  I  have  been 
busy  with  other  things.  I  do  hope  to  go. 
I  understand  you  have  an  excellent  film 
there,  "North  of  Superior."  I  am  going  to 
take  advantage  of  the  first  opportunity  to 
go  there,  but  I  am  just  wondering  why  it 
was  necessary  to  spend  $25  million  on  a 
facility  which  obviously  is  not  going  to  pay 
off  in  like  sums. 

I  do  appreciate  that  a  good  many  of  the 

people  from  Toronto  will- 
Mr.    Yakabuski:    Did    you    disapprove    of 

Expo  in  1967? 

Mr.  Stokes:  —take  advantage  of  the  oppor- 
tunity of  seeing  the  things  that  are  there. 
I  do  think,  though,  that  it  is  an  awful  lot 
of  money  to  have  spent  on  something  that 
somebody  will  go  and  see  once,  and  unless 
there  is  a  change  in  film  every  six  months 
or  a  year,  or  something,  people  are  going 
to  forget  about  it.  I  do  not  think  that  people 
will  necessarily  go  down  there  to  try  one 
of  the  18  restaurants.  I  think,  as  my  colleague 
said,  that  this  money  could  have  been  put 
to  much  better  use  by  spending  it  elsewhere. 
I  feel  very  strongly,  representing  a  northern 
riding,  that  this  particular  city— because  it  is 
the  capital  city  of  this  province,  and  because, 
I  suppose,  there  are  a  lot  more  people 
living  here— fits  the  old  adage  of  the  wheel 
that  squeals  the  loudest  getting  the  most 
grease.  Well,  I  am  here  to  squeal  on  behalf 
of  the  north  and  other  areas  of  the  province 
where  we  have  been  neglected. 
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I  think  that  if  you  have  this  kind  of 
money  to  spend  on  such  showpieces,  you 
should  spread  it  around  a  little  bit.  I  am 
not  suggesting  you  should  put  it  all  up 
along  the  north  shore  of  Lake  Superior,  an 
area  that  I  happen  to  represent.  I  do  not 
think  we  can  justify  that  kind  of  money, 
but  I  think  you  could  have  cut  the  $25 
million  or  $26  million  in  half.  You  could 
have  put  some  of  it  in  Ottawa,  you  could 
have  put  some  of  it  in  London,  some  of  it 
in  Windsor;  you  are  putting  a  littie  bit  of 
it  in  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay,  but  I  think 
you  should  spread  it  around  the  province, 
and  then  people,  all  of  the  people  of  this 
great  province  will  benefit  from  that  kind 
of  expenditure,  in  a  recreation  or  a  tourist 
way. 

I  do  hope  that  the  minister  v/ill  reply  to 
the  remarks  that  I  have  made;  I  hope  that 
he  will  take  any  criticisms  that  I  have  made 
as  being  constructive.  I  have  tried  to  put 
them  in  a  constructive  and  a  positive  way, 
as  opposed  to  a  negative  way.  I  wish  the 
minister  well  in  his  new  portfolio  and  I 
hope  that  from  this  side  of  the  House  we 
will  get  the  kind  of  co-operation  I  think  he 
is  capable  of  giving  us,  and  I  wish  him  well. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  F.  Cuindon  (Minister  of  Tourism  and 
Information):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like 
to  make  very  brief  remarks  before  going  into 
the  examinaition  of  our  estimates  vote  by  vote. 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  my  two 
critics  from  the  two  parties  opposite.  In  their 
remarks,  I  think  they  tried  to  raise  soone  valid 
points  although  I  may  not  perhaps  always 
agree  with  them.  I  was  pleased  to  hear  the 
hon.  member  for  Perth  mention  the  fact  that 
I  did  go  into  his  own  <area  on  March  2  in 
Stratford  to  make  a  presenitaition  to  the  reg- 
ional tourist  council.  What  he  has  forgotten 
to  say  is  that  March  2  was  the  next  day  after 
my  appointment  as  Minister  of  Tourism  and 
Information,  and  I  did  not  want  to  miss  this 
opportunity,  the  very  first  day  after  my 
appointment,  to  meet  with  the  great  people 
of  the  land  between  the  lakes. 

As  he  said,  I  did  go  back  again  lately  for 
the  opyening  of  the  Stratford  Festival  which, 
in  my  opinion,  was  a  very  delightful  evening 
and  I  wanted  to  see  for  myself  the  great 
tourist  attraction  that  the  Stratford  Festival 
is  for  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  also  noticed  that  he  had  read  an  article 
which  appeared,  I  believe,  in  the  Globe  and 


Mail,    where   they   used    a    four-letter   word 
against  the  new  minister  alt  the  time. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Five. 

Mr.  H.  EdighofiFer  (Perth):  Fiv«,  five. 

Mr.  Singer:  Fuddle-duddle. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Five  is  it?  Oh,  a  five- 
letter  word.  Yes,  well  I  remember  seeing  this 
as  well,  and  as  you  know,  any  minister  of  any 
department  has  to  have  a  great  sense  of 
humour.  Remember  the  time  the  people  took 
offence  about  my  remarks  at  Thunder  Bay 
concerning  historic  sites?  The  point  that  I 
was  making  in  Thunder  Bay  was  exactly  that 
historic  sites  in  a  downtown  area  do  not  seem 
to  appeal  to  tourists.  That  was  the  reason 
why  we  did  have  some  differences  of  opinion 
about  the  original  site  at  Thunder  Bay  which, 
for  one  thing,  was  unavailable,  we  could  not 
get,  and  the  new  site  that  we  had  in  mind 
for  Fort  William. 

The  remarks  as  made  on  that  occasion  were 
very  simple.  I  just  said  I  compared  how  Upper 
Canada  Village,  for  instance,  could  attract 
over  three  million  visitors  in  the  summer 
months,  and  other  historic  sites  in  the  prov- 
ince which  are  far  from  large  centres  do 
exceptionally  well  in  attracting  tourists.  That 
is  how,  I  suppose,  the  manager  of  Fort  York 
--although  I  did  not  want  to  diminish  the 
importance  of  Fort  York;  I  just  wanted  to 
stretch  the  point  that  historic  attractions  and 
historic  sites  in  a  downtown  area  are  not  the 
best  for  attracting  people. 

Many  remarks  have  been  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Perth.  I  hope  that  I  do  not  forget 
the  main  remarks  he  has  made,  but  I  was 
really  surprised  that  the  hon.  member  would 
ask  for  the  department  to  be  disbanded  or  to 
do  away  with  The  Department  of  Tourism 
and  Information- 
Mr.  Singer:  Why  was  the  miniister  so 
surprised? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  —which,  over  the  years 
as   we  know,   has   brought   here   in  Ontario 
over- 
Mr.  Gaunt:  Do  not  worry.  The  minister  is 
going  to  look  after  the  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  —over  75  per  cent  of 
all  tourists  coming  into  Canada,  coming  to 
Ontario;  and  55  per  cent  of  all  revenue  in 
tourist  dollars  are  left  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  know  for  a  fact  that  this  depart- 
ment has,  over  the  years,  done  exceptionally 
well  and  we  are  always  pleased  to  see  an 
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increase  in   the  mtmber  of  tooirists    visiting 
our  province. 

Both  hon.  memlbers  mentioned,  of  course, 
the  incentive  programmes  to  tourist  resort 
operators.  As  you  will  recall,  a  year  aigo  the 
terms  of  reference  were  perhaps  so  resftrictive 
thiat  we  did  not  receive  as  many  applications 
as  we  had  lanticipated  but  the  'base  has  now 
been  broadened.  We  have  more  applications 
and,  I  think,  it  is  quite  right  to  think  thaJt  in 
the  near  future^and  already  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  we  get  more  applioatioos,  and  more 
will  be  processed. 

As  far  as  the  separation  of  this  branch 
with  The  Department  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment is  concerned,  I  must  tell  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Thunder  Bay  that  really,  we  are  not 
geared  for  it.  We  do  not  have  the  expertise. 
We  do  not  have  the  people  to  study  and  to 
be  able  to  make  an  assessment  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  applications  for  loans.  That 
is  one  of  the  reasons  why  all  applications  are 
being  processed  by  The  Department  of  Tirade 
and  DeveloiMnenft. 

Mr.  Stokes:  My  experience  and  the  experi- 
ence of  the  tourist  operators  has  been  that 
neither  does  The  Department  of  Trade  and 
Development. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can 
tell  the  hon.  member  I  know  of  a  number 
of  loans  which  have  been  approved  lately 
for  people  on  the  Winnipeg  River,  who  I 
think  were  greatly  in  need,  and  I  know 
that  these  have  been  approved  in  the  last 
two  or  three  weeks. 

Now,  insofar  as  having  a  closer  haison 
with  the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests,  I 
can  assure  the  hon.  member  that  we  always 
had  a  very  close  relationship  and  liaison  over 
the  years,  and  we  do  make  recommendations 
to  the  department  in  the  sense  that  you  have 
mentioned  here  tonight.  We  are  interested  in 
the  promotion  of  tourism,  fishing  and  hunting, 
in  our  great  out-of-doors,  and  we  do  make 
representations  to  his  department  and  to  the 
minister  himself  on  many  occasions.  Both 
hon.  members  have  criticized  our  research 
branch,  and  there  again  I  was  very  surprised 
that  they  would  attack  or  criticize  a  branch 
which  has  done  so  much  for  our  department. 
We  know  of  no  jurisdiction,  not  only  in 
Canada,  but  in  North  America,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  where  a  research  branch  is  utilized 
and  is  as  useful  as  the  one  that  we  have  in 
our  department. 

Mr.  Stokes:  So  important  you  have  even 
decreased  the  amount  of  money  for  research. 


Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  We  have  a  number  of 
studies,  as  was  mentioned  earlier,  and  I 
understand  the  hon.  member  for  Thunder 
Bay  would  like  to  see  all  the  recommenda- 
tions implemented  the  next  day.  Some  of  the 
studies  have  been  going  on  for  some  time; 
they  will  be  going  on  for  some  years  in  fact, 
because  we  certainly  want  to  know  exactly 
what  is  going  to  happen  in  the  1980s  and 
we  have  to  be  prepared  for  it  right  now.  We 
only  spend  two  per  cent  of  our  budget  on 
research,  which  we  believe  is  a  much  lower 
percentage  than  most  industries  would  de- 
vote. For  those  who  are  not  familiar,  we 
even  do  some  assessment,  for  instance,  in 
our  purchases  of  advertising  in  the  American 
market,  we  do  some  pre-auditing  and  post- 
auditing.  In  other  words,  we  do  as  a  business- 
man should  do.  We  know  ahead  of  time 
where  we  should  best  spend  our  dollars, 
which  market  will  give  us  the  most  returns 
for  our  investment;  it  is  not  a  hit-and-miss- 
Mr.  Singer:  Does  James  Lovick  tell  you 
about  that?  You  gave  them  $2  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Exactly.  That  is  why 
we  have  the  studies.  We  want  to  know  exactly 
how  much  they  do  give  us  in  returns  in 
advertising. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Come  on.  It  is  the  job  of  the 

agency  to  give  you  that.  You  do  not  research 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Now,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Thunder  Bay  has  asked  me  two  ques- 
tions. One  was  about  the  increase  in  per- 
sonnel over  the  last  year.  The  answer  is  very 
simple.  These  were  casuals  who  were  working 
for  the  St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commission,  and 
after  a  certain  number  of  months— I  guess 
if  they  work  more  than  nine  months  a  year— 
they  have  to  become  permanent;  that  is  the 
reason  for  the  increase  in  persoimel. 

With  reference  to  the  inference  made  by 
the  hon.  member  concerning  James  Lovick, 
I  would  like  to  tell  him  that  I  have  no 
knowledge  of  what  he  was  referring  to  and 
never  heard  about  this.  I  did  meet  with 
him,  as  we  do  every  year,  to  assess  our 
relations  with  the  agency,  always  having  in 
the  back  of  our  mind  the  possibility  of  chang- 
ing the  agency  if  we  can  get  a  better  bargain; 
of  this  I  can  assure  the  hon.  members.  The 
contract  for  1971-1972  was  set  at  $1,540,000, 
which  is  roughly  $70,000  more  than  the  previ- 
ous year. 

As  for  his  final  remarks  concerning  Ontario 
Place,  well,  these  are  his  views,  and  the 
only  comment  I  can  make  here  is  that  Ontario 
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Place  does  not  come  under  Tourism  and 
Information  of  course;  it  comes  under  Trade 
and  Development.  But  again,  perhaps  once 
the  hon.  member  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
visit  Ontario  Place,  he  will  find  out  the  tourist 
promotion  that  is  being  done  to  try  to  adver- 
tise all  parts  of  Ontario— northwestern  On- 
tario, the  Niagara  Parks  Commission,  St. 
Lawrence  Parks  Commission,  Ste.-Marie- 
among-the-Hurons.  I  think  people  all  over 
the  province  will  find  that  there  are  bene- 
fits to  be  derived  for  all  the  taxpayers  of 
this  province. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.    Chairman:    Just    a    moment,    please, 
until  the  minister  takes  his  place. 

The  member  for  Grey-Bruce  on  vote  2101. 
We  will  do  this  as  a  unit  rather  than 
breaking  it  down  into  items. 

On  vote  2101: 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chainnan,  in  this  budget 
we  are  talking  about  roughly  $13  million. 
It  is  kind  of  a  paltry  sum;  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development  forgets  about  that 
much  in  an  afternoon.  As  my  colleague  from 
Perth  said,  it  is  kind  of  a  junior  portfolio. 
I  think  the  minister  is  of  senior  calibre,  but 
in  my  mind  he  has  got  to  pick  up  a  lot  of 
odds  and  ends  and  try  to  bring  this  into 
focus.  My  concern  about  this,  Mr.  Chainnan, 
is  the  fact  that  we  have  a  $l-million  loan 
fund  set  up  in  this  department,  and  in 
essence  the  most  you  can  lend  is  about 
$25,000  on  a  loan  in  that  loan  fund. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  think  the  maximum 
is  $75,000. 

Mr.  Sargent:   How  much? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  It  is  $75,000. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  would  represent  possibly 
12  loans  across  Ontario  a  year,  right?  It 
shows  the  completly  idiotic  approach  of  the 
department  in  this  regard.  If  you  are  going 
to  do  a  job,  how  in  hell  can  you  do  anything 
with  12  loans  across  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  you  are  talking 
about  12  maximum  loans,  but  many  of  the 
loans  are  running  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$20,000  and   $25,000. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  many  loans  did  you 
make  then  last  year? 


Mr.  Stokes:  Two. 


"il.'.J'.    liJy.'     I    JIT.'ilUJl' 


Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  not  critical  of  you, 
Mr.  Minister.  I  think  you  have  inherited 
here.  But  how  many  loans  did  you  make 
last  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  All  the  loans  are 
processed  through  ODC  so  I  do  not  know 
how  many— around   12. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  made  12  loans,  totalling 
how  much  money? 

Hon.   Mr.   Guindon:   Pardon? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Totalling  how  much  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  How  much  money? 
Well  over  a  quarter  of  a  million. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  that  not  simply  hard  to 
believe? 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Lake 
Simcoe   could   probably   use   that. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Just  handing  out  money 
freely. 

Mr.   Pitman:   A  quarter  of  a  milliwi. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So,  would  you  tell  me  then 
how  much  of  a  staff  you  had  and  employed 
in  loaning  out  this   amount  of  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:   No  stafiF  at  all. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No  staff  at  all.  So  a  million 
dollars  to  give  away  and  you  loan  out  a 
quarter  of  it.  Now,  how  much  money  are 
you  going  to  loan  this  year? 

Mr.  Pitman:  One  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  It  all  depends.  As 
you  know,  all  these  loans,  as  I  have  said 
earlier  in  my  remarks,  are  processed  by  ODC 
—the  applications  come  through  our  depart- 
ment- 
Mr.  Pitman:  That  is  what  is  wrong  witib 
it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Oh,  no.  We  contact 
ODC  and  tbey  have  the  people,  the  expertise, 
to  process  these  loans. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  get  recommen- 
dations from  the  Minister  of  Tourism. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  That  is  right 

Mr.   Pitman:   A  fine  fellow. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Nothing  wrong  with 
that. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  I  tell  you— one  of  the 
reasons- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  As  I  pointed  out,  the 
terms  of  reference  were  perhaps  restrictive 
at  first.  It  was  a  new  field.  These  terms  of 
reference  are  being  expanded,  as  you  know, 
as  of  this  year  and  perhaps  more  so  in  the 
future, 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  submit  then— are 
you  going  to  carry  it  forward,  in  the  last  two 
years,  the  money  is  not  loaned— you  are  going 
to  have  another,  you  are  going  to  have  $3 
million  to  loan  this  year  or  $2  milhon  to  loan 
this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  No,  we  cannot  carry  it 
forward. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So  a  million  dollars  is  the 
maximum  you  will  loan  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Well,  it  all  depends  on 
every  case- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Now,  come  on.  You  are  the 

boss.  Do  you  know  or  do  you  not?  Are  you 
going  to  loan  the  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  I  do  not  have  the 
money  in  my  budget  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  much  have  you  got  in 
your  budget? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  We  have  a  million 
dollars  set  aside,  as  it  was  for  last  year,  but 
they  are  all  processed  through  ODC.  That  is 
as  much  as  I  can  tell  you. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  Mr,  Minister,  do  you 
have  a  million  dollars  at  the  moment? 

Mr.   Stokes:   No,  he  does   not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Crossman:  It  comes  through  my 
department. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  in  his  budget. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  We  make  recommen- 
dations to  ODC. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Up  to  $1  million. 

An  hon.  member:  We  have  no  money,  no. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Again,  this  is  the  minister  I 
talking  to,  not  you.  I  am  talking  to  the  min- 
ister of  that  department.  It  is  a  matter  of  in- 
terest—I think  the  member  for  Thunder  Bay 
brought  up  the  fact  that  we  have  Lovick  in 
here  for  a  million  and  a  half,  and  the  agency. 


and  regardless  of  what  you  talk  about  re- 
search, that  is  the  job  of  the  agency  to  feed 
back  to  you  the  best  way  to  spend  your 
money.  And  if  they  are  not  telling  you  where 
to  spend  your  money  properly,  then  they 
should  not  be  getting  their  15  and  two  per 
cent.  If  they  do,  it  is  outright  theft,  that  is 
all,  but  the  very  fact  is,  in  the  advertising 
circles— I  am  aware  of  what  goes  on.  Dalton 
Camp— their  listing,  in  the  accounts  they 
have— they  have  one  account.  MacLarens 
have  maybe  125  or  140  accounts;  every 
agency  has  multiple  accounts  from,  say,  50 
accounts  up.  The  only  account  that  Dalton 
Camp  has  is  the  Province  of  Ontario  tourism 
account,  and  so  I  would  say  to  you,  sir,  it  is 
a  glaring  piece  of  manipulation  when  this 
department  gives  a  $70,000  expenditure  to 
Dalton  Camp.  Now,  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  was  for  the  placement  of  advertising  or 
media  or  what  it  was,  but  was  it  for  a  study 
-the  $70,000,  what  was  it  for? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Oh,  no.  This  is  adver- 
tising for  the  St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commis- 
sion. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right,  so  he  has  a  stand- 
ing account  then— that  is  the  only  account 
that  he  has.  Now,  what  does  he— if  you  work 
on  a  15-and-two  out  of  the  $70,000,  what 
does  he  get? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  He  gets  $70,000. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  gets  $70,000? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindoi>:  It  is  the  agency  that 
spends  it  in  advertising  for  the  St.  Lawrence 
Parks  Commission. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Then  he  spends  $70,000  and 
he  gets  his  commission  on  that? 

An  hon.  member:  Probably,  yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  other  words,  he  has  got  a 
standing  deal  with  you.  He  makes  $12,000  a 
year  and  it  is  almost  fraud  in  the  fact  that 
he  should  be  listed  as  an  agency,  only  he  is 
not.  It  is  the  only  account  he  has  and  I  think 
if,  in  the  advertising  circles,  if  this  thing 
were  looked  into,  you  would  be  guilty  of  a 
conspiracy  because  of  the  fact  the  man  is  a 
fraud  and  he  is  not— it  is  the  only  account  he 
has.  So  you  are  paying  a  man,  in  eflPect, 
$12,000  because  he  is  Dalton  Camp.  Now  in 
my  book— 


Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Not  at  all:  I  mean  he 
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Mr.  Sargent:  What  other  account  does  he 
have  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  His  account  has  been 
reduced  over  the  years.  It  used  to  be  more 
than  that  and— 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  know  it  is  a  lot  more  than 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  The  parks  commission 
this  year  figured  about  $70,000. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  know  the  point  the  minister 
is  trying  to  make. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  not  your  fault  that  you 
inherited  the  thing  but  the  fact  is,  in  the 
parlance  of  advertising,  this  is  corruption.  A 
man  has  only  one  account,  he  is  not  in  the 
advertising  business  per  se.  But  you  are  feed- 
ing him  this  money— if  he  can  drag  down  his 
15-and-two  off— and  this  is  wrong,  believe 
me  it  is  very  wrong.  And  if  we  were  in  power 
nothing  would  happen  in  our  party  that 
would  be  in  line  with  that  kind  of  thinking. 
That  is  corruption. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Well  you  are  talking 
about  a  man,  but  you  know,  let  us  face  it, 
we  are  talking  about  a  company. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  agree— you  know,  I  am 
talking  about  the  nice  kind  of  ad. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  might  point  out  that  pro- 
motion services  are  under  2102. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  this  is  land  of— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  the  thing  is  that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  has  to  do  with  pro- 
motion services;  that  is  2102. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  this  is  under  general 
services. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  but  if  it  is  more  ap- 
propriate under  the  individual  vote  it  should 
be  kept  for  that  vote.  You  can  dien  go  into 
details. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  my  opinion  is  that  it 
comes  under  this  vote,  does  it  not— what  we 
are  talking  about? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  you  are  talking  about 
promotion  services  I  believe.  It  is  really 
2101. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Okay. 


Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  where  advertising 
comes  in  generally. 

The  hon.  member  for  Peterborough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  take  up  this  whole  question  of  policy.  We 
are  talking  about  really  very  little  money 
here.  When  we  talk  about  tourism  we  take 
away  the  historic,  archaeological  sites  board, 
we  take  away  the  Centennial  Centre,  and  you 
end  up  with  something  less  than  $10  million 
—is  that  not  right?— for  tourism;  the  whole 
area  of  tourism  involving  the  livelihood  of 
thousands  of  people  in  this  province,  of  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  people  who  are  travel- 
ling—and that  expenditure  is  less  than  what 
it  would  cost  the  Ontario  government  for 
one  building  up  on  Bloor  Street,  the  Ontario 
Institute  for  Studies  in  Education. 

Now  there  seems  to  be  some  real  distortion 
of  values  and— 

Mr.  Singer:  They  get  janitorial  service. 

Mr.  Pitman:  They  get  janitorial  services 
for  that  $10  milHon,  I  realize  it.  I  suggest 
that  the  minister  get  some  janitorial  services 
for  his  department  out  of  that  nine-point- 
something  million  dollars  too. 

But  there  is  something  really  weird  about 
the  priorities  of  this  government.  Ontario 
Place  was  mentioned.  Historians  are  going 
to  look  at  us  and  are  really  going  to  smile 
when  they  think  that  we  spent  $23  million 
on  Ontario  Place  and  we  could  have  bought 
the  entire  Niagara  Escarpment  for  $5  mil- 
lion less  when  Mr.  Gertler  made  his  report. 
And  here  we  are  building  an  Island  in  To- 
ronto harbour  to  put  up  Ontario  Place  while 
we  are  allowing  the  most  important  geo- 
graphic item  in  our  entire  land  inventory 
of  Ontario  to  disappear. 

I  just  put  this  before  the  minister  in  terms 
of  priority.  And  just  look  at  $1  million  that 
the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development  al- 
lows the  tourists  of  Ontario  to  take  out  of 
his  pot.  On  the  basis  of  the  1968  statistics 
it  was  estimated  that  the  United  States  and 
foreign  travellers  were  spending  $550  million 
on  travel  in  Ontario.  Canadians  outside  of 
Ontario  were  spending  $252  million  and  On- 
tario residents  themselves  were  spending 
$850  million. 

The  total  tourist  expenditure  in  1960  I 
think— I  am  using  a  report  which,  I  think, 
was  made  in  the  minister's  own  department- 
was  estimated  at  $3.2  billion.  It  was  assumed 
that  30  per  cent  of  this  was  taxed  by  all  levels 
of  government.  Therefore,  Ontario  itself 
would  receive  some  $250  million  in  taxes  as 


JUNE  15,  1971 


2825 


a  result  of  tourism,  and  out  of  that  $250  mfl- 
lion  one-quarter  of  a  lousy  million  dollars 
was  backed  for  tourist  industry.  Now  what 
kind  of  priorities,  what  kind  of  judgement  is 
there  in  a  government  which  will  allow  the 
tourist  industry  to  go  down  the  drain  in  that 
way? 

I  am  impressed  by  the  minister's  depart- 
ment in  relation  to  its  promotion.  I  go  to 
bed  every  night  you  know  with  Ontari-ari-o 
ringing  in  my  ears.  It  is  a  lovely  song.  In  fact 
the  government  is  trying  to  get  re-elected  on 
that  song,  but  nonetheless  it  is  delightful. 
But  the  point  is  that  in  terms  of  what  the 
realities  of  tourism  are  in  Ontario  it  is  a  lot 
of  gloss  and  very  little  reality. 

There  is  no  plan  for  tourism.  There  is  no 
overall  direction.  There  is  no  concept.  I 
enjoyed  the  minister's  commenlts  that  he  is 
going  to  redirect  the  interests  of  his  depart- 
ment, at  least  to  emphasize  Ontario  citizeins 
going  into  Ontario,  to  spend  their  money  out 
in  the  countryside  of  Ontario.  Fine!  We 
would  hope  that  it  is  more  than  just  a  tourist 
policy  but  a  recreation  policy;  that  we  might 
l>e  thinking  in  terms  of  not  just  how  to  get 
money  out  of  Ontario  citizens  out  in  the 
countryside,  or  even  American  money  out  in 
the  countryside,  but  how  we  can  develop 
people's  lives,  make  their  lives  a  little  bit 
more  decent  and  humane,  give  them  a  little 
bit  of  what  Ontario  is  all  about  out  there. 

And  I  suggest  there  is  no  plan  for  this  at 
all.  I  suggest  too,  in  the  very  mosit  respectful 
sense,  the  minister  should  realize  that  that  the 
only  reason  his  fellow  minister  gave  away 
only  $250,000  was  because  the  terms  were  so 
restrictive  hardly  anybody  could  enter  under 
it.  So  there  were  12  loans  given  right  across 
Ontario.  It  is  a  monsitrous  hoax. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Find  out  Who  got  the  money. 
The  department  should  have  a  listing  of 
who  got  the  money. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  will  leave  it  to  the  member 
for  Grey-Bruce  to  go  into  that.  I  want  to 
develop  this  thing  in  terms  of  a  total  pro- 
gramme which  I  would  like  to  see  take  place 
under  this  minister.  This  minister  has  taken 
over  this  portfolio.  He  is  stuck  with  a  port- 
folio which  has  got  virtually  no  money.  His 
colleagues,  apparendy,  in  the  past  have  been 
virtually  unwilling  to  give  the  tourist  industry 
the  time  of  day  in  cabinet  meetings. 

I  doubt  whether  10  minutes  a  year  is  spent 
either  in  cabinet  meetings  or  before  the 
Treasury  Board  or  anywhere  else  where  the 
real  subject  of  tourism  is  discussed.  And  yet 
you  have  got  operators  out  in  Ontario  who 


spend  their  lives  trying  to  make  it  a  success 
and  not  mom-and-pop  industries,  as  the  for- 
mer Minister  of  Trade  and  Development 
used  to  say.  I  hope  the  present  minister  does 
not  give  us  that  song-and-dance  routine  any 
more  about  these  mom-and-pop  industries 
that  he  disparagingly  referred  to,  which 
wanted  to  get  money  out  of  the  government 
so  they  could  carry  on.  Sure  they  did.  But 
they  were  trying  to  do  something  in  the 
countryside  of  Ontario  and,  maybe,  they 
made  a  success  of  it.  Now  the  game  is  really 
changing  because  with  the  development  of 
the  Toronto-centred  region  plan,  I  wonder 
what  this  minister  is  going  to  do  now. 

He  really  is  in  a  game  which  is  far  more 
important  than  justifiably  enticing  United 
States  tourists  into  Canada,  or  enticing  urban 
Ontario  into  rural  Ontario.  He  is  involved 
with  the  recreation  of  the  whole  Toronto- 
centred  area,  the  whole  Hamilton-Toronto 
area,  that  whole  "golden  horseshoe"  where 
there  is  going  to  be  something  like  55  per 
cent  of  the  total  population  of  this  province. 

When  the  estimates  of  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests,  who  hapi>ens  to  be  com- 
ing in  now,  were  up,  I  was  trying  to  discover 
what  they  were  going  to  do  about  recreation 
in  the  third  tier  without  calling  it  a  recrea- 
tion zone.  They  have  got  90  acres  of  land  in 
the  second  zone,  but  there  is  no  plan  what- 
soever for  that  third  zone,  as  far  as  I  can 
make  out.  What  is  this  minister's  plan? 

To  what  extent  did  this  minister,  did  this 
department,  have  something  to  say  about  the 
Toronto-centred  region  in  terms  of  recreation? 
After  all,  the  Toronto-centred  region  may 
have  something  to  do  with  economics.  It  may 
have  something  to  do  with  industry.  It  may 
have  something  to  do  with  all  these  things, 
in  gathering  these  people,  all  these  millions 
of  people,  around  the  edge  of  Lake  Ontario. 

It  also  has  got  something  to  do  with  the 
quality  of  life,  and  one  of  the  most  important 
aspects  is  how  are  you  going  to  get  out  of 
this  region.  How  to  get  into  that  recreation 
area.  What  kind  of  policy  is  this  department 
going  to  have  in  terms  of  providing  recrea- 
tion lands  in  that  area?  As  far  as  we  know, 
there  is  no  policy  whatsoever. 

What  is  this  minister  saying  about,  for 
example,  how  a  municipality  or  a  group  of 
municipalities  which  are  designated  as  being 
in  a  recreation  area,  are  going  to  be  able  to 
pay  the  municipal  taxes?  To  what  extent  is 
this  minister  concerned  about  the  redesigna- 
tion  of  industrial-commercial  taxes  through- 
out the  entire  province,  so  that  tourism,  in  a 
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sense,  can  be  the  main  industry  in  an  area, 
pay  its  tax,  and  be  able  to  be  full,  honest 
citizens  in  a  municipality? 

Many  municipalities  take  the  attitude  that 
anybody  who  is  involved  in  tourism  has  to  be 
carried.  We  have  to  build  roads.  We  have  to 
send  buses  out  to  get  their  kids.  It  is  a  pain 
in  the  neck.  They  are  not  only  operating  for 
six  months  of  the  year  or  three  months  a 
year. 

They  just  have  no  real  interest,  many 
municipalities,  in  the  tourist  businesses,  be- 
cause they  do  not  provide  the  kind  of  hard 
revenues  which  secondary  industry  will  pro- 
vide, or  commerce  down  the  main  street. 
What  I  am  asking  is  what  is  this  department 
doing  in  terms  of  determining  how  your 
tourist  community  can  possibly  survive  in 
the  kind  of  assessment  squeeze  they  are  in 
as  a  result  of  the  policies  of  your  fellow 
ministers? 

What  about  a  public  land  policy?  I  sup- 
pose this  minisiter,  as  well  as  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests,  has  the  Trent-Severn 
study  report?  What  is  going  to  happen  there? 
Are  you  going  to  co-operate  with  the  federal 
government  and  start  acquiring  these  lands? 
Is  it  going  to  come  under  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests'  department?  Are  we 
going  to  have  a  separate  authority? 

What  is  the  minister's  policy  in  regard  to 
something  like  this  which  is  extremely  im- 
portant in  terms  of  people  in  that  area?  It  is 
extremely  important  to  the  people  in  the 
entire  province;  in  the  whole  area  of  the 
Toronto-centred  section. 

What  about  grants  and  loans?  How  is  it 
that  we  have  got  performance  loans,  that  we 
used  to  call  EIO  loans,  which  were  forgive- 
able  loans?  Has  it  ever  been  thought  that 
forgiveable  loans  might  be  irrelevant  when 
you  are  trying  to  develop  the  tourist  industry, 
certainly  in  parts  of  northern  Ontario  where 
they  face  tremendous  odds  in  terms  of  devel- 
oping a  successful  industry? 

What  about  a  transportation  policy?  The 
whole  tourist  industry  today  is  based  on  the 
motor  car,  and  here  is  this  government  which 
has  now  made  a  historic  decision.  The  motor 
car  is  no  longer  going  to  be  the  dominant 
feature  of  policy,  so  far  as  the  government  of 
Ontario  is  concerned.  We  are  not  going  to 
build  expressways  in  the  city  but  are  we 
going  to  continue  to  build  highways  into 
northern  Ontario?  Is  that  the  only  way  we 
are  going  to  get  people  there,  or  into  eastern 
Ontario? 


What  kind  of  policy  has  this  department 
got?  What  kind  of  policy  is  this  minister 
pushing  in  cabinet?  It  is  rather  interesting, 
you  know.  I  had  a  friend  of  mine  who  visited 
the  tourist  industry  in  the  Kawarthas.  Before 
he  visited  that  industry,  that  tourist  accom- 
modation, he  went  to  Malton  Airport  and 
took  his  wife  there.  She  was  flying  to  Van- 
couver. 

You  know,  she  was  in  Vancouver  by  the 
time  he  got  across  401,  up  115.  Now  is  it 
not  time  that  we  started  developing— 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Did  he  have  a  flat  tire? 

Mr.  Singer:  They  do  not  believe  in  auto- 
mobiles. 

Mr.  Simonett:  Do  you  want  highways? 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  believe  in  public  transport. 
That  is  the  point.  There  is  no  public  trans- 
port emphasis  in  tourism.  It  is  all  based  on 
the  automobile. 

Is  the  minister  making  representation  to 
his  friend,  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  (Mr.  MacNaughton),  to  con- 
ceive of  a  total  transportation  policy,  not  just 
moving  people  day  by  day,  but  moving 
people  in  terms  of  recreation  in  this  prov- 
ince? Are  we  going  to  get  more  trains  going 
out  into  these  areas  and  buses  going  into 
provincial  parks?  Can  we  use  public  tiansit 
to  move  the  people  out  of  the  Toronto- 
centied  region? 

Do  we  have  to  depend  upon  more  and 
more  highways  and  therefore  more  and  more 
traffic  tie-ups,  more  and  more  frustration  and 
confusion  and  expense?  Is  that  the  policy  of 
this  department? 

Mr.  Singer:  In  three  months,  we  will  have 
a  committee  appointed. 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  about  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  all-year  leisure?  One  of  the  gentlemen 
in  my  area  came  to  the  conclusion- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Why  does  the 
minister  not  just  resign?  The  problems  are 
insurmountable. 

Mr.  Simonett:  You  are  not  doing  very  well 
in  the  area  of  Peterborough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  are  doing  very  well. 

Mr.  Simonett:  Not  very  well. 

Mr.  Pitman:  You  look  after  the  area  farther 
east.  We  are  doing  very  well  in  Peterborough. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  member  for  Fron- 
tenac-Addington  will  not  be  back  next  time. 

Mr.  Pitman:  For  example,  what  is  the  min- 
ister really  doing  about  all-year  tourism?  You 
see,  the  tourist  industry  is  caught  in  this 
bind.  They  cannot  operate  on  three  months 
a  year,  or  two  months  a  year.  In  fact,  there 
are  some  tourist  industries  that  fill  only  three 
weekends  a  year. 

There  was  a  study  made  in  the  Kawartha 
area  which  indicated  that  they  have  occu- 
pancy of  something  like  20  per  cent  on  an 
all-year  basis,  yet  hotels  have  to  have  80  or 
90  per  cent.  It  is  very  easy  for  the  minister 
to  say  that  we  are  developing  some  kind  of  a 
thrust  in  terms  of  advertising  and  so  on.  I 
seem  to  notice  that  most  of  his  advertising 
takes  place  before  the  summer  season.  Where 
is  there  a  real  all-year  vacationland  kind  of 
emphasis? 

You  are  talking  about  taking  people  out  of 
Toronto.  What  do  they  want?  They  want 
warmth.  They  want  to  be  able  to  swim.  You 
are  going  to  have  to  be  able  to  provide  a 
great  deal  of  money,  provide  indoor  swim- 
ming pools  in  the  Muskokas  and  in  the 
Kawanthas,  and  in  the  various  vacaitionlands 
across  Ontario.  That  is  the  kind  of  activity 
that  these  people  want.  Yet  the  niggardly 
$1  million  that  is  spread  across  the  province 
is  so  totally  inadequate  that  there  is  no  hope 
whatsoever  that  the  Ontario  tourist  industry 
is  really  going  to  be  able  to  cope  with  that 
kind  of  situation. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  minister  will  be  resign- 
ing with  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  pretty  soon. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  just  suggest  to  the  minister 
that  the  whole  priorities  of  this  department 
are  so  minimal  because  it  is  such  a  small, 
insignificant,  totally  peripheral  kind  of  depart- 
ment. Unless  this  minister  is  going  to  be 
aggressive  and  determined  and  fight  and 
scratch  to  find  a  place  in  the  sun  for  the 
tourist  operators  in  this  province,  they  stand 
without  any  hope  whatsoever.  All  of  ihis  mag- 
nificent advertisements,  all  of  his  television 
commercials,  and  all  of  his  booklets  and  his 
shiny,  bright  piotures  are  jusit  useless,  unless 
there  is  a  real  surge,  a  real  thrust,  for  tourism 
across  this  province.  I  simply  say  that  I  do 
not  see  it. 

Educational  development?  To  what  extent 
is  the  minister  encouraging— indeed,  and  not 
just  encouraging,  but  belabouring— the  Min- 
ister of  Education  (Mr.  Welch)  to  ensure  that 
there  are  special  courses  available  to  tourist 


operators?  There  has  been  some  minimal 
activity  in  some  of  the  colleges  of  applied 
arts  and  technology.  But,  let  us  face  it. 
Young  people  in  this  province  have  no  con- 
cept that  tourism  is  a  full-scale  activity  and 
industry  which  demands  some  attention  and 
some  status  in  this  province.  Unless  this  min- 
ister is  prepared  to  do  something  about  that 
kind  of  attitude,  I  see  no  way  by  which  all 
of  his  millions  of  dollars  paid  to  whatever 
advertising  is  ever  going  to  have  any  lasting 
effect  on  making  a  prosperous  tourist  industry. 

If  there  is  any  group  of  people  who  are 
the  poor  citizens  in  this  province,  who  get 
the  dirty  end  of  the  stick,  who  never  really 
get  a  decent  chance,  it  is  the  tourist  operators. 
We  will  hand  out  millions  of  dollars  to 
American  corporations,  or  millions  of  dollars 
even  to  industrialists,  but  a  poor  tourist 
operator  gets  short  shrift  indeed. 

I  cannot  agree  more  with  what  the  mem- 
ber for  Thunder  Bay  has  said.  For  heaven's 
sake,  get  it  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Ontario 
Development  Corporation.  Get  your  own 
tourist  development  corporation  under  The 
Department  of  Tourism.  Make  it  a  part  of 
your  programme  so  that  loans  make  some 
kind  of  sense  in  terms  of  your  plan  for  the 
development  of  tourism  across  Ontario.  What 
can  you  do,  when  it  is  handed  out  by  the 
Ontario  Development  Corporation,  with  no 
plan,  no  direction,  no  emphasis  and  no  thrust? 
It  puts  the  tourist  operator  in  the  position  of 
just  going  for  a  handout  because  he  happens 
to  be  in  Toronto.  I  suggest  to  the  minister 
that  unless  he  is  prepared  to  make  that  kind 
of  a  reaction  to  his  new  post,  I  see  no  v/ay 
whereby  he  can  make  a  real  impact  on  this 
province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  my  col- 
league from  Grey-Brace  would  say,  he  does 
not  want  to  flog  the  issue,  but  in  reference  to 
tourist  loans,  I  just  want  to  impress  this  point 
to  the  members  here,  thait  on  May  12,  1970, 
when  the  loan  fund  was  announced,  it  was 
described  then— and  the  wording  was  as  fol- 
lows: 

Details  of  a  $l-million  loan  fund  for 
tourist  operators  were  made  known  today 
in  a  joint  announcement  by  Tourism  and 
Information  Minister  James  A.  C.  Auld  and 
Stanley  J.  Randall,  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development. 

Now,  we  come  along  to  March  31,  1971,  of 
this  year  and  we  see  the  announcement  made 
by  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development, 
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who  says,  "I  wish  to  announce  a  new  pro- 
gramme under  the  $1  million  tourist  loan 
fund,"  and  so  on.  So  with  this  type  of  thing, 
I  think  it  sounds  as  though  it  is  taken  com- 
pletely out  of  the  hands  of  the  tourist  depart- 
ment. I  would  like  to  know  how  many  appli- 
cations were  referred  to  this  department  in 
the  last  year. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
reinforce  some  of  the  comments  made  by  my 
colleague,  the  member  for  Peterborough. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Just  a  momenti  He  asked  a 
question;  can  he  have  an  answer? 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  did  not  ask  a  question,  he 
made  a  statement. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Sure  he 
did. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  does  the  member  mean, 
that  he  has  to  reinforce  some  of  his  com- 
meaits?  He  already  made  them  a  half^hour 
long.  Why  does  he  have  to  reinforce  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  With  regard  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Perth,  I  should  like  to  tell 
him  that  many  of  the  applications  go  direct 
to  ODC,  but  a  number  of  them  come  through 
our  department  as  well. 

Mr.  Edlghoffer:  Not  all  of  them  are  re- 
ferred to  your  department. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  They  are  all  referred 
to  our  department,  yes,  and  then  we  get  in 
touch  with  ODC. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.   Chairman.   I 
did    mention    in    my    opening    remarks    that 
there  should  be  a  much  greater  liaison  be- 
tween   various    other    departments    and,    of 
course,  the  minister  said  that  there  was  ample 
liaison.   He  said  he   was  quite  satisfied   that 
everything  in  that  regard  that  could  possibly 
be   done   was   being   done.    I   just   refer   the 
minister  to  the  remarks  made  by  Roger  Betz, 
who    is    president    of    the    Northern    Ontario 
Tourist  Outfitters  Association,  when  he  says: 
We  would,  of  course,  find  with  you  that 
the  wilderness   available  is  fast  approach- 
ing a  need  for  a  programme  of  comprehen- 
sive regulations  toward  a  balance  of  visitor 
input  to  acceptable  values  of  development. 
The  role  of  the  visitor,  the  fly-in  or  vehic- 
ular camper,  must  be  expanded  to  include 
an  economic  responsibihty  which  is  justified 


if  equated  in  terms  of  diminishing  hunting, 
fishing,  and  natural  recreatianal  grounds. 

Canada  last  year  had  a  deficit  of  $235 
million  in  its  tourist  balance  of  payments. 
Ontario  is  not  keeping  pace  with  the  other 
provinces'  yearly  gains  in  visitors. 

It  could  be  that  our  friends  in  govern- 
ment and  people  in  the  south,  when  talking 
of  progress  in  tourism,  especially  tourism  in 
the  north,  are  wrong.  There  are  many 
operators  who  have  been  successful  in  the 
tourist  industry  until  the  advent  of  new 
legislation  or  social  thinking  shut  the  door 
to  their  growth.  It  is  very  easy  to  tell  some- 
one else  how  to  operate  from  a  distance, 
and  with  no  investment  involved.  The 
people  of  Ontario  stand  to  lose  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  their  tax  revenue  that  the 
tourists  leave,  and  these  moneys  can  only 
be  made  up  in  increased  taxes  to  themselves. 

I  would  also  like  to  reinforce  what  my  col- 
league from  Peterborough  said  with  regard  to 
this  government's  preoccupation  with  the 
motor  car. 

I  am  wondering  what  representations  were 
made  by  this  government  on  behalf  of  the 
tourist  industry  and  the  tourist  operators, 
particularly  in  northern  Ontario,  when  the 
Canadian  National  Railways  saw  fit  to  cut  off 
two  of  their  transcontinental  trains.  I  know 
that  there  was  considerable  correspondence 
with  your  predecessor  on  behalf  of  many 
tourist  operators  in  the  northern  part  of  the 
province  whose  establishments  were  inacces- 
sible by  automobile  and  to  which  the  only 
access  was  by  train. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  minister  has 
had  an  opportunity  to  travel  along  the  north 
line  of  the  CNR  and  the  main  line  of  the 
CPR.  If  he  has,  he  must  be  aware  of  a  good 
many  of  those  tourist  establishments  are  only 
accessible  by  train.  The  Canadian  Transporta- 
tion Commission  saw  fit  to  allow  these  major 
railways  to  cease  operations  of  some  of  the 
trains  and  it  has  effectively  wiped  out  the 
business  of  a  good  many  of  those  enterpre- 
neurs  along  those  lines. 

I  am  just  wondering  what  this  department 
has  done  to  assist  those  people  in  impressing 
upon  the  federal  government  the  absolute 
need  and  how  essential  it  is  to  maintain  a 
viable  transportation  system  to  make  all  areas 
of  importance,  particularly  those  important 
to  the  tourist  industry,  accessible  to  the 
travelling  public. 

I  would  like  to  quote  further  from  this 
article  by  Roger  Betz,  the  president  of 
NOTOA.  It  says: 
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Come  into  the  field  and  talk  to  the 
people  in  the  business.  Sad  as  it  may  seem, 
one  blanket  policy  will  not  cover  the  in- 
dustry. Each  area  has  different  problems  to 
deal  with. 

The  two  situations  that  would  project 
throughout  the  north  are  the  concern  for 
our  fish  and  game  and  the  lack  of  decent 
transportation  by  highway,  air  and  railroad. 
Both  these  items  are  directly  controlled  by 
the  government  and  what  are  they  domg 
about  them? 

I  am  wondering  if  the  minister  is  aware  of 
the  plight  of  a  good  miany  tourist  establish- 
ments in  the  north,  that  they  are  going  to  be 
driven  out  of  business,  if  this  government,  in 
concert  with  the  federal  government,  does  not 
make  sure  that  we  have  a  viable  transporta- 
tion system  right  across  this  province  to  take 
advantage  of  the  recreational  potential  that 
we  do  have  in  the  north  but  which  is  inacces- 
sible, because  this  government  and  the  federal 
government  are  auowing  a  good  many  of 
these  trains  to  be  phased  out  of  existence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Ohairman,  I  am 
aware  of  representations  that  were  made 
through  our  Department  of  Transport,  for 
instance,  on  behalf  of  this  government.  1 
would  like  to  assure  the  hon.  member  as  well 
that  I  am  planning  to  spend  a  couple  of 
weeks  up  north  as  soon  as  possible  to  find 
out  for  myself  what  is  really  happening. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  member  for 
Thunder  Bay  have  anything  further? 

Mr.  Stokes:  1  have  another  item  on  transpor- 
tation. I  do  know  that  some  progress  has  been 
made.  The  member  for  Kainy  Kiver  (Mr.  T.  P. 
Reid)  is  not  here,  but  I  am  sure  had  he  been 
here  he  would  have  wished  to  conunenit.  My 
point  is  on  the  regulations  that  have  been 
changed  to  protect  some  of  our  air  carriers 
in  northwestern  Ontario,  where  they  have 
placed  a  ban  on  US  carrier  flights  between 
Blind  River  and  the  Manitoba  border.  Ihey 
have  restricted  them  to  two  stops,  one  at  the 
border  and  one  directly  to  a  tourist  establish- 
ment. 

I  want  to  refer  again,  Mr.  Ghairman,  to 
an  article  that  appears  in  the  News  Chronicle 
of  Saturday,  May  8.  The  heading  of  the  article 
is,  "The  Northwest  Takes  Siband  over  Threats 
from  US."  The  first  paragraph  is  not  signifi- 
cant in  that  it  is  not  pertinent  to  this  argu- 
ment, but  I  would  like  to  read  the  second 
for  the  benefit  of  this  House  and  to  impress 
upon  the  minister  that  we  must  be  firm  in 


protecting  what  we  have  against  the  encroach- 
ment from  people  elsewhere.  It  says: 

The  attack  of  the  US  Aeronautiics  Board 
on  five  Canadian  charter  air  services  is 
almost  laughable.  Last  December  17,  the 
Canadian  Transport  Commission  amended 
the  licence  of  more  than  200  US  air  opera- 
tors who  had  been  flying  across  the  border 
with  high-paying  passengers  and  roaming 
northwestern  Ontario  at  will.  There  had 
been  no  possible  way  of  checking  their 
activities  with  the  result  that  there  was 
eminent  danger  of  irreparable  ecological 
damage  and  muoh^diminished  wildHfe  re- 
serves. 

Many  of  our  best  small  lakes  were  being 
left  in  a  deplorable  state,  gasping  for  air 
because  of  garbage.  The  long  overdue  new 
Canadian  law  simply  brought  these  Ameri- 
can flights  under  some  kind  of  control  for 
the  first  time  for  the  overall  good  of  the 
country. 

The  Canadian  operators  who  fly  into  the 
US  have  faced  regulations  for  a  long  time 
which  put  them  at  a  bad  disadvantage.  In 
any  case,  they  normally  fly  into  the  US  to 
pick  up  hunters  and  fishermen  and  return 
them  direotiy  to  Canada  for  their  recrea- 
tion. In  both  of  these  instances,  Canada 
has  taken  action  which  was  absolutely 
necessary  if  we  are  going  to  keep  any 
control  at  all  over  our  own  backyard.  If 
we  are  ever  going  to  be  anything  but  sup- 
pliers of  raw  material  to  create  jobs  in 
other  coimtries,  this  is  the  type  of  forward 
thinking  that  is  badly  needed,  and  there 
should  be  no  giving  in  because  of  a  few 
ibully  threats. 

I  do  hope  that  this  minister,  in  concert  with 
his  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests,  will  take  further  steps  to  prevent  the 
abuses  that  have  been  perpetrated  on  our 
resources  in  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  past.  I  do 
hope  they  wfll  cover  all  of  the  avenues  to 
make  sure  that  we  do  get  good  dollar  return 
for  the  money  that  we  are  spending  on  fish 
and  wfldlife.  If  anybody  comes  in  from 
another  country,  we  ought  to  make  doubly 
sure  that,  if  we  are  going  to  sell  our  re- 
sources, we  sell  them  at  a  price  that  is  com- 
mensurate with  the  value  placed  on  that 
product  in  this  day  and  age.  I  think  if  we 
did  that,  we  would  have  more  money  for 
reproduction  of  our  fish  and  we  would  be 
able  to  manage  our  resources  in  such  a  way 
that  we  will  be  able  to  have  them  in  per- 
petuity and  on  a  sustained  yield  basis. 


2830 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  meamber  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chaiiman,  this  department 
is  kind  of  like  a  dog's  breakfast.  It  is  a  catch- 
all for  evexytthing.  It  is  archives,  the  Science 
Ceratre— 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  The  whole 
government  is  an  axohdve. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  have  everything,  and 
tourism  seems  to  be  a  small  part  of  the  act 
here.  Theatres,  historical,  Heritage  Founda- 
tion, Science  Centre— the  whole  thing  is  a 
catch-all  for  all  these  diiferent  things.  They 
did  not  know  what  bag  to  put  them  in.  I 
think  if  we  are  going  to  have  a  meaningful 
approach  to  do  a  job  for  the  tourism  indixstry 
that  the  minister  should  have  had  a  complete 
working  package  insofar  as  a  capital  loan  fund 
to  administer  himself  is  concerned. 

It  should  incorporate  the  forgiveness  fea- 
ture mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Peterborough.  If  we  can  see  fit  to  give  untold 
hundreds  of  millions  in  forgiveness  loans  to 
American  corporations,  it  would  seem  to  me 
that  those  who  create  the  revenue  tlirough 
tourism,  one  of  our  biggest  industries  here, 
should  get  some  meaningful  help  in  the  area 
of,  say,  resort  liquor  licences. 

This  should  be  under  your  department, 
not  under  the  political  arm  of  Mr.  Mackey 
and  the  hacks  who  work  with  him— the  ap- 
pointed political  hacks— who  interpret  the  law 
like  policemen  and  who  harass  the  people  in 
our  resorts.  There  is  untold  harassment. 

The  other  day  Mr.  Mackey  phoned  me  up 
and  he  very  politely  raised  hell  because  I 
took  apart  one  of  his  inspectors  for  harassing 
our  people  up  there  insofar  as  banquet  per- 
mits are  concerned— for  going  into  one  of  the 
largest  Catholic  churches  in  the  area  and 
cancelling  a  dance  the  night  before  it  was  to 
be  held  because  their  banquet  permit  was 
not  properly  made  out,  to  the  effect  that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  ask  the  hon.  mem- 
ber to  kindly  direct  his  attention  to  vote 
2101- 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  away  we  go. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —which  is  the  departmental 
administration  programme  of  The  Department 
of  Tourism  and   Information. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  was  talking  the  last  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  policy.  The  member  for 
Peterborough  got  up  and  spoke  for  half  an 
hour  on  policy,  but  1  start  talking  generali- 


ties and— boom— "sit  down!"  You  guys  get 
together  there.  I  am  talking  about  my  part  of 
the  country  and  harassment  for  liquor  licen- 
ces as  far  as  the  resort:  areas  are  concemed. 
Let  us  get  on  track. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  is,  if  you  have  a 
meaningful  job  to  do,  Mr.  Minister— and  I 
know  you  would  do  it  if  they  give  you  the 
tools— if  you  are  not  trying  to  clip  the  people 
who  visit  our  area,  why  do  you  not  declare 
a  moratorium  on  the  food  tax  for  two  months 
in  the  summer?  This  would  be  a  great  boon 
to  our  people  in  the  resort  areas  as  far  as 
restaurants  are  concemed. 

The  most  hazardous  occupation  in  our 
economy  is  the  restaurant  or  food  business. 
More  of  them  go  broke  in  that  area  than 
anything  else.  And  tourist  lodging,  the  motel 
business,  is  a  most  hazardous  area.  But  they 
are  the  first  people  you  whack  with  a  10  per 
cent  tax— the  highest  in  North  American  food 
tax  is  in  Ontario. 

So  if  you  are  to  be  meaningful  say,  "Okay, 
we  will  declare  a  moratorium  for  two  months 
on  the  food  tax  for  the  visiting  public." 

Mr.  Simonett:  Make  our  own  people  pay  it 
the  rest  of  the  year. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No.  In  our  city  when  I  was 
mayor  we  cut  off  the  parking  meters  during 
the  summer  months  for  tourism.  We  wanted 
the  people  to  have  goodwill  there.  We  want 
them  visiting  our  city. 

If  you  want  to  do  a  job  for  this  industry, 
Mr.  Minister,  get  the  tools  to  do  the  job  and 
quit  this  bouncing  back  and  forth  to  one 
minister  whose  hacks  deem  whether  or  not 
a  man  is  the  right  stripe  of  political  applicant. 
If  he  is  a  Tory  he  gets  the  loan.  If  he  is  not 
a  Tory  he  does  not  get  the  loan. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  No,  no. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  That  is  not  right. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Do  not  give  me  that  malarkey, 
fellows!  You  know  it  is  true,  I  can  prove  it, 
to  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  a  matter  of  record  that 
this  happens,  so  I  mean,  this  money  does  not 
belong  to  you  people.  It  belongs  to  the 
people  of  Ontario.  Do  you  think  you  have 
the  God-given  right  to  disseminate  and  to 
allocate  this  money  to  your  friends?  We  are 
getting  damned  sick  and  tired  of  it. 
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Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Could 
you  assure  us  that  you  would  not  do  it? 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  might  do  it.  I  do  not 
know.  I  think  the  old  spoils  system  is  work- 
ing pretty  good  for  you  guys.  You  have  had 
it  for  28  years  now,  and  the  people  are  get- 
ting fed  up  with  it. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  Do  you 
not  want  to  share  the  wealth? 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  the  minister's  depart- 
ment is  buying  ads  in  Ontario  newspapers  to 
say  "Visit  Ontario."  What  a  lot  of  nonsense 
that  is!  The  minister  has  an  advertising  bud- 
get of  $1.5  million  to  buy  ads,  then  he  has 
this  crazy  programme  of  jingles  on  the  radio 
—"Is  there  any  place  you  would  rather  be?" 
The  minister  is  conning  the  people  and  they 
are  getting  on  to  him  now. 

But  the  thing  I  think  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  minister  to  furnish  the  House  is  a  list  of 
the  12  loans  made  last  year  to  show  who  got 
the  loans.  I  would  like  to  know  that  to  show 
my  charming  friends  that  this  happens.  The 
minisiter  knows  it  happens. 

What  about  the  president  of  the— who  is 
the  fellow  from  North  Bay,  the  top  Tory  in 
the  north? 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  In  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  Sudbury?  They  got  the 
big  loan.  The  president  of  the  Tory  associa- 
tion got  the— 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Caswell. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Caswell.  Now  the  fact  that  he 
was  head  of  the  Tories  did  not  seem  to  stop 
him  getting  that  loan. 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  They  had  to  twist 
his  arm. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  is  what  goes  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  He  is  one  of  the  best 
tourist  operators  in  the  province. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  bet  your  boots.  He  has  a 
couple  of  other  big  operations  and  I,  a  tax- 
payer in  a  dry  hotel,  am  supplying  the  money 
to  him  and  I  do  not  like  it! 

Mr.  Ben:  He  has  got  our  money;  so  how 
can  he  lose? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  think  it  is  wrong  to  pick 
and  choose  like  that  with  public  funds. 

Mr.  Minister,  I  would  like  to  say  that  if 
you  are  going  to  make  resort  Uquor  licences 


work— we  have  only  had  one  issued  in  our 
area.  As  for  all  the  big  fanfare  last  year  that 
they  were  going  to  make  this  thing  work  for 
tourism,  what  a  lot  of  nonsense!  Only  one 
licence  has  been  issued  in  my  area,  and  our 
area  is  the  greatest  playground  in  the  world 
for  the  American  people. 

They  go  in  there  with  their  money  and 
oaniiot  get  the  basic  things  they  'have  at  hioane 
—a  chance  to  have  a  drink  with  their  meal 
and  to  have  the  things  that  in  every  respect 
is  part  of  our  way  of  life.  You  people  laugh 
at  us  for  criticizing  you,  but  payday  is  coming 
pretty  soon  and  I  think  you  should  do  some- 
thing about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Niagara 
Falls. 

Mr.  Bukator:  The  member  from  Owen 
Sound  was  wondering  why  one  tourist  oper- 
ator in  his  area  picked  up  a  licence  to  serve 
the  tourist  who  travels  and  wants  a  drink 
with  his  dinner.  He  had  a  hotel— I  believe  he 
still  has  a  hotel  there— and  they  had  a  liquor 
vote.  Sixty  per  cent  is  the  figure  that  is 
required  to  pass;  he  got  59.5  per  cent.  That 
was  about  three  years  ago. 

Maybe  the  government  could  see  fit  to 
bend  a  little— by  one-half  of  one  per  cent— the 
investment  that  this  man  has  in  this  hotel. 
Maybe  it  is  because  he  is  a  member  of 
Parliament  and  he  had  no  right,  but  he  is 
only  one  of  many. 

However,  getting  back  to  the  tourist  in- 
dustry—and I  was  not  going  to  speak  on  this 
subjeot  because  I  felt  that  the  members  in  this 
House  are  much  more  knowledgeable  than  I 
am  on  the  subject  and  would  take  up  the 
allotted  time,  so  I  would  just  sit  and  listen; 
that  I  have  done  for  some  years  on  thas 
particular  estimate— but  I  have  a  very  inter- 
esting document  set  before  me.  You  all  have 
had  it,  as  a  matter  of  fact.  It  is  the  Niagara 
Parks  Commission  84th  annual  repotrt,  1970, 
and  I  was  reading  on  page  7  about  the  in- 
crease in  traffic  over  a  10-year  period  of  the 
cars  that  stop  to  view  the  Falls.  Back  in 
1961—1  am  going  to  leave  the  odd  figures 
off  and  give  it  to  you  in  round  figures— 2.1 
million  cars  stopped  to  view  the  Falls,  and 
I  understand  that  there  would  be  3.8  people, 
almost  four  people  in  each  car.  I  would  like 
the  minister  to  observe  the  figures,  if  he  will, 
or  at  least  check  them  over  when  he  gets 
Hansard  or  picks  up  the  armual  report  of  the 
Niagara  Parks  Commission. 

In  1961,  2.1  million  cars  stopped  to  view 
the  Falls;  in  1962,  2.3  million;  in  1963,  2.7 
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million;  in  1964,  2.8  million;  in  1965  it 
dropped  back  to  2.7  million;  in  1966,  three 
million  cars;  in  1967,  3.09  million  cars;  in 
1968,  3.2  million;  in  1969,  3.3  million,  and 
in  1970,  3.5  million  cars  stopped  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Falls  to  see  what  they  have 
there  to  offer. 

And  the  Niagara  Parks  Commission— I  am 
sorry  the  chairman  stepped  out— made  up  a 
new  brochure  that  you  had  placed  on  our 
desks  along  with  this  annual  report;  it  has 
pictures  of  all  of  their  activities  and  all  of 
their  points  of  interest.  There  were  approxi- 
mately 14  million  people  who  came  into  the 
vicinity  of  Niagara  Falls- 
Mr.  Sargent:  In  one  year? 

Mr.  Bukator:  Yes,  in  one  year.  And  I  am 
wondering  what  happened  to  those  people.  I 
am  wondering  what  statistics  they  would 
have  to  indicate  to  me  where  they  go  af'^er 
they  leave  the  Falls— if  they  continue  on  and 
go  into  Canada  farther  and  see  other  parts  of 
the  province— I  hope  they  do— or  do  most  of 
them  turn  around  and  go  back  to  the  States 
immediately  and  spend  their  money  in  the 
States?  It  would  be  an  interesting  statistic  if 
we  could  put  that  together.  However,  the 
point  that  I  am  trying  to  make  is  that,  if  the 
province  would  spend  a  little  more  money— I 
guess  that  is  the  first  time  I  have  ever  said 
that  in  this  Legislature,  asking  the  govern- 
ment to  spend  rather  than  save— and  try  some- 
how to  promote  the  rest  of  the  province  from 
that  point. 

You  have  the  customers  to  work  with,  or 
the  tourists  to  work  with.  They  come  to  that 
area  and  I  think  they  should  be  persuaded 
to  travel  through  the  province.  The  member 
for  Thunder  Bay  talked  about  people  going 
out  through  the  province  and  into  his  part  of 
the  country.  After  they  come  through  that 
port  of  entry— and  that  is  only  one  of  them; 
there  are  many  ports  w*here  they  can  come 
inito  the  country— I  do  not  know  why  we  can- 
not promote  and  sell  a  little  more  of  the 
same  thing. 

We  have  several  tourist  establishments  in 
Niagara  Falls.  We  had  some  of  the  depart- 
ment oflBcials  there  at  one  meeting— I  remem- 
ber the  minister  could  not  make  it— and  I 
was  trying  to  persuade  the  people  at  that  time 
to  listen  to  my  argument  to  come  to  the  gov- 
ernment to  ask  them  to  give  us  part  of  the 
sales  tax  to  promote  not  only  Niagara  Falls 
but  the  province  as  a  w'hole.  The  official,  who 
is  within  earshot,  and  I  would  not  mention 
his  name,  said  in  his  little  speech  at  the  time 
—Mr.  Auld  was  the  minister— "I  warrt  you  to 


know  that,  if  you  wamt  to  sell  your  products, 
you  will  take  your  money  and  do  the  adver- 
tising. Do  it  on  your  own;  do  something  for 
yourself  instead  of  asking  the  government 
constantly  to  spend  its  money." 

I  would  like  to  ask  this  question,  where 
does  the  government  get  its  monev?  It  must 
come  from  the  people.  Are  we  not  the  people? 
So  one  has  to  help  the  other.  I  think  that  we 
have  proved  through  this  report  on  the 
Niagara  Parks  Coimmission  that  the  people 
come  to  that  area.  Then  I  think  we  could 
promote  having  them  come  farther  into  the 
province.  However,  I  wotild  say  that  there 
would  be  more  than  3.5  million  cars.  We  have 
one  minister  here  who  knows  what  I  am  talk- 
ing about,  and  that  is  the  Minister  of  Trans- 
port and  Commi  mi  cations.  To  the  Minister  of 
Transport  and  Communications  w^ho  has  this 
big  job  to  do,  I  say— I  have  not  stopped  him 
yet.  He  is  still  talking.  The  Minister  of  Trans- 
port and  Commimication— 

Mr.  Gaunt:  He  is  communicating;  that  is 
why. 

Mr.  Bukator:  The  Minister  of  Transport  and 
Communication  could— 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  does  not  seem  to  bother 
about  all  this  money  being  stopped  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Transportation  and 
Communication . 

Mr.  Bukator:  That  is  why  he  is  not  listen- 
ing to  me-the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communication. 

Mr.  Ben:  Sure,  he  has  been  carried  away. 

Mr.  Bukator:  When  he  came  across  that 
bridge  from  the  American  side,  when  he  was 
visiting  there  not  so  long  ago,  and  where  this 
same  minister  made  an  exceptionally  good 
speech  to  an  international  body  of  jwliticans. 

Mr.  K.  C.  Bolton  (Middlesex  South):  Now 
he  will  listen. 

Mr.  Bukator:  The  mayor  of  Buffalo  was 
there.  Mayor  Sedita,  and  Mayor  Lackey  of 
Niagaiia  Falls,  New  York,  and  this  minister- 
thank  you,  I  finally  got  your  attention. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  am  listening. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Were  you  listening?  Now 
when  the  minister  came  across  that  bridge 
after  that  wonderful  speech  in  which  I 
thought  he  did  an  exceptionally  good  jo^b  of 
representing  the  province  at  that  time  with 
an  international  body  with  a  lot  of  prominent 
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people  there— il  thought  this  minister  excelled 
himself  really— I  went  to  him  immediately 
after  and  said  that  he  did  a  good  job  for  us. 

When  the  minister  oomes  across  that  bridge, 
the  Rainbow  Bridge,  and  wants  to  pull  into 
the  Brock  Hotel,  does  he  realize  that  he  can- 
not turn  to  the  left— <and  he  is  on  the  bridge 
commission  also?  I  wonder,  if  we  had  3.5 
million  cars  view  the  Falls,  how  many  hun- 
dreds of  thousands  of  cars  that  cross  that 
bridge,  when  they  cannot  turn  to  the  left, 
find  themselves  in  the  canyon  that  the  Minis- 
ter of  Highways  in  the  Liberal  govermnent 
built  there?  They  immediately  channel  them 
up  through  on  to  the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way 
and,  before  you  know  it,  they  are  out  of  the 
city  and  do  not  get  an  opportunity  to  see  the 
Falls. 

Now  if  you  were  in  the  other  lane  coming 
from  the  park,  as  you  would  have  done  from 
the  Refectory  after  dinner,  and  decided  tihen 
at  the  same  entrance  or  exit  from  the  bridge 
to  turn  left,  there  is  a  traffic  light  there  with 
tihe  sign  saying  "Turn  left  only  on  green 
arrow."  At  that  point  could  you  not  open  the 
cut  from  the  bridge  saying  the  same  thing? 
The  one  light  could  handle  botb  traffic  lanes 
coming  off  the  bridge.  If  they  want  to  turn 
left  and  go  immediately  to  the  Horseshoe  Falls 
instead  of  getting  lost  in  the  rest  of  the  city, 
would  that  not  be  a  good  area  in  whidh  to 
concenttrate  a  little  bit?  Keep  the  tourists  in 
our  area  and  let  us  get  the  first  chance  at 
them  and  then  filter  them  through  the  prov- 
ince. I  think  we  lose  many.  I  think  they  turn 
around  and  go  iback  immediately  after  they 
see  the  Falls. 

I  think  our  tourist  association  has  done  a 
good  job  of  advertising  that  particular  area, 
Mr.  Minister,  but  they  want  more  money 
spent.  They  are  a  group  of  tourist  motel 
owners,  sightseeing  tour  operators  and  they 
work  very  well  together.  It  is  not  a  dog-eat- 
dog  proposition. 

I  am  proud  of  that  group  of  men  who  have 
established  this  fine  association.  They  meet 
every  month  to  discuss  how  best  to  take 
advantage  of  the  tourists  who  come  to  our 
area  and  give  them  the  best  service  that 
money  can  buy. 

From  time  to  time  you  will  hear  that  in 
the  city  of  Niagara  Falls— and  many  other 
tourist  areas- someone  is  robbing  the  travel- 
ling public.  You  have  heard  that  on  so  many 
occasions. 

You  get  that  right  here  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  if  you  will.  If  I  want  a  suite  of 
rooms  at  the  Royal  York  I  have  to  pay  for 


them.  If  I  want  one  of  the  better  motel 
rooms  in  the  city  of  Niagara  Falls,  then  I 
must  pay  for  it.  There  are  tourist  homes, 
there  are  cabins,  there  are  small  motels  that 
give  a  good  rate. 

There  are  some  people  who  have  been 
known  to  overcharge,  but  that  is  a  very,  very 
small  minority.  How  you  are  going  to  govern 
and  control  that  I  do  not  know,  Mr.  Minister, 
but  someplace,  somehow  with  your  fine  organ- 
ization of  capable  men  you  should  look  into 
this  problem. 

But  the  most  important  thing  is  that  we 
do  not  need  any  more  promotion  as  far  as 
the  city  is  concerned.  Here,  I  suppose,  I  could 
lose  a  few  hundred  votes  if  you  put  that  out 
of  context,  because  they  will  come  and  see 
the  Falls  anyhow.  The  thing  is  to  persuade 
them  to  continue  on  through  the  province  and 
enjoy  all  the  scenery  that  we  talk  about. 

We  have,  in  the  province,  many  areas 
where  they  can  fish  and  hunt  and  swim  in 
fairly  clean  waters.  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay  said  that  there  are  certain  lakes  in  the 
north  country  that  are  as  clear  as  crystal. 

I  say  this  to  you  gentlemen.  If  you  want 
to  keep  them  that  way,  just  keep  people 
away  from  them  and  they  will  stay  that  way. 
As  soon  as  people  visit  any  place,  they  start 
to  pollute.  This  seems  to  be  the  problem  we 
have  to  wrestle  with. 

Talking  about  bringing  more  boats  along 
Lake  Superior,  along  the  shores  there— you 
know  what  boat  owners  do  to  lakes,  I  need 
not  tell  you.  They  use  them  for  everything 
they  do  not  want.  Naturally  the  lake  is  a 
good  place  to  throw  it  all.  That  is  why  we 
have  pollution. 

We  need  more  control  over  that.  We  need 
more  control  over  international  waters.  We 
need  Niagara  Falls  and  especially  the  crest  of 
the  Niagara  Falls  and  the  Niagara  River 
cleaned  up.  I  give  the  minister  credit  when 
he  spoke  to  the  mayors  of  that  particidar 
area— and  there  were  many  there— when  he 
said  that  we  had  a  problem,  to  clean  up 
the  Niagara  River,  the  international  waters, 
to  work  together  to  become  better  citizens  in 
the  country  in  which  we  are  fortunate  enough 
to  live. 

So  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Minister,  that  you 
have  many  departments  of  your  government 
to  work  with.  Pollution,  yes,  should  be 
cleaned  up.  Lake  Erie  is  a  terrible  mess  and 
it  should  be  cleaned  up.  Nobody  mentioned  it 
yet,  but  the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests- 
it  has  to  do  with  tourists— who  provides  the 
fish— I  hope  that  you  can  somehow  stock  these 
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rivers  with  fish  that  are  not  contaminated 
with  mercury.  I  do  not  know  how  you  are 
going  to  perform  that  miracle,  but  if  you 
do,  you  axe  dodng  a  good  job. 

Mr.  Ben:  Find  the  river  first. 

Mr.  Bukator:  If  I  have  made  any  point  at 
all— and  I  do  not  think  I  have.  I  never  do. 
But  if  I  have  made  any  point  at  all  with  you, 
more  money  has  to  be  spent  at  the  point  of 
entry  at  every  spot  along  the  international 
boundary,  to  send  the  visitors  on  into  the 
province  and  let  them  enjoy  the  wealth  of 
nature  and  the  beautiful  things  that  we  have 
in  this  province.  The  only  way  you  can  do 
this  is  with  money. 

Our  tourist  establishments  are  ready  to 
assist  you  with  their  knowledge  and  they 
have  a  lot  of  it.  Mr.  Minister,  among  all  of 
the  ministers  who  have  been  visiting  the 
Falls  of  late,  you  are  welcome.  Come  to 
Niagara  Falls,  because  you  are  a  kindly 
gentleman  and  so  Tourism  and  Information 
is  your  department. 

I  want  you  to  know  that  there  are  some 
ministers  to  whom  I  do  not  take  too  kindly 
when  they  come  to  the  Falls.  I  think  they 
are  trying  to  unseat  the  member  there,  and 
playing  politics.  I  believe  that  they  are  trying 
to  unseat  the  member  there,  and  I  do  not 
like  that  at  all. 

Mr.  Riiston:  They  will  never  do  it. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Present  com- 
pany excepted? 

Mr.  Bukator:  However,  you  have  a  big 
job  on  your  hands.  You  have  a  small  amount 
of  money  to  do  it  with,  but  more  money 
sihould  be  spent  for  promotion.  We  are  quite 
pleased  with  many  of  the  advertisements  that 
we  have,  such  as  the  picture  on  this  Niagara 
Parks  report,  but  I  do  believe  we  can  do 
more.  We  have  an  association  there  that 
would  be  happy  to  meet  with  you  at  any 
time,  because  with  what  they  have  in  mind— 
I  think  many  hundreds  of  hours  of  knowledge 
is  there— all  you  have  to  do  is  ask  them  for 
it.  I  would  like  you  to  come  and  visit  with 
our  people  and  tell  them  what  can  be  done 
to  assist  them  and  have  them  help  you.  You 
have  a  big  job  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cer- 
tainly would  be  glad  to  take  up  the  invitation 
of  the  hon.  member  as  soon  as  possible,  and 
I  can  assure  him  I  agree  that  the  longer  we 
can  keep  our  American  visitors  in  Ontario  at 
the  border  points,  like  Niagara  Falls,   Sault 


Ste.  Marie,  Cornwall  and,  of  course,  many 
others,  the  better,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned. 
But  I  am  looking  forward  to  going  to  Niagara 
Falls  very  soon. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Will  you  consider  that  mora- 
torium on  the  food  tax  for  two  months  to  the 
travelling  public  and  furnish  me  with  a  list 
of  the  loans  made  and  who  they  were  made 
to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  as  to  the  list 
the  (hon.  member  wants,  he  will  have  to  apply 
to  The  Department  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment. It  is  a  list  of  those  who  got  loans 
from  ODC— that  is  what  you  want? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  loans  made  out  of  the 
$1  million  fund  you  had  available.  You  can- 
not furnish  that  list? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  we  do  not  have 
that  hst. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Did  ithey  not  go  through  your 
department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  but,  as  I  said 
earlier,  all  the  loans  are  made  through  Trade 
and  Development. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  do  you  not  know  who 
they  were? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  We  are  aware  of  some, 
but  not  all  of  them. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  that  is  what  I  want  to 
know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  If  you  want  a  full  list, 
I  would  have  to— 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  -w^axA  a  full  list.  Tlhaink  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  One  brief  thing,  the  min- 
ister did  not  answer  my  request  on  behalf 
of  a  good  many  groups  and  sanall  oommunities 
that  are  tr>dng  to  promote  »ome  interest  in 
developing  the  tourist  industry.  I  mentioned 
the  Terrace  Bay  thing,  this  little  gorge.  I  am 
not  thinking  about  huge  sums  of  money;  in 
many  cases  $2,000  or  $3,000  would  assist 
these  people.  Even  if  you  would  match,  dollar 
for  dollar,  up  to,  say,  $5,000  for  some  litde 
project  they  have  to  enhance  the  possibilities 
of  attracting  tourist  dollars  to  their  com- 
munity. 

As  I  say,  I  am  not  talking  about  large  sums 
of  money.  I  am  talking  in  terms  of  establish- 
ing a  small  museum,  say,  in  the  town  of  Nipi- 
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gon,  or  profmotiing  tihe  tourist  potential  for, 
say,  a  gorge  at  Terrace  Bay,  or  assisting  this 
Indian  cultural  -group  in  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay.  Surely,  to  start  off,  with  even  $100,000 
in  these  estimates  you  would  be  surprised  at 
the  amount  of  goodwill  and  the  good  feeling 
that  would  be  created  among  miany  people 
across  the  province  if  this  department  would 
busy  itself  with  trying  to  assist  these  people 
to  promote  tourist  activities  in  their  area. 

The  minasteor  neglected  to  mention  it,  and 
I  think  this  is  about  the  only  place  I  can 
bring  it  up.  I  am  wondering  if  the  minisiter 
would  care  to  look  into  it  or  comment  on  it 
or  undertake  to  do  siomething  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  hon.  member  for 
bringing  this  to  my  attention.  As  you  know, 
we  have  grants  to  tourist  councils  and  match- 
ing grants  up  to  $5,000.  We  also  have, 
through  our  Department  of  Public  Archives, 
grants  to  the  museums  of  up  to  $1,000  a  year. 
So  any  help  or  assistance  we  can  give  to  these 
locations,  by  way  of  these  grants,  we  would 
be  mos-t  happy  to  do. 

I  also  forgot  to  mention  that  when  you 
referred  to  Ouimet  Canyon,  I  believe,  in  your 
first  remark,  we  have  it  in  our  new  book 
which  is  being  distributed. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  the  name  ooq  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  it  is.  It  is  41  miles 
from  Thunder  Bay— Ouimet  Canyon. 

Mr.  Chaiiman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Humber. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  leaving  this 
subject,  I  would  like  to  deal  further  with 
what  was  discussed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay  relative  to  transportation. 

The  hon.  member  mentioned  the  trains 
being  taken  out  of  service,  and  it  caused  me 
to  think  back  to  the  days  when  excursion 
trains  and  excursion  boats  covered  a  good 
part  of  the  southern  part  of  this  province.  I 
specifically  recall  the  steamers  that  used  to 
leave  the  docks  at  the  foot  of  York  Street  and 
run  to  Dalhousie  and— 

Mr.  Pitman:  Port  Dalhousie. 

Mr.  Ben:  —Port  Dalhousie,  that  is  right, 
and  Kingston— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Queenston. 

Mr.  Ben:  Queenston,  and  elsewhere.  I  recall 
also  that  ex)cursion  trains  used  to  run  north 
through  the  Kawarthas  and  elsewhere.  And  I 


asked  myself  what  happened  to  this  concept. 
We  have  been  doing  a  lot  of  talking  here 
about  attracting  American  tourists,  but  I  think 
it  is  just  as  important  to  make  tourists  out  of 
our  own  citizens.  A  lot  of  those  facilities  that 

1  mentioned  were  geared  to  out  own  citizens. 

One  of  the  hon.  members—I  cannot  recdll 
who;  maybe  it  was  the  member  for  Peter- 
borough—was talking  about  Aligonquin  Park. 
Great  sums  of  money  are  spent  to  praise  the 
virtues  of  this  wilderness  area,  but  what 
facilities  do  we  supply  for  the  average  man 
on  the  street  who  does  not  have  on  automo- 
bile to  go  up  there  and  experience  the  thrill 
of  camping  overnight  or  for  a  week  in  this 
wonderful  wilderness?  There  are  no  facilities 
-^nione  whatsoever.  If  you  do  not  have  an 
automobile  at  your  disposal,  you  are  not  going 
to  see  Algonquin  Park;  your  children  are  not 
going  to  see  Algonquin  Park.  You  can  talk 
all  you  like  in  the  Sx)e©ches  from  the  Throne 
about  the  wild  rivers,  but  they  are  not  going 
to  see  those  wild  rivers  or  this  gorge  that  the 
hon.  member  for  Thunder  Bay  was  disicussing. 

We  certainly  have  a  lot  of  automobiles  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  but  we  still  have  a 
lot  of  people  who  do  not  have  automobiles. 
And  I  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  would 
be  incumibent  on  this  government  to  set  up 
an  internal  system  of  excursion  trains.  After 
all,  you  do  run  an  excursion  train  to  Moos- 
onee,  the  Polar  Bear  Express. 

Last  summer  I  had  the  pleasure  of  taking 
my  family  to  Moosonee.  I  must  say,  in  idl 
honesty,  they  wanted  to  go  to  the  east  coast, 
but  I  felt  that  the  east  coast  is  a  place  where 
you  can  go  almost  anytime,  winter  or  summer. 
It  occurred  to  me  also  that  the  youngsters  had 
never  experienced  travelling  in  a  Pullman 
and  that  this  would  be  a  good  way  of  giving 
them  that  exx>erience  before  the  Polar  Bear 
Express  and  the  Ontario  Northland  stopped 
carrying  passengers.  So  we  went  up. 

We  travelled  by  the  Polar  Bear  Express. 
We  had  berths  going  north.  Coming  back 
we  had  a  mixture— and  quite  an  experience, 
too,  I  might  add,  because  we  were  taken  off 
the  train  and  put  on  school  buses  at  Cochrane 
and  transported  in  the  middle  of  the  night, 

2  o'clock  in  the  morning,  all  the  way  down 
to  North  Bay  because  there  was  a  derailment 
at  Matheson. 

Those  here  who  have  ridden  school  buses 
may  appreciate  that  they  are  not  very  well 
equipped.  There  are  no  hooks  for  you  to 
hang  your  coats,  no  racks  for  your  luggage. 
You  just  shove  everything  in  the  aisles,  be- 
tween the  seats  and  away  you  go.  It  was  a 
fairly  smooth  road,  to  tell  you  the  truth,  but 
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still,  if  my  memory  serves  me,  it  was  a 
2^ -hour  ride,  or  something  like  that,  with 
two  youngsters.  And  those  of  you  who  read 
Gary  Lautens  and  think  he  is  having  an 
experience  in  having  a  child  with  a  cast  on 
his  arm,  I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  day 
before  our  departure  my  oldest  boy  had  a 
walking  cast  put  on.  So  we  went  up  to 
Moosonee  with  one  lad  with  his  foot  in  a 
cast.  But  you  are  trying  to  promote  that 
excursion,  the  Polar  Bear  Express,  and  more 
power  to  you. 

When  we  were  up  there,  they  had  just 
opened  up  another  motel  called  the  Polar 
Bear  Motel,  although  it  is  not  run  by  the 
government  nor  by  the  Ontario  Northland 
Railway.  We  had  made  arrangements  to 
spend  three  days  there,  and  I  want  to  tell 
you  that  we  enjoyed  om-selves.  But,  in  all 
honesty,  we  must  say  that  there  are  no 
facilities  to  entertain  people  overnight. 

I  think  that  the  fault  lies  with  this  govern- 
ment. Surely  they  could  develop  some  kind 
of  attraction,  utilizing  the  Indian  population, 
that  would  keep  people  there  overnight,  even 
two  or  three  nights,  and  cause  us  to  spend 
some  money  in  that  area.  For  example,  they 
could  have  pow-wows— I  think  that  is  the 
Indian  term  for  a  gathering.  They  certainly 
have  enough  timber  up  in  that  area  for 
bonfires. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  They  just 
had  one. 

Mr.  Ben:  They  did  indeed.  They  should 
have  sold  extra  tickets  to  get  the  people  up 
there  to  see  it.  But  they  could  have  some- 
thing of  that  nature. 

I  visited  their  education  centre.  They 
could  put  on  some  type  of  play  or  pageant 
there,  but  obviously  nothing  has  been  done 
to  encourage  the  people  up  there  to  do  more 
to  attract  tourists.  They  will  sell  you  handi- 
crafts, but  there  is  not  very  much  of  that. 

There  is  a  trip  over  to  Moose  Factory, 
which  is  interesting.  They  tell  you  you  are 
going  to  ride  in  these  big  freighter  canoes, 
and  you  do  indeed— except  they  are  all 
powered  by  outboard  motors,  whereas  every- 
body is  led  to  believe  that  they  are  powered 
by  "Armstrong"  motors.  At  any  rate,  there 
was  a  gap  there  that  this  department  can  fill. 

So  I  think  you  should  do  something  to 
reinstate  these  excursions.  The  railroads  have 
made  millions.  Every  time  I  read  a  financial 
paper  about  Marathon  Realty,  I  start  thinking 
that  it  started  with  our  money,  the  taxpayers' 
money,  the  greatest  giveaway  in  the  world— 


notwithstanding  what  Pierre  Berton  might 
write  in  his  very  interesting  books.  We  should 
feel  no  hesitancy  in  requiring  Marathon 
Realty  and  the  Canadian  Pacific  Railway  and 
the  Canadian  National  Railways,  which  is 
our  railroad,  to  continue  to  run  excursions, 
especially  during  the  summer  to  our  vacation- 
lands,  Ontario. 

Which  leads  me  to  another  topic,  Mr. 
Minister.  I  am  glad  that  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests  is  still  here. 

Ontario,  through  The  Department  of  Lands 
and  Forests,  in  essence  pioneered  air  travel 
in  Ontario.  Sometime  we  should  write  a  book 
or  history  of  the  commencement  of  air  travel 
in  Ontario  and  the  opening  of  the  north. 

I  think  that  what  is  badly  needed  in  this 
province  is  an  airline  operated  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  An  air- 
line which  would  operate  solely  within  our 
borders,  so  that  we  would  not  interfere  with 
federal  jurisdiction.  This  would  amount  to  a 
jitney  service.  We  would  use  short  take-off 
and  landing  aircraft. 

We  would  not  have  to  make  reservations. 
You  would  know  that  there  would  be  a 
short  take-off^  aircraft  running  every  hour, 
every  three  hours,  or  every  five  hours  on  a 
given  day  between  points  like  Sault  Ste. 
Marie,  Sudbury,  North  Bay,  Thunder  Bay, 
Cochrane,  Kapuskasing  and  Timmins. 

I  just  cannot  see  why  we  are  not  operating 
such  a  service.  We  do  not  need  the  DC-8 
and  DC-9  and  we  do  not  need  the  747  for 
a  service  like  this. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  to  tell  you  the  truth, 
I  think  to  run  an  aircraft  like  that  between 
Toronto  and  Ottawa  or  to  go  to  Montreal  is 
absolutely  ridiculous.  You  waste  so  much 
power  getting  up  there  and  so  much  drive.  By 
the  time  you  get  to  maximum  power  you 
already  have  to  cut  back,  you  have  got  to 
put  down  your  flaps,  and  you  have  got  to 
put  down  your  wheels,  so  I  do  not  see  where 
you  are  saving  time  at  all. 

The  province  should  be  running  an  inter- 
city service  between  these  points  like 
Toronto  and  Ottawa  but,  for  goodness  sake, 
we  could  be  using  lO-seaters,  12-seaters,  the 
de  Havilland  aircraft.  I  recall  when  I  had 
to- 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Twin  Otters. 

Mr.  Ben:  Twin  Otters.  Speaking  of  Twin 
Otters,  I  had  occasion  to  have  to  travel 
between,  I  think  it  was,  Sarasota  and  Naples 
down  in  the  United  States.  They  were  using 
Twin    Otters;    they   were    running   almost   a 
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jitney  sendee.  Most  of  southern  Florida  is 
covered  by  air  ser\dce  using  Twin  Otters  and 
I  cannot  see  why  we  do  not  use  them  more 
frequently. 

This  could  come  within  the  scope  of  this 
department.  It  has  to  fit  into  some  depart- 
ment and  I  know  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  would  have  priority 
and  would  be  the  logical  one  to  run  it,  but 
you  might  discuss  it  with  him. 

So  those  are  the  three  things  I  want  to 
leave  with  the  minister:  The  revival  of  the 
tourist  excursion  both  by  land  and  water, 
the  establishment  of  an  air  service  within  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  and  the  expansion  of 
tourist  attractions  along  the  Ontario  North- 
land Railway,  especially  at  Moosonee  and 
Moose  Factor>\  I  might  even  suggest  at 
intermediate  stops,  like  Abitibi  Falls,  where 
there  is  nothincr  except  a  dam  under  con- 
struction. I  think  there  should  be  something 
there  to  attract  tourists.  You  mieht  even  put 
up  a  hotdog  stand,  so  that  they  have  a 
chance  to  straighten  their  legs.  They  sell  hot 
dogs  on  the  train,  I  know. 

Then  I  want  to  ask  under  which  vote 
do  we  discuss  the  Niagara  Parks  Commission? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  The  Niagara  Parks 
Commission  is  not  under  our  department. 

Mr.  Ben:  It  touches  on  tourism  anyway,  so 
I  will  pitch  it  under  this  vote. 

Today  I  received  a  communication  from  a 
person  who  actually  lives  there  complaining 
about  the  methods  that  are  used  there  to 
operate  tourist  stands.  This  particular  indivi- 
dual grows  fruit  and  he  makes  raspberry 
drinks,  pure  raspberry  table  syrup,  also  straw- 
berry table  syrup,  and  sour  cherry  table 
syrup.  He  was  selling  it  to  the  Niagara  Parks 
Commission  at  65  cents,  I  think  it  was,  a 
botde,  a  quart- 
Mr.  Shulman:  The  member  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Ben:  It  has  to  do  with  the  Niagara 
Parks  Commission  and  the  fact  that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  As  far  as  a  tourist  attrac- 
tion goes,  I  think  it  would  be  appropriate, 
but  as  far  as  the  operation  of  the  Niagara 
Parks  Commission,  of  course,  it  is  not. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  partially  tourist- 
Mr.  Ben:  Let  us  put  it  this  way- 
Mr.  Chairman:  —if  you  keep  to  that  phase 
of  it. 


Mr.  Ben:  If  it  will  help  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  have  a  number  of  letters,  photostatic  copies 
of  letters,  which  were  received  by  this 
individual  from  tourists  who  had  purchased 
the  table  syrup  at  the  Niagara  Falls  stores, 
were  not  able  to  get  any  more  and  were 
writing  to  him  to  get  it.  The  Niagara  Parks 
Commission  concessionaires  refused  to  handle 
it.  This  individual  was  originally  selling  it  at 
65  cents  a  botde  to  them  in  1968.  They 
were  selling  it  for  $1  a  bottle.  They  then 
raised  his  price  to  75  cents  a  bottle  but  they 
raised  their  retail  price  to  $1.50  a  bottle.  At 
65  cents  a  bottle,  he  sold  them  $900  worth; 
at  75  cents  a  bottle,  none.  They  could  not 
sell  it  at  $1.50. 

Then  he  tells  a  very,  very  sad  history  of 
dealings  with  the  commission,  how  he  went 
there  and  found  that  they  were  not  putting 
it  on  the  counters.  He  had  to  offer  botdes  to 
the  employees,  so  that  they  would  bring  the 
bottles  down  from  storage.  They  said  it  was 
too  heavy,  and  he  would  have  to  give  a 
botde  in  order  to  get  permission  to  bring  it 
down. 

It  is  a  pity  that  the  Minister  of  Agriculture 
and  Food  is  not  paying  attention,  because 
here  he  was  trying  to  sell  to  tourists  a  Cana- 
dian product,  a  wholly  Canadian  product.  It 
was  selling  at  a  reasonable  price,  but  they 
would  not  sell  it  at  a  reasonable  price.  They 
wanted  100  per  cent  markup. 

So  I  was  interested  to  hear  what  my  friend 
from  Niagara  Falls  was  saying.  The  only 
thought  that  occurred  to  me  is  that  by  not 
selling  any  of  this  syrup  there  they  are 
leaving  some  money  in  the  tourists'  pockets 
so  that  they  could  spend  it  in  Toronto, 
because  obviously  the  way  the  concession- 
aires there  operate,  they  want  to  fleece  the 
tourists  completely  and  not  leave  anything  to 
be  spent  internally  in  the  rest  of  the  prov- 
ince. 

But,  in  this  particular  instance,  tourists 
were  writing  and  asking  why  they  could  not 
buy  this  product  elsewhere,  why  did  they  not 
see  tliis  product,  and  the  store  there  would 
not  handle  it.  It  does  not  come  within  the 
minister's  department,  I  wish  I  knew  whose 
department  is  does  come  under. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  it  has  to  do  with  the 
Niagara  Parks  Commission  it  should  be  dis- 
cussed when  the  commission  appears  at  the 
appropriate  committee,  the  standing  commit- 
tee on  commissions. 

Mr.  Ben:  Oh  well,  we  should  have— 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Because  there  is  no  money 
in  the  minister's  department  for  that.  Has  the 
minisiter  any  information  on  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  the  hon.  member  would  give  me  the  cor- 
respondence that  he  has  I  would  be  glad 
to  take  it  up  with  the  chairman  of  the 
Niagara  Parks  Commission  who  would  report 
to  him. 

Mr.  Ben:  Well  I  hope  you  have  more  luck 
than  the  hon.  member  for  Welland  (Mr. 
Momingstar).  He  wrote  on  this  gendeman's 
behalf  a»d  he  did  not  meet  with  very  much 
success. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  minister  has  offered 
to  be  helpful  if  he  can. 

Mr.  Ben:  Very  well.  I  will  take  him  up  on 
his  suggestion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Peterborough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Chairman,  how  many 
tourist  operators  are  there  in  Ontario  today? 
And  perhaps  the  minister  could  give  me  the 
numbers  over  the  last  three  years,  how  fast 
they  are  increasing  and— 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well  I  am  informed, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  number  is  pretty 
stable  in  recent  years  and  that  we  would 
have  approximately  7,000. 

Mr.  Pitman:  And  they  are  stable? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  In  recent  years. 

Mr.  Pitman:  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  you 
have  growth  in  most  industries  and  the 
growth  and  the  number  of  people  coming 
into  Canada,  the  number  of  operators  is 
stable?  Can  the  minister  give  any  indication 
of  the  numbers  of  failures  and  the  number 
of  people  going  out  of  business  in  the  tourist 
industry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well  I  would  be  glad 
to  get  this  information  for  you.  I  do  not 
have  it  offhand.  But  one  point  I  would  like 
to  make  is  that  we  have  larger  operations 
today,  perhaps  not  more  in  number  but 
larger. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  perhaps  the  min- 
ister, while  he  is  getting  that  information, 
could  even  get  me  information  on  the  total 
amount  of  tourist  accommodation?  That 
would  probably  be  a  fairer  assessment  of 
what  the  possibilities  of  the  industry  are  in 
the    Province    of    Ontario.     The    only    other 


thing  I  would  like  to  ask  is:  does  the  min- 
ister have  any  statistics  on  what  is  offered  in 
the  American  plan?  That  is  the  plan  whereby 
people  are  given  their  meals  and  receive 
services  in  the  tourist  operation  as  a  part  of 
their  weekly  costs. 

In  my  own  area,  because  of  the  effect  of 
the  cost  of  giving  meals  in  these  tourist  oper- 
ations these  are  becoming  fewer  and  fewer. 
In  fact,  in  1969  there  were  11  fewer  than 
there  were  in  1965,  and  one  tourist  operator 
in  my  area  worked  it  out  that  in  23  years 
there  will  not  be  any  tourist  operations  in 
the  entire  Kawarthas  region  which  will  be 
on  what  could  be  called  the  American  plan. 

If  this  is  the  case— and  believe  me,  this  is 
something  really  important  here  in  relation 
to  what  effect  the  wage  rates,  the  food  taxes 
and  so  on  are  having  on  the  tourist  industry- 
it  would  seem  to  me  that  this  is  something 
that  the  minister  should  be  very  aware  of, 
and  should  be  taking  some  reaction  to  in 
relation  to  his  other  colleagues  in  cabinet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  The  number  of  estab- 
lishments with  the  American  plan  is  declining 
from  year  to  year,  I  am  informed  by  my 
staff.  It  is  declining. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Yes,  it  is  declining.  This  is 
what  I  ask  the  minister.  Would  he  regard 
this  as  conducive  to  better  tourism  in  Ontario, 
or  would  he  regard  this  as  an  indication  of 
the  inability  of  the  tourist  operator  to  cope, 
that  is,  to  be  able  to  provide  the  wealth  of 
services? 

Obviously  what  the  minister  is  saying 
then  is  that  tourist  operators  were  able  to 
provide  a  greater  variety  of  services  five 
years  ago  than  they  are  able  to  provide  now. 
If  that  is  an  unfair  statement  I  would  be 
very  happy  to  hear  what  the  minister  has  to 
say  in  reply  to  that  assumption. 

But  it  would  seem  to  me  that  what  is 
happening  is  the  minister  is  saying  to  me 
that  the  tourist  operators  are  about  the  same 
niunber  although  they  are  getting  larger,  but 
at  the  same  time  they  are  having  to  restrict 
their  services.  Presumably  then  the  industry 
itself  is  not  becoming  more  sophisticated  and 
more  able  to  provide  a  greater  wealth  of 
services;  they  are  in  a  sense  being  forced  to 
restrict  their  services  because  of  policies  that 
this  government  is  adopting  in  relation  to  the 
tourist  industry.  That  is  a  pretty  serious  state 
of  affairs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
suggest   that   we   offer  more   services,   as   a 


JUNE  15,  1971 


2839 


matter  of  fact.  We  would  like  to  look  into 
this  and  give  this  matter  every  consideration. 

Mr.  EdighoflFer:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a 
couple  of  brief  questions:  First,  I  would  like 
to  find  out  the  number  of  employees  in 
general  oflBce,  administrative  services  and 
personnel  services. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Forty-one. 

Mr.  EdighoflFer:  The  same  total  as  last 
year.  Also,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  minister  under  what  vote  he  would 
tell  us  how  the  ofiBces  of  the  Ontario  repre- 
sentative at  Ontario  House  in  London, 
England,  is  doing?  Does  that  come  under  this 
vote  or  where  does  this  come? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  It  went  under  the 
tourism  programme,  vote  2102. 

Mr.  EdighoflFer:  Fine.  I  will  wait  until 
then. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  the  minister  to  get  this  information 
for  tomorrow.  I  would  like  to  know  how 
many  people  were  actually  employed  in  the 
tourist  industry  over  the  last  five  years.  Has 
the  number  of  people  being  employed  by  the 
tourist  industry  increased  relative  to  the  num- 
ber of  people  coming  across  the  border?  Has 
it  increased  in  terms  of  the  population  of 
the  country  and  the  province?  Has  it  in- 
creased at  the  expected  level  of  appreciation 
which,  I  think  one  would  tend  to  believe, 
should  take  place? 

We  have  heard  a  greait  many  criticisms 
by  the  tourist  operators,  that  they  have  not 
been  able  to  hire  the  number  of  students 
they  should  have  been  able  to,  simply  be- 
cause they  have  been  closing  down  the  dining 
rooms  and  they  have  been  unable  to  provide 
certain  services  they  would  like  to  provide. 

Perhaps  this  might  be  reflected  also  in  the 
number  of  employees  in  these  tourist  oper- 
ations across  Ontario.  I  think  this  would  be 
very  useful. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  I  will  try  to  get  the 
information  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  vote  2101  carry? 

Vote  2101  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2102: 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  might  just  say  to  the 
minister  and  the  member  for  Perth  that  the 
operation  of  Ontario  House  comes  under  The 
Department  of  Trade  and  Development,  un- 


less there  is  some  particular  item  about 
tourism  that  this  minister  might  be  familiar 
with. 

The  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  specific- 
ally wanted  to  find  out  what  is  the  cost  to 
this  department  for  employees  who  are  at 
Ontario  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  We  have  two  em- 
ployees at  Ontario  House  in  London,  and  the 
cost  of  the  overall  programme  of  promoting 
travel  groups  into  Ontario  and  paying  the 
salaries  of  our  two  employees  is  $35,000  a 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
bring  to  the  minister's  attention  what  I  think 
is  perhaps  one  of  the  more  unhappy  examples 
of  publications  that  have  emanated  from  his 
department.  I  wonder  if  the  minister  could 
indicate  how  many  copies  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Parks  Commission  report  were  printed,  how 
much  each  of  them  cost  and  what  the  total 
cost  of  that  printing  was? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes,  approximately  300 
copies  and  they  cost  just  about  $2  a  copy. 

Mr.  Pitman:  That  may  not  seem  like  a 
very  large  expenditure,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
it  seems  to  me  in  a  department  that  has  so 
little  money  to  work  with,  I  would  question 
the  nature  of  this  report.  There  are  300 
copies,  which  certainly  does  not  get  the  re- 
port very  much  further  than  through  this 
Legislature.  I  question  the  format  of  the 
report.  It  seems  to  me  that  there  are  more 
pictures  than  there  is  commentary. 

I  do  not  think  that  the  report  is  particu- 
larly informative  in  terms  of  any  new  informa- 
tion. It  certainly  does  not  have  the  pizzazz 
to  be  any  kind  of  a  drawing  card  and, 
obviously,  with  300  copies  it  was  not  meant 
to  be  this;  one  would  wonder  why— for  a 
publication  of  this  nature,  which  obviously 
a  limited  number  of  people  are  going  to  see; 
it  scarcely  goes  beyond  this  Legislature,  as  I 
say— one  would  bother  putting  out  this  pub- 
lication which  must  have  taken  a  great  deal 
of  time.  I  suspect  that  $2  is  the  printing  cost, 
but  I  suspect  that  it  did  not  take  in  all  the 
photography  costs  and  the  people  who  spent 
their  time  writing  this,  with  very  wide  borders 
and  a  great  many  pages  and  a  great  many 
spaces. 
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One  would  really  wonder  what  the  nature 
of  this  report  would  be.  It  certainly  does  not 
have  the  oompaotness  and  the  purpose  of  an 
informative  document,  which  might  provide 
the  statistics  which  we  in  this  Legislature 
should  have  on  any  activity  which  is  going 
under  the  aegis  of  any  department  of  this 
government. 

Yet,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  really  a  very 
dull  piece  of  work,  especially  if  one  looks  at 
the  pictures,  which,  quite  frankly,  are  bad. 
Even  the  pictures  of  the  minister  do  not  do 
him  justice.    They  really  are  not  very  good. 

I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  is  one  ex- 
penditure he  can  very  well  put  in  some 
other  form.  He  can  give  it  out  on  a  hand- 
out sheet,  because  really,  I  do  not  think  it 
serves  any  real  purpose  whatsoever. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
thank  you.  I  thank  the  hon.  member  for  his 
comments  about  our  report. 

The  annual  report  of  the  parks  commission 
has  been  issued  every  year  for  at  least  10 
years.  It  is  done  by  our  own  people  at  the 
commission  in  Morrisburg.  We  are  trying  to 
save  money,  that  is  one  of  the  reasons. 

It  is  intended,  of  course,  for  the  members 
of  the  Legislature  and  here  are  a  few  extra 
copies  for  the  press  as  well,  the  news  media, 
and  a  few  extra  copies  for  our  own  records. 
But  the  fact  is  that  we  are  only  spending 
$600,  instead  of  thousands  of  dollars. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Yes,  okay,  I  agree.  I  am 
glad  there  are  not  more. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walker  ville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wanted  to  ask 
of  the  minister,  now  that  the  Province  of 
Ontario  has  purchased  Peche  Island  in  the 
Detroit  River,  and  as  it  does  have  some 
buildings  on  it,  if  he  has  any  plans  at  all 
for  the  present  year  to  put  that  actually  into 
use,  maybe  as  a  tourist  attraction,  or  possibly 
as  an  area  which  the  residents  of  the  city 
itself  could  go  and  visit,  to  enjoy  the  pleasures 
of  the  island  itself. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  This  is  a  matter  of 
government  policy,  of  course,  and  I  am  not 
in  a  position  to  comment  on  this. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  know  your  department 
did  not  buy  it,  Mr.  Minister,  but  it  is  an 
island  and  it  is  in  the  Detroit  River  and  it 
is  a  unique  island  and  it  probably  could  be 
built  to   some   type   of  tourist   attraction.     I 


would  like  the  minister  to  look  into  the  thing 
and  see  if  it  is  actually  feasible. 

Maybe  it  does  not  lend  itself  to  the  extent 
that  your  department  would  like  to  get  in- 
volved. But  we  will  only  know  that,  if  you 
look  into  the  situation. 

May  I  ask  of  the  minister  if  his  depart- 
ment is  giving  consideration  to  the  establish- 
ment of  a  tourist  attraction  at  the  extreme 
western  end  of  the  province,  that  is,  in  the 
Essex  county  area,  similar  to  the  Upper 
Canada  Village  that  now  is  located  in  the 
eastern  part?  I  have  brought  this  up  year 
after  year,  hoping  that  goverrmient,  at  some 
time,  would  see  the  wisdom  of  locating  such 
tourist  attractions  throughout  the  province, 
so  that  the  tourist  coming  in  could  possibly 
spend  one  or  two  days  in  one  of  the  govern- 
ment attractions. 

It  could  be  a  seigniory  or  a  Jesuit  village 
along  the  banks  of  the  Detroit  River  where 
the  Jesuits  settled  back  in  the  1600s.  From 
there,  they  could  travel  into  the  Toronto  area 
or  to  any  other  tourist  attraction  between 
Windsor  and  Toronto,  then  go  on  to  Upper 
Canada  Village.  They  could  see  a  little  bat  of 
Ontario  and  Canada  by  the  various  types  of 
tourist  attractions  that  could  be  developed. 

Is  the  department  imidertaJdng  any  studies 
as  to  the  feasibility  and  the  advisability  of 
setting  up  something  similar  to  a  seigniory  or 
a  Jesuit  village  in  Essex  county? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
no  such  plans  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Will  the  minister  under- 
take to  look  into  the  possibility  because,  Mr. 
Minister,  if  we  do  not  set  up  something  Hke 
that  now  and  if  we  do  not  purchase  the 
properties  for  suoh  an  attraction  today  we 
may  lose  them  forever. 

I  am  certainly  aware  that  the  minister 
knows  that  the  Ford  Museum  across  the  river 
from  Windsor  and  Greenfield  village  axe  tre- 
mendous tourist  attractions.  People  from  all 
over  the  world  come  down  just  to  see  the 
Greenfield  village,  and  we  could  attract  some 
of  those  tourists  into  the  Essex  ooimty  and 
the  Windsor  area  if  we  had  something  there 
that  could,  in  some  small  way,  copy  w*hat  is 
being  done  in  Upper  Canada  Village.  You 
know  one  of  the  earliest  French  settlements 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  was  in  the  Windsor 
area  and— 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  The  Rheaimies. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  The  Rheaumes  are  still 
there  and  they  did  setde  in  the  area  that  I 
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have   in  mind   when  I   make  mention   of  a 
seigniory  or  a  Jesuit  village. 

There  is  a  tremendicms  amouint  of  history 
in  the  county,  especially  the  type  of  ihiistory 
that  would  be  appealing  to  an  American  who 
knows  that  the  foundings  of  a  lot  of  the 
centres  in  the  State  of  Michigan  are  as  a 
result  of  the  early  settlers  in  Essex  county 
using  it  as  a  base  and  then  spreading  into 
what  is  now  the  State  of  Michigan  and  spread- 
ing British  justice.  I  should  not  say  British 
justice,  I  should  say  the  French  religion  first 
and  then  British  justice  later. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Oh,  the  minister  and  I  would 
not  be  caught  up  much  by  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  be  glad  to  look  into  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  One  other  item  that  I 
would  like  to  bring  up  with  the  minister  is 
the  envelopes  of  miaterial  that  are  provided 
to  the  students  who  visit  the  Legislature.  Mt. 
Minister,  look  into  that.  Let  us  give  these 
students  something  that  is  worthwhile  and  not 
that  junk  and  garbage  that  is  being  shovelled 
at  them.  You  are  trying  to  get  rid  of  some 
real  old  stuff.  Some  of  the  information  is  so 
outdated  that  members  of  the  cabinet,  or 
former  members  of  the  cabinet,  have  retired 
from  thedr  posts  years  ago.  It  is  irrelevanit 
today  and  you  are  still  shovelling  it  up  to 
the  students  in  the  gallery. 

Do  you  not  have  any  otiher  way  of  disposing 
of  it?  Apparently,  this  is  the  reason  why  you 
give  it  to  them.  Give  them  something  that  is 
relative  to  them;  give  them  some  information 
concerning  the  Province  of  Ontario,  not  a  lot 
of  that— I  could  only  say  garbage— that  is 
really  being  shovelled  at  them.  Surely  they 
are  not  human  waste  disposal  units  that  we 
are  using  for  some  of  that? 

Make  the  material  relevant  so  "that  it  is 
taken  back  with  the  students  and  appreciated. 
So  many  of  them,  once  they  open  the  en- 
velope never  take  it  any  further.  I  see  lots 
of  them  left  on  the  train  when  I  leave  the 
city  and  accompany  some  of  them  back  into 
the  city  of  Windsor.  They  are  ashamed  to  take 
it.  Give  them  something  that  is  really  worth- 
while. 

Mr.  Bukator:  It  is  not  all  garbage.  I  will 
tell  you  why  it  is  not  all  garbage.  Some  of 
those  things  have  Mitchell  Hepburn's  pictures 
on  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  as  you  know,  the 
material  in  these  envelopes  is  not  all  from 
our  department  but  we  will  give  it  considera- 
tion. 


Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  iknow  that,  Mr.  Minister, 
but  we  are  selling  Ontario  so  let  us  sell  it 
right. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes,  I  have  two  small  items 
that  I  would  like  to  bring  up  with  the  min- 
ister under  promotion,  and  one  is  that  I  see 
no  provision  in  this  vote  for  Fort  William. 
Now,  I  understand  that  estimate  runs  any- 
where between  $8  million  and  $13  million  and 
I  see  nothing  in  this  vote  for  it.  I  am  just 
wondering  if  there  is  another  place  for  it? 

While  the  minister  is  looking  that  up,  I 
wonder  if  the  minister  would  consider  the 
establishment  of  another  tourist  information 
centre,  when  one  considers  that  four-fifths  of 
the  land  mass  lies  north  of  the  French  River, 
I  think  it  is— not  because  there  are  many 
people  living  there  but  because  we  have  an 
ever-rincreasing  number  of  people  who  are 
journeying  through  that  area— and  when  one 
considers  if  you  have  a  tourist  information 
centre  sponsored  by  this  department,  say,  in 
Saulte  Ste.  Marie,  and  you  never  get  another 
one  until  you  get  to  Thunder  Bay,  which  is 
460  miles,  so  that  you  do  not  have  anything 
between  those  two  areas. 

I  think  at  the  junction  of  Highways  11  and 
17,  where  they  are  extolling  the  virtues  of 
that  great  ride  along  the  north  shore  of  Lake 
Superior,  east  and  west,  that  would  be  an 
ideal  place  to  put  it.  It  is  the  junction  of 
Highways  11  and  17  where  you  have  all  of 
that  huge  tourist  area  north.  I  am  suggesting 
that  Nipigon  would  be  an  ideal  place  to  put 
one  and  I  hope  the  minister  will  take  that 
under  advisement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  In  reply  to  your  first 
question,  there  is  an  amount  set  for  Fort 
William  in  historical  parks,  for  acquisition  of 
land  and  physical  assets. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  Vote  2102— does  this  carry? 
Will  there  be  further  discussion  on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  rise  and  report  a  certain  resolu- 
tion and  ask  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  a  certain  resolu- 
tion and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


2842 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
moving  that  the  House  adjourn,  I  would 
intimate  that  on  Thursday  I  would  expect 
we  would  continue  with  the  estimates  of  this 
department.  Should  they  be  finished  during 
the  day,  we  would  go  to  second  readings. 
There  are  a  number  of  bills  on  the  order 
paper,  four  of  them,  I  believe,  standing  in 
the  name  of  the  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis). 
I  anticii>ate  that  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
A.  F.  Lawrence)  wooild  be  carrying  those 
bills  on  second  reading. 

There  are  quite  a  number  of  bills  for 
second  reading,  so  hon.  members  could  antici- 
pate, I  think,  we  could  get  second  reading 
of  those  bills.  There  are  four  bills  today  that 
reached  third  reading  stage.  Perhaps  we  will 
do  those  third  readings  too,  but  we  will  be 
dealing  generally  with  second  readings  after 
the  oompletion  of  tihese  estimates,  in  any 
event 


In  ooanmittee,  I  tmderstand  diat  ithe  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Labour  are 
completed  with  the  exception  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  item  and,  as  I 
indicated  to  hon.  members  earlier  today, 
Transportation  and  Communications  follows. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  The  minister 
keeps  referring  to  bills  as  being  the  Attorney 
General's.  Does  he  mean  the  bills  standing  in 
the  name  of  the  Premier? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  As  I  indicated,  yes.  I 
would  think  that  the  Attorney  General  would 
direct  those  bills  on  second  reading.  They 
came  from  The  Department  of  the  Attorney 
General  and  were  introduced,  I  know,  by  the 
Prime  Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:34  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon  our  guests  in 
the  galleries  are,  in  Hhe  east  gallery,  students 
from  George  Perry  Public  School  in  Sarnia; 
and  in  both  galleries  from  Smithfield  Middle 
Public  School  in  Rexdale.  Later  today  there 
will  be  students  from  Harrow  Senior  Public 
School  in  Harrow,  Westhill  Senior  Public 
School  in  Elliot  Lake  and  Kmimount  Public 
School  in  Kirmiount  with  us;  and  this  eve- 
ning students  from  Pope  John  XXIU  School  in 
North  Bay. 

Statements  by  the  ministry.  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Labour. 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  view  of  the  interest  of  the  Leader 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  and  others,  as 
evidenced  by  their  submissions  during  my 
estimates  last  week,  I  am  happy  tt>  infonn 
the  House  that  the  parties  to  the  Toronto 
Daily  Star  negotiations  have  reached  agree- 
ment, subjeot  to  ratifioatkm. 

Sir,  this  agreement  was  reached  with  the 
aid  of  our  senior  conciliation  oflBcers,  one 
of  whom  has  had  three  hours  sleep  in  the 
last  54  hours,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  there 
was  continuous  bargaining  for  some  23  hours 
to  effect   this   agreement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  point  out  our  people 
aided  in  making  agreement  possible  but 
really,  it  was  the  parties  themselves  who 
finally  resolved  their  differences. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Citizen- 
ship. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  ( Provincial  Secretary): 
Mr.  Speaker,  as  Provincial  Secretary  and 
Minister  of  Citizenship,  one  of  my  depart- 
ment's functions  is  to  increase  public  aware- 
ness of  the  multicultural  nature  of  Ontario 
society  and  the  social,  economic  and  cul- 
tural contributions  made  by  all  the  groups 
in  the  development  of  the  Ontario  today. 

I  take  great  pleasure  in  drawing  the 
members'  attention  to  tJhe  fact  that  this— 


THxmsDAY,  June  17,  1971 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  This 
is  where  I  left!  When  I  left  last  week  the 
minister  was  making  this  speech. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  He  has  not 
relinquished  the  floor  yet! 

Mr.  Speaker:   Order!   Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —day  is  of  particular 
significance  for  approximately  35,000  people 
in  Canada  who  are  of  Icelandic  descent,  for 
this   is  the   national   day   of   Iceland. 

It  commemorates  the  granting  of  a  con- 
stitution to  Iceland  in  1874.  However,  those 
of  Icelandic  descent  in  this  conutry  now 
recognize  it  as  a  day  to  honour  their  an- 
cestors who  first  settled  here. 

The  same  questing  spirit  which  impelled 
Leif  Ericsson  to  explore  the  seas  brought 
to  Canada  the  immigration  of  modem  Ice- 
landers. Next  year,  Canadians  of  Icelandic 
origin  will  in  fact  mark  a  centennial  of  their 
own— the  100th  anniversary  of  the  arrival 
of  the  first  immigrant  from  Iceland  on  Cana- 
dian soil. 

Sigtryggur  Jonasson  reached  Ontario  as 
a  young  man  of  20  and  he  helped  settle  the 
first  group  of  100  Icelanders  at  Rosseau 
in  the  Muskoka  area  in  1873. 

I  would  ask  all  hon.  members  to  join  with 
me  in  conveying  to  the  Icelandic  consul  in 
Toronto,  Mr.  J.  Ragner  Johnson,  QC,  the 
congratulations  and  best  wishes  of  the  people 
of  Ontario. 

Eg  oska  ykkur  Itilukku. 

It  is  also  a  day,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  signifi- 
cance in  the  life  of  Ontario's  half-million 
fellow-Canadians  of  German  descent,  250,000 
in  our  capital  area  alone,  who  celebrate 
June  17  as  Germany's  national  day. 

Canadians  of  German  background  have 
family  roots  that  go  back  to  1750.  In  On- 
tario, almost  seven  per  cent  of  our  popula- 
tion is  of  German  origin  and  they  have 
brought  to  us  a  rich  diversity  of  talents  and 
skills  in  all  fields. 

In  public  life,  at  least  two  fathers  of 
confederation  were  of  German  origin- 
Charles  Fisher  of  Fredericton,  and  William 
Henry  Steeves  of  St.  John— and  there  was  the 
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father  of  Ontario  Hydro,  Sir  Adam  Beck. 
They  and  all  others  have  made  a  very  great 
contribution,  and  that  is  why  we  extend  to 
them  the  courtesy  of  acknowledging  this 
anniversary. 

I  would  ask  the  hon.  members  to  join  with 
me  in  conveying  to  the  senior  West  German 
representative  in  this  province,  the  acting 
consul  general.  Dr.  Helmut  Amdt,  the  warm- 
est regards  and  best  wishes  of  the  people  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  What 
about  our  first  citizens? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 


VICTORIA   COUNTY 
WELFARE   DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs.  Is  he 
able  yet  to  advise  us  as  to  the  situatioin  with 
the  Victoria  county  health  unit,  which  ques- 
tion he  took  as  notice,  I  think,  last  Monday? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commeroial  Affairs):  The  answer  is  no, 
Mr.  Speaker,  not  yet. 


REPORT  OF  ROYAL  COMMISSION 
ON  BOOK  PUBLISHING 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  further 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs  in  relation  to  the  report 
brought  down  by  the  Rohmer  commission,  if 
I  may  call  it  that,  and  the  legislation  intro- 
duced. Would  the  minister  advise  us  if  there 
is  concern  in  the  minds  of  that  commission 
and  the  government  that  elements  of  organ- 
ized crime  have  been  able  to,  or  are  plan- 
ning to,  make  a  partial  or  full  takeover  of 
the  paperback  book  industry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  what  is  in  the  minds  of  the  commission 
other  than  the  material  I  have  received.  All 
members  have  received  copies  of  the  second 
interim  report.  I  have  received  some  of  the 
background  papers,  not  all  of  which  I  have 
been  able  to  study  yet.  I  did  speak  with  the 
chairman  of  the  commission,  Mr.  Rohmer, 
yesterday.  At  that  time  I  acquainted  him 
with  the  suggestion  which  was  made  by  the 
member  for  Downsview  yesterday  so  that 
that  matter  is  being  pursued.  I  think  that 
when  the  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  re- 
turns, I  shall  discuss  the  whole  matter  with 


him  and  perhaps  a  fuller  answer  than  I  am 
able  to   give  at  this  moment  can  be  given. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  is 
the  minister  indicating  to  us  that  he  is  not 
prepared  to  discuss  it  or  he  has  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  question  I  just  previously  posed 
to  him?  I  am  not  sure  that  I  understand 
his  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thought  I  made  it  clear  that  the  only  knowl- 
edge I  have  is  what  is  contained  in  the 
report  which  the  commission  itself  prepared 
and  which  I  made  available  to  all  members 
of  the  House  as  well  as  to  the  press.  I 
have  some  background  material  which  I 
have  not  concluded  studying,  and  I  do  not 
know  what  detail  is  in  the  mind  of  the 
commissioner.  The  only  conversation  I  have 
had  with  Mr.  Rohmer  since  the  legislation 
was  introduced  was  a  brief  telephone  con- 
versation when  he  was  in  Montreal  yester- 
day. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary: Would  the  additional  information 
which  the  minister  has  in  his  possession 
perhaps  indicate  what  the  answer  to  my 
first  question  might  be,  or  is  the  minister 
able  to  tell  us  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  am  not  able  to 
do  so  at  this  moment.  I  do  not  like  making 
statements  on  half  information  when  I  have 
not  read  all  the  information  that  is  available. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  member  for  Peter- 
borough have   a  supplementary? 

Mr.   Singer:   I  have   a  further  supplemen- 
tary.   Does  tlhe  minister  know- 
Mr.    Speaker:    This    is    the    last    supple- 
mentary from  this  member  on  this  question. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  the  minister  know 
whether  any  unit  of  the  police  forces  of 
Ontario  have  been  asked  to  or  are  presently 
investigating  the  possible  role  that  organized 
crime  or  elements  thereof  might  be  playing 
in  this  instance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  answer  is  no,  Mr. 
Speaker.  My  colleague  the  Attorney  General 
(Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  has  not  been  here 
since  Friday  of  last  week,  and  I  have  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  this  matter 
with  him. 

I  am  not  sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  would 
want  to  indicate,  even  if  I  knew,  what  the 
police  were  doing  in  any  particular  situation. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  the  minister  whether  he  could 
assure  us  that  this  bill  will  not  be  brought 
forward  for  second  reading  until  these 
materials  are  in  the  hands  of  the  opposition, 
which  might  well  be   next  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Until  what  materials, 
may  I   ask? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Until  this  information  which 
the  minister  has  alluded  to  this  afternoon 
is  available  in  some  form  or  another. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  made 
no  commitment  or  indication  that  I  was 
necessarily  going  to  place  other  material 
before  the  members   of  this   House. 

It  may  be  that  the  background  information 
may  be  such  that  it  could  be  made  public 
or  it  may  not  be.  The  bill  and  the  report  of 
the  commission  are  before  members  of  the 
House. 

I  am  not  certain,  and  I  certainly  want 
to  give  no  impression  that  I  will  necessarily 
place  in  the  hands  of  the  House  or  the 
public  the  background  information  which 
may  have  to  do  with  persons  who  may  need 
to    be    investigated. 

That  might  be  a  matter  that  could  best 
be  pursued,  if  necessary,  by  police  without 
being  broadcast  to  the  public.  The  interests 
of  the  public  might  best  be  served  by 
another  method  of  procedure. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
if  the  minister  has  now  alluded  to  a  police 
involvement— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  did  not  allude  to 
this. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  with  great  respect,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  minister  said  it  may  be  some- 
thing that  the  police  would  have  to  be 
involved  in  and  not  a  matter  for  public 
discussion. 

Hon.    Mr.    Wishart:    No,    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
said- 
Mr.  Lewis:   The  minister  has   already  al- 
luded   to    the    police.     He    hints     at    dark 
thoughts  behind  it. 

An  Hon.  member:  The  hon.  member  did 
not  hear  him. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Why  is  the  minister  not  pre- 
pared to  level  with  the  Legislature  when  he 
is  hinting  all  around  the  subject? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Simonett  ( Frontonac-Adding- 
ton):  Why  does  the  hon.  member  not  level 
with  the  Legislature? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of 
all  let  us  get  the  record  straight.  I  did  not 
make  allusions  to  the  police.  The  question 
from  the  member  for  Downs  view  was,  if 
the  police  investigated,  and  I  said  "I  do  not 
know.  I  have  not  consulted  with  the  Attorney 
General,  nor  do  I  know." 

When  I  was  speaking  a  moment  ago  I 
said:  "If  it  should  turn  out  that  there  were 
investigations  to  be  carried  on,  it  might  well 
be  that  such  information  as  the  member  for 
Peterborough  asked  should  not  be  made 
public." 

That  is  what  I  sadd.  I  did  not  allude  to  the 
possibility  of  an  investigation,  or  that  police 
were  investigating. 

I  made  it  very  clear  that  I  do  not  know 
that  they  are. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Would  the  minister  be  willing  to  hold  the 
bill  for  a  few  days  until  such  time  as  he  has 
discussed  it  with  the  Premier  and  with  the 
Attorney  General  and  decided  whether  or 
not  the  Legislature  was  entitled  to  further 
information? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  certainly 
is  my  intention,  of  course,  to  discuss  the  bill 
further  with  all  my  colleagues.  I  have  no 
intention  of  rushing  it  through  the  House. 
The  bill  is  effective  as  of  June  14  when  it  is 
passed,   but   I— 

Mr.  Pitman:   There  is  no  hurry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Do  not  put  words  in 
my  mouth.  I  do  not  say  there  is  no  urgency. 
I  thank  it  is  essential,  however,  that  it 
having  been  introduced,  it  proceed  with 
reasonable  speed  so  that  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  events  we  will  proceed  with  it.  I 
can  only  reiterate   what   I  said  before. 

If  it  is  possible  to  make  available— and  if 
it  is  wise,  considering  all  the  circumstances— 
to  make  available  other  information,  I  would 
be  glad  to  do  so.  But  I  have  to  weigh  with 
my  colleagues,  with  the  Prime  Minister 
and  with  the  Attorney  General  particularly, 
the  advisability  of  making  available  any 
background  material  which  has  come  to  the 
attention  of  the  commission.  Again,  I  make 
it  very  clear  I  have  given  no  intimation  at 
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this  moment   or   any  promise   or   suggestion 
that  I  shall  make  such  information  available. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  and  the  other  members  would 
allow  us  to  revert  to  statements?  I  will  take 
the  time  out  of  the  question  period  because 
I  am  advised  the  Minister  of  Public  Works 
has  a  statement  and  there  may  well  be  ques- 
tions the  members  wish  to  ask  him  of  that. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  Public 
Works):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  the  interest 
expressed  by  a  number  of  members  in  this 
House  in  the  proposal  or  the  request  that 
some  provincial  property  at  the  Mercer  re- 
formatory be  made  available  for  transient 
youth  this  summer,  I  thought  I  should  let 
the  House  know  the  way  the  situation  stands 
at  the  moment. 

On  Monday  I  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Larry  Saunders  of  Grass  Roots  and  Wacheea, 
which  I  will  not  read  entirely,  but  I  will 
read  two  paragraphs  of  it.  This  is  an  appli- 
cation for  the  use  of  the  property.  Mr. 
Saunders   says: 

We  would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  we 
are  making  an  application  directly  to  you 
rather  than  proceeding  with  the  inter- 
mediary sponsorship  of  the  Toronto  Board 
of  Education  in  order  to  overcome  the 
objections  of  the  board's  solicitor  and  the 
legal  representatives  of  the  Ontario  De- 
partment of  Education  who  have  both  in- 
dicated that  this  project  is  beyond  the 
board's  jurisdiction. 

Also   in    our   Tuesday   meeting— 

That  was   a   meeting   I   had   with   represen- 
tatives of  this  organization. 

As  Metro  social  services  committee  does 
not  meet  until  June  21,  approval  could  not 
ibe  obtained  froon  Metro  oouncdl  until  the 
beginning  of  July.  If  arrangements  could 
not  begin  before  this  date  we  would  not 
be  able  to  open  up  the  property  before  the 
first  of  August.  As  the  time  factor  is  critioal 
we  ask  the  cabinet  to  approve  the  applica- 
tion in  th^  form. 

And  I  have  replied  to  Mr.  Saunders  under 
date  of  Jime  16,  as  follows: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  June  11  in 
connection  with  your  appldoaition  "for  the 
use  of  the  Mercer  Reformatory  grounds  on 
King  Street  West  as  an  outdoor  facility  for 
transient  youth  this  summer.'* 

This  morning,  June  16,  I  took  your  re- 
quest to  ithe  Ontario  cabinet  and  outlined 


to  my  colleagues  the  background  on  your 
project,  the  various  decisions  made  by  tiie 
Toronto  Board  of  Education  and  the  city  of 
Toronto  council,  and  as  well,  ii^ormed 
them  of  the  substantia  support  the 
Wacheea  project  has  within  the  community. 

I  aan  advised  by  the  cabinet  to  inform 
you  that  unless  your  application  could  re- 
ceive the  official  backing  of  either  Metro 
council  or  the  city  council,  we  would  not 
be  in  a  position  to  offer  the  Mercer  site  to 
Wadheea. 

As  you  already  know,  I  have  been  in- 
formed of  the  city  of  Toronto  resolution  of 
May  26,  wthidh  read:  "It  is  recoanmended 
that  city  council  advise  the  Minister  of 
Public  Works  for  Ontario  that  it  does  not 
approve  of  the  use  of  the  Mercer  site  as 
a  campsite  for  transient  youths." 

I  think  you  can  imderstand  our  reluctance 
to  ignore— 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Does  the 
minister  prefer  them  sleeping  on  the  streets? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Quoting: 
—this  recoanmendation.   I  know  you  will  be 
tlisappoinited,  but  I  am  sure  you  can  also 
understand    the    unfortunate    position    the 
province  is  placed  in. 

Personally,  I  can  say  that  I  have  been 
very  impressed  with  your  organization's 
eff'orts  in  this  whole  affair,  and  at  the  same 
time,  pass  along  to  you  the  similar  attitude 
expressed  by  my  cabinet  colleagues. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  is  a  big  help. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Very  con- 
soling to  those  people! 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  now  resiune  the  oral 
question  period.  The  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  then 
to  the  Minister  of— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  I  had  a  supple- 
mentary question  which  I  wanted  to  direct  to      j 
the    Minister   of   Financial   and   Commercial      I 
Affairs  when  you— 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  ruled  no  further  supple- 
mentary questions  on  the  question  that  was 
bedng  discussed  before. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  How  does  one  arrive  at  that 
arbitrary   judgement,   most   respectfully? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Speaker  has  so  arrived. 
The  member  for  Downsview  has  the  floor 
for  further  questions. 


JUNE  17,  1971 


2849 


HOSTEL  ARRANGEMENTS 
FOR  TRANSIENT  YOUTH 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  ithe  Minister  of  Public  Works  arising  out 
of  ihis  statement. 

In  view  of  the  obvious  ooneem  expressed 
by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works  to  help  the 
young  people  and  to  assist  the  organizsation 
to  which  he  has  referred,  would  the  minister 
not  intervene,  by  way  of  meetings  and  urgings 
directed  to  both  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
council  and  the  cdty  council  and  try  and  con- 
vince them,  with  lall  the  authority  of  his 
oflSce,  that  this  is  a  desirable  thing  to  do  and 
the  province  would  be  prepared  to  completely 
co-operate,  and  even  if  necessary  lassist 
financially? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  answer  to 
that  in  a  word  is  "no";  because  as  I  see  my 
responsibility  as  Minister  of  Public  Works  it 
is  not  directly  connected  with  youth  activities; 
other  departments  are.  I  lam  in  the  position  of 
a  landlord,  I  am  not  m.  a  position  as  a  repre- 
sentative of  the  government  involved  in  the 
federal  youth  programme. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  his  state- 
ment the  minister  indicated  that  he  discussed 
this  matter  with  his  cabinet  colleagues,  was 
there  not  one  of  his  cabinet  colleagues  who 
felt  he  might  have  this  responsibility— if  a 
cabinet  decision  was  made,  as  the  minister 
indicates,  expressing  Ontario's  concern? 

Mr.  Simonett:  That  would  be  confidential 
information. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  think  the  hon.  member  is 
aware  that  there  is  a  committee  of  cabinet 
that  has  been  working  on  the  youth  pro- 
grammes for  this  summer  and  aimouncements 
have  been  made  by  resiK>nsible  people  in  the 
past  about  the  things  that  the  province  is 
doing. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary, is  the  minister  prepared  to  say  that 
this  is  the  last  word  from  either  he  or  any 
representative  of  the  government  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Well,  it  is  always  the  last 
word  unless  there  as  another  one  later  on. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  speaks  well  of  the  minis- 
ter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  has  a  supplementary? 


Mr.  Shulman:  How  does  the  minister 
rationalize  this  with  his  earlier  statement  that 
the  property  would  be  made  available  if  any 
responsible  body  would  take  resix)nsibility? 
Does  the  minister  not  agree  that  the  board  of 
education  is  a  responsible  body  and  they 
have  agreed  to  take  responsibihty? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
basis  of  their  soMcitor's  opinion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Piark- 
dale  has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  A  supple- 
mentary question  of  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works:  If  the  city  of  Toronto  council  would 
reverse  its  decision  about  Mercer,  would  his 
department  permit  this  organization  the  use 
of  the  grounds? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I  have 
covered  that  on  several  occasiions.  I  said  if 
the  city  approached  us  and  wanted  the  use  of 
the  property  and  wanted  to  lease  it  from  us, 
I  would  be  prepared  to  negotiate  with  them. 
I  am  not  prepared  at  any  time,  of  course,  to 
give  a  blanket  statement  that  it  would  be 
leased,  because  there  might  be  certain  pit)- 
visions  regarding  responsibilities,  damage,  re- 
turn to  original  condition  and  so  on,  w'hich  I 
have  stated  in  this  House  and  in  the  com- 
mittee lon  previous  occasions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough East  has  a  supplementaiy? 

Mr.  Lewiis:  And  the  minister  is  very  pleased 
tliat  the  city  has  taken  him  off  the  hook. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  Would  the 
minister  recommend  to  his  cabinet  colleagues 
that  in  future  they  use  the  term  "travelling 
youth"  instead  of  the  derogatory  term 
"transient  youth"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  do  not  know  that  my 
cabinet  colleagues  have  used  the  term.  I  am 
the  one  who  used  it.  If  it  causes  any  offence 
I  will  withdraw  it  and  use  whatever  term  will 
adequately  cover  the  situation. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  We  could 
call  them  "road"  scholars. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  That  is  one 
of  his  better  ones. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  He  got  me! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  What  hamburg  place  did  he  get 
that  out  of? 

Interjections  by  hon.  memibers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 
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FUTURE  OF  GARDINER  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  (have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Coan- 
munioaitions. 

In  view  of  the  Premier's  reply  to  the 
council  of  the  borough  of  Scarborough  in 
relation  to  the  future  of  the  Gardiner  Express- 
way las  dt  might  extend  into  that  borough; 
when  the  Premier  said,  "I  or  the  meanbers  of 
my  cabinet  would  be  happy  to  arrange  a 
meeting  with  the  board  of  control  on  this 
topic  at  an  appropriate  time;"  could  the  minis- 
ter advise  us  what,  in  his  opinion,  might  be 
an  appropriate  time  that  these  discussions 
might  take  place? 

Hon.  C  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  I  think 
an  appropriate  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  might  be 
when  it  is  convenient  to  all  concerned. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary: In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  council 
of  the  borough  of  Scarborough  obviously  feels 
tjhe  matter  'has  some  substantial  urgency  so 
that  they  can  get  on  with  their  planning, 
could  the  minister  indicate  what  time— within 
some  limits,  if  he  wants  to  set  them— might  be 
convenient?  Would  it  ibe  a  day,  a  week,  a 
month  or  a  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  do  not  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  there  are  any  reasonable  time 
limits  that  should  be  proposed.  I  think  there 
is  some  urgency  to  it.  I  agree  with  the 
borough  of  Scarborough  in  terms  of  urgency 
from  theda:  point  of  view. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned  personally,  as 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communioa- 
tions,  I  am  ready  to  see  them  any  time.  But 
I  cannot  set  a  specific  date.  There  are  other 
things  going  on,  I  might  say,  that  take  up 
part  of  a  minister 's  diary,  but  1  think  there  is 
some  urgency,  and  as  soon  as  it  can  be  oon- 
viently  arranged,  it  will  be  all  right  wTith  me. 

The  Prime  Minister  may  have  some  other 
thoughts  on  this,  but  I  think  he  would  feel 
the  same  way  about  it. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  The  secret  diary  of  Charles 
MacNaughton. 


SEIZURES  OF  BROILER  CHICKENS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food. 
Could  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food 
advise  us  as  to  how  the  government  plans  to 
enforce   the   seizures    made    by    the    broiler 


marketing  board,   if  and  when  retailers   are 
going  to  refuse  them  entry  to  their  premises? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture ond  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  government 
is  not  enforcing  the  legislation.  The  permit 
system  and  the  regulations  under  it  are  pro- 
vided to  the  Broiler  Chicken  Producers 
Marketing  Board  for  it  to  carry  out. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Is 
the  Minister  prepared  to  advise,  or  are  his 
advisers  advising  the  ofBoials  of  the  broiler 
marketing  board  that  they  should  carry  the 
matter  further  than  they  already  have? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  a 
matter  for  the  bnodler  board  to  make  in  its 
own  determination  when  it  is  discussing  the 
matter  with  its  own  people. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary: Is  the  minister  suggesting  that  there 
is  no  advice  oomdng  from  him  or  his  officials 
to  the  broiler  marketing  board,  which  has 
obviously  run  into  some  difficulty? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ban. 
member,  representing  his  party,  which  has 
always  criticized  me  for  interfering  in  the 
laffairs  of  marketing  boards,  now  suggests 
that  I  should  interfere  in  the  affairs  of  market- 
ing boards,  which  is  just  a  complete  reversal 
of  what  is  the  normal  position  over  there  in 
the  opposition, 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary, Mr,  Speaker,  would  tlie  minister  care 
to  answer  my  question?  Is  he  or  are  any  of 
his  advisers  giving  advice  to  the  broiler 
marketing  board? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  call  to  the  attention 
of  the  hon,  member  that  as  members  are 
entitled  to  phrase  questions  within  reason  as 
they  wish,  ministers  are  entitled  to  answer 
within  reason  as  they  wish,  and  if  tJhe  mem- 
ber is  not  satisfied  there  is  nothing  much  he 
can  do  about  it,  because  the  minister  is 
entided  to  answer  as  he  wisihes, 

I  rule  that  the  minister  has  answered  the 
question  as  he  wishes.  There  will  be  no 
further  supplementaries.  We  will  pass  on 
to  the  next  question  please. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  enough  for  the  moment. 


STRIKE  AT  AP  PARTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  Has  the  Minister 
of    Labour    received    a    full    report    on    the 
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arrests  made  in  the  strike  of  AP  Parts 
yesterday  morning  and  again  this  morning? 
Is  it  his  intention  that  The  Department  of 
Labour  will  do  anything  in  an  effort  to 
intervene  in  the  dispute? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
a  meeting  convened  tomorrow  morning  be- 
tween the  company,  the  union  and  the  other 
people  concerned  in  this  matter. 

Mr.   Lewis:   And  the   government  people? 

Hon.   Mr.  Carton:   Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  By  way  of  supplemen- 
tary, has  the  minister  any  information  on 
precisely  how  many  strike-breakers  are  pas- 
sing through  the  picket  lines,  their  various 
ages,  and  the  jobs  that  they  are  now  occu- 
pying? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No;  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
only  information  I  have  is  what  I  have  read 
in  the  press,  and  that  has  been  a  varying 
figure  of  anywhere  from  50  to  100  to  150. 
I  am  not  personally  aware  of  how  many  are 
involved,  but  this  will  come  out,  1  suggest, 
tomorrow  at  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supple- 
mentary: Could  the  minister  tell  us  whether 
Canadian  Driver  Pool  Limited  is  involved 
in  this  strike? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Then  a  further  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Minister  of  Labour 
investigate  to  find  out  whether  Driver  Pool 
Limited  is   involved  in  this  strike? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes;  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
will  take  whatever  steps  I  can.  I  might 
mention  to  the  hon.  member  and  to  his  leader 
in  connection  with  this  particular  company 
that  we  have  been  investigating  it  to  the 
best  of  our  ability  all  week.  For  your  infor- 
mation, we  did  turn  over  part  of  the 
investigation  to  the  OPP  with  respect  to  the 
security  guard  part  and  whether  or  not  they 
have  a  licence,  and  in  fact  they  do  not. 

I  might  mention,  too,  that  this  company 
was  incorporated  only  in  July  or  August  of 
1970,  so  when  they  make  claims  that  they 
have  been  connected  with,  or  involved  in, 
several  strikes  over  the  past  two  or  three 
years,  I  think  this  again  is  fantasy,  but  we 
are  carrying  on  with  our  investigations. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Could  they  have  been  involved 
before,  illegally? 


Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
which  relates  to  this  Mr.  Speaker— you  may 
judge  it  a  new  question  if  you  wish,  sir— 
this  is  a  company  which,  apparently,  it  is 
now  ascertained  was  operating  illegally,  by 
way  of  the  security  guard  aspect  of  its 
operation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  In 
the  letter  that  was  read  they  claimed  that 
•they  could  provide  these  services. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  they  are  not  licensed  to 
do  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  They  are  not  licensed 
to  do  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  your  investigation  of 
them  has  not  yet  assessed  which  labour 
disputes  they  were  involved  in  in  southern 
Ontario  and  whether  or  not  they  are  now 
involved  in  AP  Parts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  still  carrying  on  this  part  of  the  inves- 
tigation; but  again  I  point  out  that  they 
have  only  been  in  existence  for  about  six 
or   seven  months. 

LEGISLATION  ON 
BRANCH  PLANT  LAYOFFS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  further  question  of  a  different 
kind,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of  Labour: 
Since  he  indicated  that  roughly  three-quarters 
of  the  plants  or  jobs  involved  in  branch 
plant  layoffs  and  shutdowns  were  in  sub- 
sidiaries of  foreign  firms,  is  the  minister 
thinking  of  introducing  legislation  in  his 
area  parallel  to  that  introduced  by  the 
government  in  relation  to  book  distributing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  Minister  of  Labour 
not  think  there  is  a  suflBcient  parallel  here  so 
that  if,  in  one  instance,  the  governments  asks 
for  75  per  cent  Canadian  control,  that  in 
another  instance,  in  the  manufacturing  sec- 
tor, where  men  are  actually  losing  their 
jobs,  parallel  legislation  should  apply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  might 
point  out  that  this  particular  matter  was 
fully  documented  in  the  committee  last 
week.  I  would  point  out  that  of  the  com- 
panies which  were  involved,  the  balance 
were  Canadian  companies,  so  there  is  nothing 
in  particular  about  a  subsidiary  company 
which  makes  it  close  or  partially  close,  any 
more  than  any  other  company,  be  it  Canad- 
ian or  be  it  American  or  any  other  national- 
ity. 
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Mr.  Pilkey:  Further  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  On  what  figures  did  the  minister 
make  that  assessment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  On  the  figures  that  were 
given  last  week  in  the  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  have  a  new  question 
for  a  minister  who  was  not  here  before, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Brantford 
has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Is  the  minister  aware  the 
figures  that  were  given  last  week  indicated 
that  about  three  times  as  many  employees 
were  laid  off  by  American  corporations  in 
comparison  to  Canadian  corporations,  and 
the  ratio  of  companies  was  about  two  to 
one,  American  versus  Canadian? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Sixty-five  to  67  per  cent 
were  other  than  Canadians  companies,  right. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
that  means  33  per  cent  of  the  employers  were 
Canadian,  and  67  per  cent  were  working  for 
American  corporations;  a  ratio  of  two  to  one. 

Mr.  Simonett:  Some  of  the  member's 
friends  there  in  the  front  seat,  would  be  laid 
off  by  American  corporations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  That  could  be,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  bear  in  mind— and  this  again  is 
an  underlying  basis  to  this  whole  discussion- 
out  of  2,()00  or  2,100  that  were  documented, 
according  to  our  estimates  there  were  only 
600,  to  700  who  had  not  yet  been  re- 
employed; so  we  are  talking  about  a  figure 
of  600  to  700. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Scarbor- 
ough West  further  questions? 


RATE  INCREASE  BY  UNION  GAS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  have  further  questions. 
First,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management:  Will  the  bid  to 
increase  rates  on  the  part  of  Union  Gas 
have  to  come  before  the  Energy  Board  of 
Ontario? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be- 
lieve that  any  move  or  increase  in  rates  by 
the  gas  suppliers  has  to  go  before  the  Energy 
Board,  yes. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Will  the  government  of  Ontario 
be  making  representation  to  that  board  on 
behalf  of  the  consumers  of  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  First  of  all,  the  member 
realizes  his  question  is  directed  to  the  wrong 
minister. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  all  right,  I  can  ask  it  of 
the  Minister  of  Mines  and  Northern  Affairs. 
Will  the  Minister  of  Mines  and  Northern 
Affairs  have  departmental  representation  at 
the  Energy  Board  when  Union  Gas  requests 
its  increase? 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
inform  the  House  that  we  will  have  legal 
counsel  at  the  hearings  only  as  observers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  observers. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  By  way  of  supplementary 
question,  will  the  minister  insist  that  the 
return  granted  to  Union  Gas  be  on  par  with 
that  which  is  granted  to  other  public  utility 
companies  or  companies  such  as  Bell  Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  did  not  get  the  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Will  the  minister  ensure 
that  the  rate  or  return  on  investment  that 
Union  Gas  will  receive  is  on  a  par  with  or 
parallel  to  the  returns  received  by  Bell 
Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  think  the  hon.  member 
well  knows  that  I  certainly  cannot  do  that. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  By  way  of  further  sup- 
lementary,  is  the  minister  aware  that  the 
natural  gas  companies,  as  a  result  of  state- 
ments by  his  own  officials,  are  receiving 
twice  as  much  as  Bell  Canada?  In  other 
words  they  are  getting  12  per  cent  to  14  per 
cent  return  on  their  investments. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  am  aware  of  that  state- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker,  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarbor- 
ough West. 


ONTARIO  PLACE 
JANITORIAL  CONTRACT 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Public  Works:  Would  he  permit  the  let- 
ting of  the  contract  to  clean  Ontario  Place, 
and  the  manner  of  the  letting  of  that  con- 
tract, to  come  before  one  of  the  legislative 
committees    of    this    House    for   full    pemsal 
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examination  and  inquiry,  in  view  of  the 
articles  that  have  appeared  under  Ron 
Haggart's  byline  in  the  Toronto  Telegram? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  intend  to 
make  a  full  statement  about  the  cleaning 
contract  for  Ontario  Place  at  the  beginning 
of  the  week.  I  might  say  that  it  is  a  some- 
what complex  matter  and  I  am  trying  to  get 
all  the  material  together.  There  are  some 
errors  in  Mr.  Haggart's  column,  which  I 
have  read,  and— 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  are  some  errors  in  the 
minister's  department.  He  just  does  not  be- 
heve  in  the  tender  system  because  he  does 
not  get  appropriate  donations  that  way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —and  I  shall  be  making  a 
full  statement  about  it  early  in  the  week, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  in 
light  of  the  obvious  fact  that  it  is,  to  use  the 
minister's  word,  complicated— the  most  chari- 
table word  that  could  be  put  on  the  face  of 
the  awarding  of  this  contract— does  he  not 
think  that  this  is  a  legitimate  matter  for  in- 
quiry before  a  legislative  committee? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Let 
us  get  on  with  the  business  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  point  out  that  the  Premier 
himself  has  referred  practices  of  the  Public 
Works  department  to  a  royal  commission. 
We  are  merely  asking  for  a  legislative  com- 
mittee, and  would  request  the  minister  that 
he  perhaps  include  that  in  his  statement  to 
clear  the  air  around  the  matter,  which  now 
causes  some  concern? 

I  did  not  get  an  answer  on  the  first;  I 
would  not  mind  an  answer  on  the  supple- 
mentary. I  am  asking  the  minister  whether 
he  will  refer  it  to  a  legislative  committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  thought  the  supplemen- 
tary included  the  suggestion  that  I  make 
some  reference  to  this  request  in  the  state- 
ment? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Included  in  the  statement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
the  hon.  members  have  heard  the  statement 
then  there  can  be  further  discussions  if 
necessary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  questions? 


Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  will  leave  it  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


CONFLICT  OF  INTEREST  CHARGE 
AGAINST  TORONTO  ALDERMAN 

Mr.  Singer:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Municipal  AflFairs,  Mr.  Speaker.  In 
view  of  the  charges  of  conflict  of  interest 
being  levelled  at  one  alderman  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  council  by  another  alderman,  and  in 
view  of  the  defence  of  those  charges  made 
by  the  first  alderman,  would  the  minister  not 
deem  it  appropriate  that  some  form  of  in- 
quiry be  ordered  by  him  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  validity,  or  lack  of  validity,  of  those 
charges? 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Every  day  of  the  week  the  member 
wants  an  inquiry. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  The  Municipal  Act- 
excuse  my  voice— imposes  a  burden  on  all 
elected  officials,  under  section  198a,  to  dis- 
close any  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  a 
matter  before  council.  That  certainly  is  an 
obligation  on  every  elected  person  who  comes 
under  the  Act  and  he  should  comply  with  it. 

Of  course,  there  may  be  occasions  from 
time  to  time  when  a  person  becomes  dis- 
qualified to  serve.  Under  another  section  of 
the  Act,  there  is  provision  whereby  a  realtor, 
who  is  a  person  who  could  be  an  elector,  can 
apply  to  a  judge.  I  think  those  matters  quite 
properly  should  be  dealt  with  by  a  judge, 
because  of  the  impartiality  of  the  judiciary 
in  dealing  with  those  matters,  and  he  should 
determine  whether  a  person  is  disqualified  or 
not. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  would  the  minister  not  consider 
that  he  has  the  power  under  section  320  of 
the  Act  to  order  an  inquiry?  And  should  he 
not  proceed  under  the  powers  given  in  this 
section? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  section  320 
relates  to  commissions  of  inquiry.  That  sec- 
tion is  really  related  to  different  types  of 
matter,  and  to  me  it  is  most  important  that 
matter  of  disqualification  of  elected  officials 
should  be  dealt  with  impartially  and  fully.  I 
think  it  can  best  be  dealt  with  by  the  judi- 
ciary in  the  normal  procedure. 
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However,  the  member  has  suggested  sec- 
tion 320.  I  think  it  is  directed  to  other 
purposes,  but  I  will  look  at  it  in  that  sense. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker,  does  the  minister 
really  consider  it  fair,  since  a  matter  such 
as  this  has  received  considerable  publicity, 
that  a  further  inquiry  into  it  should  be  at 
the  behest  of  a  so-called  relator  rather  than 
at  the  higher  level  of  government  repre- 
sented by  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  If  it  was  going  to  be  in 
the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs'  responsi- 
bility, recognizing  that  there  are  some  900 
municipalities  in  this  province  I  think  we 
would  continually  be  faced  with  dealing 
with  matters  of  that  nature.  I  think  the 
present  way  it  is  dealt  with,  both  before 
the  Supreme  Court  and  the  county  court 
throughout  the  province,  would  perhaps  be 
more  expeditious  and  fair  considering  the 
diversity  of  the  areas  in  the  province. 

On  the  other  matter  of  the  relator  having 
to  put  up  a  sum  of  money,  it  is  not  a  large 
sum  but  I  recognize  there  might  be  some 
difficulty. 

Mr.  Singer:  But  that  money  is  only  a 
security. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  only  a  security;  it 
could  be  returned. 

Mr.  Singer:  Costs  could  be  awarded  against 

the  party- 
Mr.   Speaker:   Order.  If  the  hon.   member 

for    Downsview   wishes,    in   due    course,    he 

may  have  the  floor.   The  minister  now  has 

the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  could  be  awarded 
against  him;  yes.  But  I  would  doubt  it 
would  be  awarded  against  him  if  there  was 
validity  to  his  claim. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  The  mem- 
ber for  Peterborough. 


OISE    STUDY    ON 
PREJUDICE  IN  TEXTBOOKS 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  direct  a  question  to  the  Minister  of 
Education?  In  view  of  the  news  reports  of 
a  particular  publication  which  came  from 
the  Ontario  Institute  of  Studies  in  Educa- 
tion, indicating  that  certain  groups  in  our 
society  are  badly  misrepresented  in  some  of 


the  textbooks  that  are  used  in  the  classrooms 
of  this  province,  such  as  the  fact  that 
teachers  can  actually  be  accused  of  teaching 
prejudice,  I  am  wondering  what  steps  the 
minister  intends  to  take  as  a  result  of  this 
study? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  this  report  to  which  reference 
was  made  was  one  conmiissioned  by  the 
Ontario  Human  Rights  Commission  in  co- 
operation with  the  Ontario  Institute  for 
Studies  in  Education,  and  the  report  was 
released  yesterday  or  the  day  before.  I  now 
have  the  benefit  of  going  through  this  report 
and  I  want  to  have  some  time  to  study  it 
and  the  implications  of  the  report. 

I  should  perhaps  indicate  to  this  par- 
ticular member  and  other  members  of  the 
House  that  the  department  has  not  been 
waiting  for  this  report  without  doing  its 
own  evaluation.  We  have  completed  an 
analysis  of  all  of  the  books  listed  in  Circular 
14_over  1,500  titles  on  that  circular— and 
I  now  have  the  benefit  of  that  particular 
report,  too.  In  fact,  for  the  last  12  or  18 
months  we  have  been,  as  a  result  of  the 
departmental  evaluation,  inviting  representa- 
tives of  the  native  peoples'  groups  and 
minority  groups  referred  to  in  new  books 
introduced  for  our  consideration  by  pub- 
lishers to  join  the  evaluation  committee  to 
give  us  the  benefit  of  their  opinions  with 
respect  to  the  tides. 

In  the  summary  of  the  report  as  published 
by  OISE,  there  are  some  recommendations 
and  I  want  to  study  the  practicality  of  some 
of  those.  It  is  a  very  helpful  study.  I  think 
the  tide  is  a  bit  unfortunate  because  it 
would  try  to  suggest  that  we  are  deliberately 
teaching  prejudice  and  I  am  sure  that  no 
one  wants  to  convey  that  impression. 

One  of  the  helpful  aspects  of  the  report, 
as  I  understand  it  at  this  stage,  is  that  it 
does  provide  some  type  of  an  objective  sys- 
tem of  evaluation  for  making  some  determin- 
ations in  this  area.  I  think  this  is  very  help- 
ful, very  positive  and  very  constructive.  We 
are  faced  with  the  fact  that  really  for  the 
past  18  months  we  have  been  approaching 
new  publications  from  this  point  of  view. 
The  questions  now  are  what  will  publishers 
do  now  that  they  have  been  notified  with 
respect  to  the  revisions  in  those  books  which 
are  still  on  Circular  14  and  were  approved 
prior  to  this  new  procedure  by  the  depart- 
ment. 

I  sum  up  by  saying  that  I  think  this  report 
will  be  helpful.  We  have  been  acting  in  a 
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very  positive  way  in  this  area  ourselves  for 
the  last  18  months.  I  would  want  to  go  into 
this  in  some  detail  and  discuss  it  with  a 
number  of  people  including  my  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Citizenship  who  has  responsibili- 
ties in  the  House  in  some  of  these  areas  as 
well.  Perhaps  by  the  time  we  get  to  the 
estimates  of  this  department  in  the  committee 
I  might  have  something  further  to  share  with 
you  and  the  members  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the  minister 
whether  it  is  in  fact  true  that  the  depart- 
mental study  corroborates  the  statements 
made  in  that  OISE  publication;  and  whether 
the  minister  would  not  consider  referring  all 
the  old  textbooks  to  the  minority  groups  and 
native  people's  organizations;  and  finally, 
whether  he  would  not  think  it  would  be 
incumbent  upon  him  as  minister  to  see  that 
some  errata  sheets  are  included  in  any  books 
that  go  out  to  the  schools  for  the  coming  fall, 
at  least  indicating  the  sections  of  those  books 
where  in  a  sense  there  may  be  prejudice 
expressed,  either  inadvertently  or  through 
any  other  reason? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think,  to  answer  the 
supplementary  questions  in  the  order  they 
were  asked;  in  the  first  place,  a  more  expan- 
sive study  by  the  department  does  indicate 
evidence  of  bias  by  today's  standards,  as 
approached  by  this  new  procedure  which  we 
have  been  using.  There  is  no  question  that 
this  changes  from  time  to  time,  depending 
on  public  attitudes  to  various  matters;  by 
today's  standards,  there  is  evidence  of  bias. 

Secondly,  the  question  of  the  errata  sheets 
concerns  me  just  a  bit,  and  there  are  some 
practical  implications  here  once  again.  I  am 
wondering  if  this  matter— and  I  wonder  out 
loud— is  not  best  left  to  the  good  judgement 
of  teachers  and  students.  We  have  to  rely  on 
the  fact  that  there  must  be  some  responsi- 
bility and  I  know  very  responsible  people 
who  are  connected  with  it.  Having  said  that 
I  have  forgotten— that  is  the  first  and  the 
third;  I  have  forgotten  the  second  one. 

Mr.  Pitman:  The  reference  of  the  old  books 
to  those  minority  groups  or  organizations  rep- 
resenting minority  groups. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  with  reference 
to  that  the  publishers  have  been  advised  both 
with  respect  of  the  study  that  you  are  refer- 
ring to  and  our  own  study.  It  would  be  our 
hope  that  the  publishers,  armed  as  they  are 
now  with  this  information,  might  make  some 
effort   themselves    to    have    these    particular 


sections  reviewed  by  representatives  of  these 
groups  and  certainly  by  the  time  they  are 
ready  for  some  revisions. 

I  am  very  anxious  that  we  clearly  under- 
stand the  role  of  the  department,  with  respect 
to  this  whole  question  of  books  that  get  on 
the  approved  list,  that  we  are  not  ourselves 
the  publisher  and  we  are  not  ourselves  cen- 
sors. We  have  some  responsibility  in  connec- 
tion with  procedures  which  we  follow  to 
evaluate  books  before  they,  in  fact,  go  on 
the  list.  Those  deemed  by  the  review  com- 
mittee to  have  some  shortcomings,  if  this  is 
one  of  them,  the  books  are  in  fact  not  ap- 
proved and  the  publishers  are  told  why. 

So  it  is  a  case  of  whether  or  not,  having 
started  18  months  ago,  we  will  in  fact  have 
a  system  now  to  cover  this  situation.  We  will 
look  after  those  older  books  as  publishers 
present  their  revisions  to  us  and  do  it  in  an 
evolutionary  rather  than  in  a  dramatic  way, 
which,  of  course,  is  the  manner  I  want  to 
think  about  in  connection  with  the  study  of 
the  report. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
East.  The  member  for  Peterborough  had  said 
"finally"  and  that  meant  that  was  the  last  of 
his  questions. 

The  member  for  Scarborough  East. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  A  supplementary  question— 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  a  bad  word. 

Mr.  T.  Beid:  Did  the  minister's  examination 
of  the  question  of  prejudice  in  the  curriculum 
include  the  issue  of  prejudice  against  persons 
of  the  female  gender,  unlike  the  OISE  report 
which  specifically  excluded  the  issue  of  dis- 
crimination against  women  in  the  school 
curriculum? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  must  be  very  honest 
and  say  that  I  cannot  answer  that  question 
as  accurately  as  I  would  like  to,  because  as 
I  read  the  study,  I  read  no  evidence  along 
that  particular  line.  I  do  know  that  our 
approach,  going  through  the  1,500  titles  or 
so  that  are  now  part  of  Circular  14,  was  done 
from  the  standpoint  of  bias  and  I  think  it 
would  be  that  type  of  bias  directed  to  our 
native  people  or  minority  ethnic  groups. 

I  cannot  specdfioally  say  that  the  committee 
had  in  mind  the  particular  subject  matter  to 
which  you  make  reference,  but  I  will  make  it 
my  business  to  exi>and  on  that  stateoneaa/t  for 
you  or  (have  that  information  for  our  esti- 
mates. 
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Mr.  T.  Reid:  Is  die  nwaiister  aware  of  the 
many  recamimendatians  in  the  noyal  comirms- 
sion  on  the  status  of  women  pentaining  to 
prejudice  in  the  curriculum  in  the  schools 
across  Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am,  and  I 
would  only  say  that  I  have  some  responsibility 
to  ensure  the  meonbers  that  I  am  giving 
factual  information  in  my  answers.  I  would 
be  very  surprised  to  find  that  the  subject 
miatter  to  wihioh  the  member  makes  reference 
is  not  in  fact  a  concern  in  ithe  evaloation  of 
the  books. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs  has  the  reply  to  a  ques- 
tion asked  the  other  day. 


CHARTER  FOR  GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEE  ORGANIZATION 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The    member    for    Wellington    South    (Mr. 

Worton)    asked   a    questian   on    May    13   as 

follows: 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minisiter  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs.  Could  he  inform  the  House  as  to 
the  xeason  for  the  delay  in  issuing  a  dharter 
to  the  Ontario  Government  Employees 
Organizati'on? 

My  answer  is  that  originally  the  issue  of  a 
charter  was  not  proceeded  with,  pending  the 
passing  of  legislation  dealing  woitih  collective 
bargaining.  That  legislation  was  given  fiirst 
reading  last  year,  but  the  bill  was  allowed  to 
die  on  the  order  paper  last  year  and  such 
legislation  has  not  yet  been  re-introduced  in 
this  session. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
inform  the  ihon.  member  that  the  companies 
branch  is  proceeding  to  deal  with  the 
solicitors  who  represent  the  organization  and 
at  least  two  items  which  are  to  be  worked  out 
are  presently  under  discussion.  Firstly,  with 
re!Si)Cot  to  the  name,  we  find  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  make  some  dbange  since  the  present 
name  could  be  interpreted  as  an  Ontario 
government  operation;  and  secondly,  the 
objects  which  are  set  forth  in  the  application 
in  some  of  their  areas  would  appear  to  be  in 
conflict  with  The  Public  Service  Act  and 
The  Public  Service  Superannuation  Act.  The 
companies  branch  is  dealing  wdth  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  TransjKMta- 
tion  and  Communications  has  the  answer  to 
a  question  asked  the  other  day. 


REMOVAL  OF  HIGHWAY  SIGNS 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.   The  question  was  asked  'On  Jijne  7, 
by  the  hon.  member  for  York  Centre   (Mr. 
Deacon).    He  is  not  in  his  seat  but  I  Shall 
proceed  with  the  answer.  The  question  was: 
Why  did  The  Department  of  Highways 
officials,  or  The  Department  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Oommunioations  oflBcdals,  remove 
the  sign  recently  erected  by  the  town  of 
Markhaim  at  its  boundaries  on  Highway  48 
and  on  another  provincial  highway? 

The  answer,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  wdith  the 
creation  of  regional  municipalities  the  depart- 
ment was  concerned  with  the  efi^ect  any 
change  in  highway  signing  would  have  on 
the  travelling  public.  A  detailed  review  re- 
sulted in  the  policy  that  the  limits  of  a 
regional  municipality  could  be  identified,  but 
the  idenitifioaton  of  the  large  semi-rural  muni- 
cipali'ties  within  the  region  could  not  be  justi- 
fied. 

The  policy  adopted  was  on  the  basis  that 
the  majority  of  motorists  were  destined  for  the 
ihigh  population  areas,  which  in  turn  co- 
incided with  the  highway  directional  signs. 
In  this  respect,  the  department  would  retain 
the  identification  of  the  old  municipalities  and 
forgo  any  identificati'On  of  the  new  municipal- 
ities at  this  time. 

In  the  case  of  the  town  of  Markham,  signs 
were  illegally  erected  on  the  highway  right- 
of-way  by  the  municipalaty.  The  department 
did  not  have  any  record  of  any  request  of 
the  municipality,  either  for  permission  to 
erect  the  signs,  or  to  have  the  department 
erect  them.  When  the  signs  were  noticed  the 
mmiicipality  was  contacted.  The  department's 
policy  was  explained  in  detail  and  the  mtmi- 
cipality  was  requested  to  remove  the  signs. 
The  signs  were  not  removed,  and  therefore 
the  department  proceeded  to  take  down  the 
signs  and  return  them  to  the  municipjal  yard. 
It  ds  my  imderstanding  that  the  town  of 
Markham  is  now  considering  erection  of  field 
advertising  signs. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 


COTTAGE  OVERDEVELOPMENT 
AT  BOBS  LAKE 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Mimioipal  Affairs,  Mr.  Speaker:  What 
action  has  his  department  taken  as  a  result  of 
the  letter  which  was  sent  to  him  by  The 
Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  on  Septem- 
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ber  11  last,  complaining  that  Bobs  Lake  in 
Frontenac  county  was  being  destroyed  both 
as  to  flora  and  fauna  because  he  was  allow- 
ing too  many  cottages  to  be  developed  on 
the  lake? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure 
the  hon.  member  appreciates  that  the  letter 
has  not  come  to  my  attention,  but  I  will  be 
glad  to  look  into  it,  and  I  will  get  the  answer. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Who  gets  the 
letter  ahead  of  the  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thought 
he  said  "September  last." 

Mr.  Shulman:  September  last. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  September  last  year; 
naturally  I  would  not  have  received  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 


POLLUTION  OF  MAITLAND  RIVER 

Mr.  H.  EdighoflFer  (Perth):  A  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment: Would  the  minister  advise  if  the 
Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission  con- 
sidered fencing  and  signing  the  Maitiand 
River  from  the  Listowel  lagoon  system  to 
Brussels  because  of  the  pollution  in  the 
river  caused  by  the  extension  work  to  the 
lagoon  system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  am  not  sure,  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  benefit  would  result  from  such  signing. 
The  hon.  member  is  implying  that  because 
of  that  extension  this  is  some  loss  from  the 
existing  settling  basins?  Is  that  what  the  hon. 
member  is  saying? 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  saying 
to  the  minister  that— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
would  ask  the  minister  a  question  rather 
than  saying  something  to  him. 

Mr.  EdighoflFer:  All  right,  I  will  ask  the 
minister  if  the  Ontario  Water  Resources 
Commission  gave  notification  or  suggested 
that  one  cell  of  the  lagoon  be  emptied  after 
the  above-normal  spring  flow  had  subsided 
and  therefore  created  pollution;  and  from 
this  did  the  commission  consider  fencing  and 
signing  that  area  of  the  river? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  that  the  commission  did  give  this 
particular  permission.  I  will  have  to  look 
into  it  and  report  to  him. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Lands 
and  Forests  has  a  reply  to  a  question. 


TRAFFICKING  IN  COMMERCIAL 
FISHING  LICENCES 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Tuesday  the  hon, 
member  for  Brantford  asked  me  a  question 
•with,  reference  to  the  transfer  of  commercial 
fishing  licences. 

Commercial  fishing  hcences  may  not  be 
sold  or  bartered.  Licences  are  issued  by  The 
Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  and  may 
be  transferred  only  by  the  issuer.  Fishermen 
may  negotiate  for  a  licence  transfer  and 
then,  if  they  agree,  complete  a  "request  for 
transfer"  form.  In  this  form  is  shown  all 
capital  equipment  such  as  boats,  nets,  docks, 
or  other  fishing  equipment,  which  will  be 
sold  if  the  licence  is  transferred. 

The  amount  to  be  paid  for  the  equipment 
is  also  shown.  Transfers  are  not  made  if  the 
value  of  the  equipment  is  not  in  line  with 
the  amount  being  oflFered  for  it. 

A  fisherman  may  also  at  time  find  it  to  his 
advantage  to  lease  or  charter  a  fishing  vessel 
to  carry  out  his  business  of  fishing.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  licensee  continues 
to  exercise  his  privilege  of  fishing.  He  is  not 
limited  as  to  whom  he  employs  to  work  for 
him. 

In  the  interests  of  good  management  of 
the  fish  resource  we  find  we  can  seldom 
issue  new  licences.  Licences  which  are  not 
used  during  a  two-year  period  are  not  re- 
newed. 

At  present  there  is  considerable  interest 
among  fisherman  in  moving  to  other  fishing 
locations.  This  results  from  the  need  of 
finding  areas  where  fish  are  less  apt  to  have 
unaccepted  mercury  levels.  A  programme 
under  the  Ontario  Development  Corporation 
is  designed  to  help  fishermen  to  accomplish 
this  restructuring  and  relocating  of  their 
fisheries. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  supplementary  question: 
Did  I  understand  correctly  from  the  min- 
ister that  his  department  will  scrutinize  close- 
ly the  transfer  of  the  licences  when  eqmp- 
ment  is  involved  because  there  are  indica- 
tions that  the  prices  charged  are  overinflated 
in  comparison  to  what  the  real  cost  of  the 
equipment  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Right,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
I  indicated  there  is  an  application  from 
where  the  details  have  to  be  shown  and  we 
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only    approve   if   we   think    that   the    prices 
are  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period,  as 
extended,  has  now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  presented  the  1970 
annual  report  of  the  Ontario  Department  of 
Municipal  Affairs. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 


CONSERVATION,   PROTECTION  AND 
PROPAGATION  OF  FAUNA  AND  FLORA 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intitiJed,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the 
Conservation,  Protection  and  Propagation  of 
Species  of  Fauna  and  Flora  that  are  Threat- 
ened with  Extinction. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  the 
indulgence  of  the  House  I  would  like  to 
make  a  few  more  remarks  than  I  usually 
make  at  this  time. 

In  introducing  a  bill  entitled  The  En- 
dangered Species  Act,  1971,  I  woidd  like 
to  say  that  Ontario  is  providing  leadership 
in  this  kind  of  legislation  in  Canada,  since 
I  believe  that  no  other  province  has  similar 
legislation. 

With  an  increasing  human  population  and 
changing  land  use  patterns,  as  well  as  the 
application  of  technology,  changes  are  taking 
place  in  our  environment  sometimes  at  a 
rate  which  is  much  greater  than  any  of  us 
appreciate  or  understand.  We  use  chemicals 
to  achieve  certain  purposes  and  we  produce 
effluents  which  pollute  our  environment.  As 
a  result,  a  number  of  species  of  animals  or 
birds  and  indeed  plants  which  formerly 
occurred  in  Ontario  have  either  disappeared 
or  been  reduced  to  such  critically  low  levels 
that  they  are  in  danger  of  disappearing. 

It  is  of  the  greatest  importance  that  we 
have  a  means  to  preserve  the  species  which 
remain  but  which  we  now  know  to  be  at 
low  population  levels.  The  most  notable 
example  as  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  is 
the  peregrine  falcon  which  is  not  only  en- 
dangered in  this  province  but  over  vast 
areas  of  the  world.  In  proposing  this  legis- 
lation, I  am  concerned  not  only  about  species 


such  as  the  falcon,  which  is  now  reduced 
to  a  few  nesting  pairs,  but  also  I  am  con- 
cerned about  species  which  are  rare  in 
Ontario  although  they  may  be  most  abundant 
in  other  areas. 

i  feel  we  have  a  responsibility  to  our 
people  to  maintain  small  populations  of 
presently  existing  animals,  birds  or  plants, 
so  that  the  educational,  cultural,  and  recrea- 
tional experience  of  those  who  are  interested 
in  natural  things  wall  not  be  impaired.  I 
could  cite  as  examples  the  badger,  which  is 
exceedingly  rare  in  Ontario,  and  a  species 
of  clouded  yellow  buitterfly,  scientifically 
known  as  Pieris  virginianum  which  is  foiuid 
apparently  in  only  one  part  of  Ontario, 
namely  the  Britton  tract  in  the  Hespeler 
district,  although  it  is  common  southwards 
from  here  in  the  United  States. 

I  must  express  concern  for  the  welfare 
of  such  fish-eating  birds  as  the  double-crested 
cormorant,  which  has  declined  in  numbers 
in  recent  years,  I  would  also  have  to  include 
the  golden  eagle  and  the  bald  eagle,  both 
of  which  appear  to  be  found  in  much 
smaller  numbers  than  formerly. 

There  is  no  suggestion  that  these  animals 
and  birds  are  necessarily  reduced  in  numbers 
as  the  result  of  exploitation,  but  there  is 
certainly  evidence  in  the  case  of  such  birds 
as  the  cormorant,  bald  eagle,  and  peregrine 
falcon  that  chlorinated  hydrocarbon  pesti- 
cides, for  example  DDT,  have  contributed 
to  their  decline. 

While  steps  have  been  taken  in  Ontario 
which  have  resulted  in  substantially  limited 
use  of  this  type  of  pesticide,  and  a  public 
conscience  is  developing  throughout  the 
world  in  respect  of  the  use  of  some  chemi- 
cals, it  is  essential  that  we  do  everything 
possible  to  preserve  the  limited  stock  of 
certain  species  which  are  left  to  us,  in  the 
hope  that  controlled  and  careful  use  of 
chemicals  and  essential  steps  to  improve 
our  environment  will  result  in  the  preserva- 
tion and  increase  of  species  which  at  this 
point  are  actually  endangered  or  are  on  the 
verge  of  this  status. 

Mr.  Shulman:  What  does  the  minister  do 
when  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs 
does  not  co-operate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
orders  of  the  day  I  think  I  should  make  some 
comment  aibout  what  I  announced  as  the 
order  of  the  day  yesterday,  which  mig'ht  be 
helpful  to  the  members  of  the  House. 
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I  have  iiidioaited  that  the  esbiimaites  of  The 
Department  of  Tourism  and  Information 
would  oontinue  and  that  we  would  hope  for 
an  opportunity  to  do  second  reading  of  those 
particular  bills  w*hich  stand  in  the  nantne  of 
the  Prime  Mdnister.  I  indicated  that  if  the 
Attorney  General  were  here— <as  I  thought  he 
might  be— we  might  get  to  those. 

The  Attorney  General  has  not  returned. 
As  far  as  I  have  been  lable  to  ascertain,  he 
will  not  be  in  the  House.  So,  for  the  benefit 
of  members  of  the  House,  the  order  would 
be  that  we  would  oontinue  with  the  estimates 
of  The  Department  of  Tourism  and  Informa- 
tion and  if  they  oonelude,  go  to  budget  de- 
bate tonight,  and  tlhis  could  be  continued  to- 
morrow. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  House  to  vary  that 
slightly.  There  are  four  bills— the  first  four 
items  on  the  order  paper— which  are  just  for 
third  reading.  They  had  a  very  good  dis- 
cussion in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole.  The 
Lieutenant  Governor  has  been  good  enough 
to  indicate  that  he  would  stand  by  to  give 
them  royal  assent  and  I  expect  that  he  will 
be  standing  by  at  once. 

Mr.  Singer:  First  four?   Five? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  the  first  four.  The 
fifth  one  is  not  yet  ready  for  third  reading,  at 
least  I  have  asked  to  defer  it. 

The  order  of  the  day  then,  Mr.  Speaker, 
would  be  third  reading  on  those  first  four 
items,  then  the  estimates  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of— 1 
do  not  know-^a  point  of  information:  Does 
the  House  leader  then  mean  there  will  be 
no  bills  either  today  or  Friday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  right,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Perhaps  I  should  have  mentioned 
that  I  understood  the  committee  arrangements 
have  been  made  with  the  w'hips  of  the  parties; 
that  the  estimates  of  Labour  are  concluding  I 
believe,  that  Transportation  and  Communica- 
ti'ons  which  is  to  follow  Labour,  will  not 
commence  until  Monday.  The  committee  will 
not  be  sitting. 

And  I  would  anticipate  The  Department 
of  Municipal  AflFairs'  estimates  will  be  in  the 
House  on  Monday  as  soon  as— 

Mr.  Singer:  As  soon  as  the  minister  gets 
his  voice  back. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  So  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
orders  of  the  day  begin  with  order  1. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  43,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Crown 
Timber  Act. 

Bill  48,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Corporations 
Act,  1966. 

Bill  52,  An  Act  to  lamend  The  Business 
Corporations  Act,  1970. 

Bill  57,  The  Corporations  Information  Act, 
1971. 

Bill  Pr32,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Windsor. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Afiiairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  is  standing  by  for  royal 
assent. 

The  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
of  Ontario  entered  the  chamber  of  the  legis- 
lative assembly  and  took  his  seat  upon  the 
throne. 

Hon.  W.  Ross  Macdonald  (Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor): Pray  be  seated. 

Mr.  Speaker:  May  it  please  Your  Honour, 
the  legislative  assembly  of  the  province  has, 
at  its  present  sittings  thereof,  passed  certain 
bills  to  which,  in  the  name  of  and  on  behalf 
of  the  said  legislative  assembly,  1  respectfully 
request  Your  Honour's  assent. 

The  Clerk  Assistant:  The  following  are  the 
titles  of  the  hills  to  whidh  Your  Honour's 
assent  is  prayed: 

Bill  43,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Crown 
Timber  Act. 

Bill  47,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Consumer 
Protection  Act,  1966. 

Bill  48,"  An  Act  to  amend  The  Corporations 

Act. 

Bill  52,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Business  Cor- 
porations Act,  1970. 

Bill  57,  The  Corporations  Information  Act, 
1971. 

Bill  58,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Crop  Insur- 
ance Act  (Ontario). 

Bill  59,  An  Act  to  License  and  Regulate 
Fur  Farms. 

Bill  60,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Game  and 
Fish  Act,  1961-1962. 

Bill  Prl,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Brantford. 

Bill  Pr2,  An  Act  respecting  Protestant  Chil- 
dren's Homes. 


2860 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Bill  Pr3,  An  Act  respecting  The  Thunder 
Bay  Foundatkm. 

Bill  Pr4,  An  Act  respecting  Huntington 
University. 

Bill  Pr6,  An  Act  respecting  Reliable  Plaster- 
ing Limited. 

Bill  Pr8,  An  Act  respecting  Brook  Univer- 
sity. 

Bill  Pr9,  An  Act  respecting  *he  Society  of 
Industrial  Acooimtamts  of  Ontario. 

Bill  PrlO,  An  Act  respecting  Zurich  Life 
Insurance  Coonpany  of  Canada. 

Bill  Prll,  An  Act  respecting  the  Town  of 
Mississauga. 

Bill  Prl3,  An  Aot  respecting  Hillbrook  In- 
vestments Limited. 

Bill  Prl4,  An  Act  respeoting  the  City  of 
Ottawa. 

Bill  Prl5,  An  Act  respeoting  The  Abbey 
Life  Insurance  Company  of  Canada. 

Bill  Prl6,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
London. 

Bill  Prl7,  An  Act  respecting  Kedar  Mines 
Limited. 

Bill  Prl8,  An  Aot  respecting  the  City  of 
Siault  S'te.  Marie. 

Bill  Prl9,  An  Act  respeoting  the  City  of 
Hamilton. 

Bill  Pr20,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Woodstock. 

Bill  Pr21,  An  Aot  respecting  Triangle  Swine 
Enterprises  Limited. 

Bill  Pr22,  An  Act  respecting  Timothy  In- 
vestments Limited. 

Bill  Pr23,  An  Aot  respecting  Cadmus  Asso- 
ciates Limited. 

Bill  Pr24,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Sudbury. 

Bill  Pr25,  An  Aot  respecting  the  City  of 
North  Bay. 

Bill  Pr26,  An  Act  respeoting  the  City  of 
Guelph. 

Bill  Pr27,  An  Act  respeoting  the  City  of 
Cornwall. 

Bill  Pr28,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Barrie. 

Bill  Pr32,  An  Act  respeoting  the  City  of 
Windsor. 

Bill  Pr34,  An  Act  respecting  the  Village 
of  Wasaga  Beach. 

Bill  Pr36,  An  Act  respeotinig  the  Township 
of  Pelee. 

Bill  Pr38,  An  Aot  respecting  the  Guelph 
General  Hospital. 


Bill  Pr39,  An  Act  respeoting  the  City  of 
Peterborough. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  In  Her  Majesty's  name, 
the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
doth  assent  to  these  bills. 

The  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
was  pleased  to  retire  from  the  chamber. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  26th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TOURISM  AND  INFORMATION 

(concluded) 
On  vote  2102: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  The  De- 
partment of  Tourism  and  Information.  Vote 
2102,  page  284.  Are  there  further  comments 
on  vote  2102?  The  member  for  Perth. 

On  vote  2102: 

Mr.  H.  Edighoffer  (Perth):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  just  like  to  refer  back  to  the  com- 
ments I  made  in  my  opening  remarks.  I  posed 
one  question  in  particular  to  the  minister.  I 
was  referring  to  a  speech  made  in  the  mid- 
western  region  in  1970  when  it  was  stated, 
"It  is  our  view  that  some  of  the  communities 
may  be  better  off  in  the  long  run  to  get  out 
of  the  competitive  race  and  turn  to  the 
leisure  industry,  tourism." 

Now  in  this  speech,  the  speaker  was  re- 
ferring to  the  municipality  spending  its 
money  and  using  it  only  for  promoting  tour- 
ism. I  am  just  wondering  if  the  department 
has  any  policy  whereby  they  suggest  to  muni- 
cipalities to  continue  under  this  practice. 

Hon.  F.  Guindon  (Minister  of  Tourism  and 
Information):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  hon. 
member  is  referring  to  a  speech  made  by 
one  of  our  senior  oflBcials,  asking  mimicipali- 
ties  to  take  just  as  much  interest  in  tourism 
as  our  tourist  council. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  I  am  referring  to  that 
speech,  but  the  speech  said  that  "in  our  view 
some  communities  may  be  better  off  in  the 
long  run  to  get  out  of  the  competitive  race" 
—referring  to  competition  in  industry— to  for- 
get that  and  come  back  just  only  to  tourism. 
I  am  just  wondering  if  the  department  has 
suggested  to  any  particular  municipality  to 
forget  industry  and  concentrate  on  tourism. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  not  suggested  anything  to  anyone  as 
yet.  Not  as  yet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  2102,  the  member 
for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Yes,  Mr. 
ChaiiTOan,  I  have  several  matters  I  would 
like  to  raise  with  the  minister. 

When  we  adjourned  on  Tuesday  evening 
he  had  not  had  an  opportunity  to  tell  me 
how  much  money  was  going  to  be  expended 
on  the  restoration  of  Old  Fort  William.  He 
did  indicate  privately  that  there  was  $1 
million  in  vote  2  for  this  purpose. 

Since  the  ultimate  cost  of  the  restoration 
of  the  fort  is  estimated  to  run  anywhere  from 
$8  million  to  $13  million,  depending  on  who 
you  are  talking  to,  I  am  wondering  if  the 
minister  oould  break  down  for  me  what  the 
$1  million  in  these  estimates  will  go  toward 
in  this  fiscal  year.  Also,  how  much  will  it  cost 
to  acquire  the  site  at  Pointe  de  Meuron, 
whether  there  is  any  money  to  purchase  the 
original  site  from  the  Canadian  Pacific  Rail- 
way if  the  negotiations  that  are  going  on  at 
the  present  time  might  be  successful.  Could 
he  just  bring  us  up  to  date  on  what  the  plans 
are  for  Old  Fort  William  for  this  fiscal  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  bon.  member  will  find  in  item  3  of  vote 
2102,  where  the  total  amount  is  $1,573,000, 
that  there  is  $1,020,000  earmarked  for  recon- 
struction of  Fort  William.  The  cost  of  the 
site  at  Pointe  de  Meuron  is  $135,000.  In  the 
$1  million  and  more  earmarked  for  Fort 
William  we  include,  of  course,  the  water 
services  and  the  construction  of  some  four 
buildings  for  the  first  year.  As  to  the  original 
site,  it  is  very  hypothetical,  of  course,  because 
there  was  never  any  amount  of  money  or 
figures  given  to  us  as  to  cost,  had  the  site 
been  available. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  it  right  to  assume  then  that 
for  all  practical  purposes  you  have  discounted 
or  disregarded  the  possibilities  of  acquiring 
the  old  site  and  that  you  are  prepared  and 
actually  going  ahead  with  restoration  of  the 
fort  at  Pointe  de  Meuron  at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  hon.  member  is  quite  right,  and  I  wish  he 
would  tell  the  people  of  Thunder  Bay  that 
I  think  I  have  fought  a  really  hard  battle 
for  them.  As  you  will  recall,  I  believe  we  met 
iii  May  with  some  citizens'  groups,  historians 
on  the  city  council  and  other  people  at  which 


time  I  had  promised  to  go  back  to  CP  Rail 
to  fight  for  the  case  of  those  people  who 
wanted  the  fort  on  the  original  site.  I  did;  I 
met  with  the  vice-president,  and  we  did 
everything  we  could  to  see  if  it  oould  be 
made  available.  There  was  no  question  of 
money  and  the  reply,  as  I  have  tabled  in  a 
letter  to  the  leader  of  your  party,  was  nega- 
tive in  my  mind.  I  also  got  in  touch  with  the 
federal  Department  of  Transport,  but  I  still 
have  had  no  reply. 

For  all  intents  and  purposes,  I  think  it  is 
a  must  that  we  should  go  ahead  at  Pointe 
de  Meuron. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  how  will  the  fort  be 
operated?  You  indicate  that  you  will  be  con- 
structing four  buildings  this  summer  and 
conceivably  by  1972  it  could  be  partially  in 
operation.  How  do  you  plan  to  operate  the 
fort?  Are  you  going  to  set  up  a  special  com- 
mittee to  do  this  or  will  it  be  somebody  from 
The  Department  of  Lands  and  Forests?  Will 
it  be  operated  by  a  local  group  in  the  city  of 
Thunder  Bay?  Just  how  do  you  propose  to 
operate  it?  You  would  not  set  up  a  separate 
commission  like  the  St.  Lawrence  Parks  Com- 
mission for  Upper  Canada  Village,  would  you, 
or  how  would  you  do  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  the  present  time  anyway  we  think  the 
hisitorical  parks  branch  of  our  department 
should  operate  it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  any  concessions  will  be 
put  out  on  a  bid  basis  and  everybody  will  be 
given  an  opportunity  to  bid  on  it?  Ancillary 
to  that,  I  am  wondering  if  you  are  construct- 
ing the  site  in  such  a  way  that  native  people 
in  the  area  will  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
participate  with  their  cultural  endeavours.  As 
you  well  know,  there  are  two  or  thre<? 
groups  of  native  people  up  there,  some  of 
them  status  Indians  from  the  Mission  Reserve 
in  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay.  Then  there  are 
two  or  three  other  groups— one  is  the  Indian 
Friendship  Centre  in  Port  Arthur  ward  and 
another  is  the  Wikwedong  cultural  group— 
who  have  indicated  to  you  they  are  anxious 
to  establish  a  project.  I  am  wondering  if 
there  are  any  provisions  being  made  early 
in  the  formative  stages  of  this  plan  to  allow 
them  to  participate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
is  our  intention  naturally  to  get  in  touch 
with  those  groups  and  as  much  as  possible  to 
use  local  help  and  to  have  the  participation 
of   local  people   including,   of  course,   many 
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of  the  Indians  in  the  area  who  can  be  helpful 
during  the  construction  period  at  the  fort. 

With  reference  to  the  calling  of  tenders, 
for  the  concessions,  we  have  no  policy  set 
as  yet,  but  I  would  think  we  would  follow  a 
general  policy  of  government  in  calling 
tenders. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  couple  of  other  things 
dealing  with  promotion.  One  of  them,  I 
think,  is  deserving  of  some  comment  from 
the  minister  and  has  to  do  with  mercury 
pollution  as  it  affects  a  good  many  tourist 
operators  in  northwestern  Ontario,  particu- 
larly those  in  Wabigoon  and  the  Winnipeg 
River  chain.  It  was  indicated  by  NOTOA, 
and  the  president  of  that  time,  Leo  Shapiro. 
He  said: 

As  I  understand  the  facts,  the  source 
of  this  pollution  has  been  clearly  pin- 
pointed and  it  is  my  personal  feeling  that 
the  government  should  force  the  polluter 
to  buy  out  for  cash  any  camp  which  has 
been  caused  to  close  or  restrict  their  oper- 
ations, and  the  price  should  be  set  at  a 
liberal  appraisal  based  on  today's  inflated 
values  and  costs,  as  well  as  a  fair  capitali- 
zation of  the  camp's  provable  average  in- 
come for  the  past  few  years. 

Now  in  connection  with  that  the  Minister  of 
Mines  and  Northern  Affairs  did  speak  to 
NOTOA  early  this  year.  We  did  indicate 
that  anything  further  with  regard  to  posting 
of  signs  to  indicate  to  the  public  that  cer- 
tain areas  were  contaminated  would  not  be 
perpetuated  this  year.  That  is,  that  the  signs 
that  were  up  last  year  would  be  taken  down. 
I  would  like  to  quote  something  the  Minister 
of  Tourism's  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Mines 
and  Northern  Affairs  said  in  that  regard: 

The  fish-for-fun  signs  that  many  of  you 
have  found  objectionable  will  not  be 
posted  this  spring.  The  Minister  of  Lands 
and  Forests  has  assured  me  that  the  cab- 
inet agrees  on  a  policy  of  no  signs;  that 
no  signs  will  be  posted  until  the  cabinet 
agree  on  a  policy  and  there  are  no  im- 
mediate prospects  that  these  signs  will  be 
replaced. 

He  also  said: 

I  think  it  is  important  to  realize  that  one 
of  the  serious  problems  camp  owners  are 
experiencing  now  results  more  from  over- 
reaction  last  year  than  from  the  actual 
effects  of  mercury  contamination. 

I  am  sure  the  minister  must  be  well  aware 
of  any  action  that  has  been  taken  by  the 
cabinet  in  regard  to  this. 


Does  the  minister  himself  feel  that  the 
bulletins  that  are  put  out  from  time  to  time 
apprising  the  public  as  to  contamination  in 
certain  lakes— whether  it  be  from  natural  or 
whether  it  be  from  industrial  causes— does 
the  minister  feel  that  it  is  quite  safe  for 
people  to  go  out  and  fish  and  to  eat  these 
fish  without  and  danger  to  human  health?  I 
am  sure  there  a  good  many  people  who 
go  into  the  forests  and  fish  in  our  lakes  and 
streams  who  are  not  aware  that  there  are  a 
good  many  lakes  that  are  contaminated  well 
beyond  the  point  of  five  parts  per  million. 

Has  he  assured  himself  and  the  people 
of  Ontario  that  there  is  really  no  hazard 
at  all  and  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  post 
signs  in  areas  where  the  tolerable  limits 
exceeded  even  through  industrial  or— and  I 
see  his  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests  (Mr.  Brunelle),  is  handing  out  this 
booklet.  I  am  just  wondering  how  many 
people  who  are  going  to  fish  in  our  lakes 
and  streams  have  a  copy  of  that  bulletin 
or  even  know  that  it  exists. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  They  are  available  in  Lands  and 
Forests  offices  and  many  other  places. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes;  I  can  appreciate  that 
these  are  available,  but  I  am  also  cognizant 
of  the  fact  that  a  good  many  people  do  not 
even  know  they  exist.  I  am  just  wondering 
if  I  might  elicit  an  answer  from  the  Minister 
of  Tourism  and  Information  as  to  whether 
he  feels  that  there  is  really  no  health  hazard. 
It  really  does  not  matter  whether  everybody 
has  a  copy  of  that  pamphlet  that  his  col- 
league refers  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  woidd 
be  the  last  one  to  be  an  expert  on  this 
matter.  This  should  come  from  The  Depart- 
ment of  Health  as  far  as  the  content  of 
mercury  in  fish  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  comes  from  Lands  and 
Forests,  though,  not  from  Health. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  In  consultation,  I  am 
sure,  with  The  Department  of  Health,  but, 
in  any  event,  as  Minister  of  Tourism,  I— 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  "Dr."  Brunelle! 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  —am  certainly  inter- 
ested in  the  comments  made  by  the  hon. 
member,  particularly  the  signs  to  which  he 
referred— Fish  for  Fun.  I  am  informed  that 
these  signs  are  nearly  all  gone  or  are  dis- 
appearing now.  We  find  in  our  department 
that   we    did    not    receive    many   complaints 
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from  the  tourist  operators  this  year.  It  looks 
as  if  the  tourist  industry  in  northwestern 
Ontario  is  picking  up  a  great  deal  of  business 
compared  to  last  year.  I  remember  when  I 
was  in  Minneapolis  a  couple  of  months  ago 
attending  a  sportsmen's  show  that  the  book- 
ings were  much  heavier  for  1971  than  1970. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Does  the  minister  not  agree, 
then,  that  maybe  we  were  a  little  bit  trigger- 
happy  in  putting  out  these  signs  in  the  first 
place  and  brought  a  lot  of  adverse  criticism. 
I  know  friends  of  mine  who  have  been  in 
the  Chicago  area  have  stated  that  certain 
restaurants  down  there  have  put  signs  up 
in  their  windows  saying,  "We  do  not  buy 
Canadian  fish."  I  think  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  overkill  in  our  apprehension  about 
the  mercury  pollution.  I  am  wondering  if 
now  it  is  not  time  to  say,  "Well,  we  have 
assessed  the  situation  and  it  really  is  not 
as  dangerous  as  we  formerly  thought  it 
was."  I  think  a  statement  from  this  govern- 
ment and  from  this  minister  would  allay 
the  fears  of  a  good  many  people  who  would 
love  to  get  into  our  most  productive  lakes 
and  streams  and  catch  the  fish  and  be 
assured  that  they  will  be  able  to  eat  them 
without  any  undue  hazard  to  health. 

I  am  just  wondering  if  he  would  consult 
with  his  colleagues,  the  Ministers  of  Lands 
and  Forests,  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment (Mr.  Kerr)  and  Health  (Mr.  A.  B.  R. 
Lawrence),  and  the  federal  authorities,  and 
perhaps  increase  the  tolerable  limits,  say,  to 
one  part  per  million  as  many  other  countries 
have  done,  I  think  Sweden  has.  I  have  not 
heard  of  anybody  since  the  Japanese  inci- 
dent who  actually  became  ill  as  a  result  of 
eating  too  many  fish  which  were  exposed 
to  mercury  contamination.  So  I  hope  he 
will,  along  with  his  colleagues,  see  that  this 
is   done. 

Before  sitting  down,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  get  into  another  aspect  that 
has  to  do  with  promotion.  I  would  like  to 
refer  the  minister  to  an  article  that  appeared 
yesterday  in  the  Toronto  Daily  Star.  It  was 
an  editorial  headed,  Plug  or  Prosecute.  I 
would  like  to  quote  from  this  article.  It  says: 

When  the  government  prosecutes  one 
antique  store  for  staying  open  Sundays, 
while  giving  free  advertising  to  other 
antique  markets  that  do  the  same,  there 
must  be  something  wonky  about  either 
the  government  or  the  law.  In  this  case 
it  is  the  law— The  Lord's  Day  Act— that 
is  at  fault,  as  illustrated  by  the  troubles 
of  the  Collectors'  Corner  in  Scarborough. 


The  Collectors'  Comer  provides  premises 
where  collectors  may  gather  and  where 
dealers  may  display  and  sell  their  wares. 
Because  it  operates  on  weekends  it  has 
become  a  target  for  sabbath-law  enforcers. 
Last  week  the  proprietor,  Harcourt  Syms, 
was  convicted  of  violating  The  Lord's  Day 
Act  and  fined  $30.  More  damaging  than 
the  fine  is  the  fact  that  he  is  now  unable 
to  advertise  his  Sunday  sales  (any  news- 
paper, TV  or  radio  station  accepting  his 
advertising  would  itself  be  guilty  of  an 
ofi^ence  under  the  Act)  and  this  may  force 
him  to  close. 

But  while  the  provdndal  auftiborities  may 
crack  down  relentlessly  on  Sunday  anitique 
markets  in  Soarfborough,  they  take  a  very 
different  attitude  toward  them  in  other 
parts  of  the  province. 

The  Ontario  Departiment  of  Tourism  and 
Information  publishes  a  booklet  called 
"Ontario  Events,"  for  the  guidance  of 
tourists.  In  its  summer  1970  edition,  it 
reoommends  four  antique  markets— in 
Thomhill,  Richmond  Hill,  Woodbridge  and 
Aberfoyle— which  are  open  on  Sundays.  Not 
only  does  the  province  not  prosecute  these 
esitablishmeots,  it  gives  them  free  advertis- 
ing. 

This  can  only  be  described  as  rank  dis- 
orimdnation  in  the  administration  of  the 
law.  The  basic  explanation  for  it  hes  in 
the  nature  of  The  Lord's  Day  Act  itself. 
It  is  federal  legislation  passed  in  1906  and 
it  reflects  the  attitude  of  an  earlier  time; 
essentially  it  is  an  attempt  to  suppress  all 
non-religious  activities  on  Sunday  which 
were  not  considered  strictly  necessary. 
Many  of  its  original  provisions  have  been 
modified  by  provincial  legislation  legaHzing, 
for  example,  Sunday  sports  and  movies. 

I  aim  wondering  if  the  minister  has  seen  this 
article,  and  if  he  is  aware  that  prosecutions 
have  been  made  under  The  Lord's  Day  Act. 
They  are  guilty  of  no  more  than  conducting  a 
business  that  the  govemmenit  advertises  in 
its  own  publications.  I  think,  as  I  read  this, 
and  if  this  interpretation  of  the  law  is  accur- 
ate. The  Department  of  Tourism  and  Infor- 
mation is  in  violation  of  this  federal  legisla- 
tion. I  am  wondering  if  the  minister  is  pre- 
pared to  intervene  on  behalf  of  these  people 
and  see  that  justice  is  meted  out  in  a  just 
way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
know.  I  have  not  read  the  article  and  I 
would  hope  that  they  would  not  send  the 
minister  to  jail  for  such  an  offence. 
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Mr.  Stokes:  He  mdght  be  in  there  with 
Borowski. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  I  would  be  glad  to 
look  into  it.  I  think  this  wotild  be  better 
controlled  by  municdpal  bylaw  I  suppose— 'by 
a  municipality— but  I  would  be  glad  to  look 
into  it  and  I  will  try  to  get  a  copy  of  this 
article. 

If  I  know  the  interests  of  the  hon.  mem- 
ber, I  think  he  would  be  glad  to  know  that 
we  are  going  to  spend  more  money  for  the 
promotion  of  'hunting  next  year,  so  this  should 
again  help  our  tourist  industry  in  nordi- 
westem  Ontario. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  minister  is  going  to  spend 
more  money  on  which? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  On  the  promotion  of 
fishing. 

Mr.  S.  Farquhar  (Algoma-Manitoulin):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  just  wanted  to  mention  that  I 
recognize  that  the  member  for  Perth  in  his 
opening  remarks,  mentioned  the  NOTOA 
resolutions  and  I  am  concerned  about  how 
they  get  their  day  an  court  as  usual. 

Every  year  since  I  ihave  been  here  it  seems 
to  me  that  NOTOA  has  been  in  front  of  a 
standing  connanittee  and  I  was  talking  to  the 
secretary-manager  the  other  day  who  won- 
dered just  how  to  go  about  getting  their  day 
in  court,  as  they  usually  do.  If  in  fact  there 
are  resolutions  already  tabled  and  presented, 
do  they  make  a  request  to  attend  the  stand- 
ing committee,  or  are  they  invited  to  the 
standing  oommittees? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  this  is  a  particular 
year,  I  remember.  The  meetings  of  the  com- 
mittee always,  I  diink,  take  place  during  the 
Sportsmen's  Show.  This  has  been  an  agree- 
ment with  the  industry  and  vdth  the  depart- 
ment, as  well  las  The  Department  of  Lands 
and  Forests,  I  believe. 

What  happened  this  year  was  that  the 
House  was  not  in  session  and  the  committee 
have  not  met,  but  it  is  the  intention  to  do 
it  in  the  years  to  come. 

Mr.  Farquhar:  They  will  not  be  invited  this 
year?  In  spite  of  the  fact  tbait  we  missed  the 
Sportsmen's  Show  they  vdll  not  he  invited 
this  year  during  this  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  do  not  think  so,  not 
by  our  department. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Minister  of  Lands  smd 
Forests. 


Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  far  as 
matters  relating  to  game  and  fish  are  con- 
cerned—to  matters  of  The  Department  of 
Lands  and  Forests.  If  the  representatives  of 
NOTOA  wish  to  see  us,  we  would  be  glad  to 
see  them  at  any  time. 

Mr.  Farquhar:  Tliat  as  the  way  it  works. 
You  do  not  invite  them  to  a  standing  com- 
mittee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  We  can  invite  them  or 
they  can  invite  us. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  meanber  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wonder  if  I  coidd  ask  the  minis- 
ter if  be  has  found  any  of  the  statistical  in- 
formation which  I  asked  for  the  other  night, 
relating  particularly  to  the  number  of  jobs, 
and  the  increase  in  these  jobs.  I  do  not  know 
if  it  is  broken  down,  but  what  I  am  really 
looking  for  is  the  number  of  jobs  in  what 
could  be  called  the  private  tourist  sector.  This 
does  not  include  either  The  Department  of 
Lands  and  Forests,  the  public  parks,  nor  I 
would  think,  the  botel/motel  kind  of  accom- 
modation wihich  perhaps  a  Holiday  Inn  would 
include. 

I  am  trying  to  get  some  kind  of  an  idea  of 
what  is  happening  to  the  private  tourist  sec- 
tor of  our  economy  in  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  statement  prepared  for  the  hon.  mem- 
ber. I  think  he  touched  upon  two  questions. 
He  also  mentioned  on  that  occasion  the  estab- 
hshments  offering  the  American  plan,  I  be- 
lieve. I  have  two  statements  here. 

We  have  estimated  that  approximately 
250,000  to  300,000  people  are  employed,  both 
directly  and  indirectly,  in  the  tourist  industry 
in  Ontario.  It  is  virtually  impossible  to  segre- 
gate a  service  business's  sales  into  that  por- 
tion stemming  from  tourism  and  that  from 
local  residents.  The  data  base  currently  avail- 
able is  not  detailed  enough  to  permit  accu- 
rate conclusions  to  be  drawn  from  it. 

Tlie  figure  of  300,000  represents  about  10 
per  cent  of  the  average  annual  labour  force, 
and  any  fluctuation  in  this  percentage  appears 
to  be  minimal  from  year  to  year,  but  would 
be  dependent  upon  such  variables  as  current 
economic  conditions  affecting  employment, 
and  also  the  balance  of  payments  on  the  travel 
account  between  Ontario  and  other  provinces 
and  countries,  to  name  a  few. 
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Now,  insofar  as  the  establishments  having 
or  providing  an  American  plan,  we  find  that 
we  did  say  there  was  a  decline.  A  dechne  in 
the  number  of  establishments  offering  an 
American  plan  is  probably  due  to  the  chang- 
ing habits  of  tlie  travelling  public,  and,  as  an 
example,  camping  in  the  province  over  the  last 
few  years  has  increased  in  the  order  of  about 
10  to  15  per  cent.  This  might  have  a  reflec- 
tion on  that. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Well,  I  was  going  to  turn  to 
something  in  that  area.  It  would  appear  then 
that  there  is  no  real  expansion  in  terms  of 
employment.  This  is  what  I  am  wondering. 
How  do  we  make  the  jump?  We  are  talking 
now  about  a  society  in  which  tourism  is 
really  regarded  very  peripherally.  Yet  we  act 
as  though  this  industry  is  going  to  be  able  to 
cope  with  the  kind  of  measure  society  needs, 
which  those  who  are  futurists  are  talking 
about  every  day. 

I  just  do  not  know  how  you  make  this 
jump.  For  example,  to  talk  to  a  community 
and  say  you  are  going  to  transfer  your  em- 
phasis from  industrial  secondary  industry  to- 
wards tourism  today  is  really  suggesting  that 
that  community  is  going  to  stagnate.  It  just  is 
not  possible  under  the  existing  situation  in  the 
tourist  industry  in  this  province  to  say  to  any 
community,  "Forget  about  secondary  indus- 
try, or  de-emphasize,  or  de-escalate  a  second- 
ary industry;  now  you  are  going  to  take  to 
tourism." 

What  it  really  means  to  that  community  is 
a  number  of  things.  It  means,  first,  they  are 
not  going  to  be  able  to  pay  for  their  civic 
services  very  effectively;  that  is,  they  can 
expect  a  de-escalation  of  their  civic  services. 
It  also  means  they  are  not  going  to  be  able 
to  keep  very  many  people  employed.  It  means 
that  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  people  in 
the  community  cannot  expect— as  they  would 
in  a  secondary  industry  town— that  they  will 
be  able  to  see  their  sons  and  daughters  grow 
up  in  that  town  or  that  anything  more  than 
the  small  nuclear  family  is  going  to  be  pos- 
sible, and  the  rest  of  the  family  is  going  to  be 
spread  across  the  whole  country. 

It  means  as  well  that  pay  scales  in  that 
community  are  going  to  start  becoming  de- 
pressed. The  tourist  industry,  as  it  stands 
now,  cannot  pay  wages  anywhere  close  to  ths 
level  which  the  secondary  industry  can  look 
to  for  its  increase  in  wage  scales  over  the  next 
10  or  15  years.  It  is  based  on  what  we  have 
seen  so  far.  I  just  do  not  see  where  the  min- 
ister's overall  plan  stands  in  this  regard. 


I  was  looking  at  a  report— I  think  the  min- 
ister's department  was  involved  in  this  com- 
mittee—which had  to  do  with  the  whole 
question  of  pollution  of  the  lakes.  One  of  the 
things  which  the  report  suggested  was  that 
there  had  to  be  an  overall  tourism  plan,  tour- 
ism concept,  because  it  meant  so  much  in 
terms  of  the  use  of  the  lands,  in  terms  of 
building  roads,  and  so  much  in  terms  of  a 
number  of  establishments  for  a  lake:  The 
whole  question  of  how  we  could  deal  with 
both  noise  pollution  and  oil  pollution  on  the 
lakes;  a  whole  series  of  problems. 

I  think  from  these  two  points  of  view,  the 
conservation  of  our  resources  and  from  the 
whole  question  of  how  a  community  can  see 
its  future,  if  indeed  it  is  in  the  third  tier 
as  the  community  I  happen  to  represent  hap- 
pens to  be  at  the  present  time— how  can  they 
see  any  future  for  themselves  and  for  their 
children  and  for  the  community?  I  just  do  not 
know.  I  would  be  anxious,  particularly  now 
in  view  of  these  statistics,  to  know  just  what 
the  minister's  answer  is  to  a  question  like 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Of  course  when  the 
hon.  member  is  referring  to  pollution— noise 
pollution,  water  pollution— naturally  we  are  all 
against  that  and  this  is  fairly  easy  to  answer. 
On  the  long-term  programme,  this  is  one  of 
the  reasons  we  have  so  many  studies  going  on, 
so  that  we  can  be  given  a  "for  sure"  on  what 
can  be  done  in  the  future  to  augment  the 
revenues  of  the  tourist  operators,  not  only  in 
certain  sections  of  the  province,  but  all  over 
the  province. 

I  think  our  main  purpose  as  a  department 
is,  of  course,  to  bring  in  tourists  from  outside 
and  we  spend  quite  a  bit  of  money. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  There  is  an  actual  in- 
crease every  year,  quite  an  increase  in  the 
number  of  tourists  coming  into  Ontario.  Now 
we  are  going  into  the  four-seasons  programme 
—which  should  be  of  some  help  in  many  parts 
of  Ontario— rather  than  just  the  summer 
months.  This  is  something  that  we  have  in 
mind  and  that  I  would  like  to  look  into  very 
closely  during  the  year,  during  my  term  of 
office. 

Mr.  Pitman:  If  I  might  just  make  another 
short  comment.  I  appreciate  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  your  department  doing  a  great  many 
studies,  but  I  must  say  that  personally  I  feel 
there  should  be  far  more  input  by  the  people 
involved  in  ithis  field.   It  means  both  input 
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and  education,  because  I  think  the  minister 
would  agree  that  a  good  many  of  the  7,000 
who  are  engaged  in  the  tourist  industry  still 
think  of  tourism  as  it  existed  25  years  ago 
and  have  not  really  comprehended  what  the 
whole  thrust  of  our  society  is  over  the  last 
number  of  years. 

But  you  know,  really,  the  member  for 
Thunder  Bay  showed  me  the  TORP  study 
and  really,  Mr.  Minister,  I  cannot  understand 
what  it  has  to  say.  It  has  very  little  meaning 
for  me  and  I  am  sure  that  if  I  took  that 
TORP  study  and  showed  it  to  the  fellow  who 
runs  the  tourist  establishment  up  in  my  area, 
he  would  not  be  very  impressed  with  it 
either. 

I  realize  that  these  kind  of  studies  are 
almost  like  pure  research  as  against  applied 
research.  You  have  to  have  somebody  who  is 
going  to  try  and  do  this  exotic,  almost  insti- 
tutional kind  of  research  and  somebody  else 
is  going  to  come  along  and  provide  research 
which  is  more  practical  and  down-to-earth 
and  very  much  "on  the  ball"  insofar  as  the 
individual  tourist  operator  is  concerned.  I 
just  think  that  the  minister's  studies  demand 
a  far  greater  input,  and  involvement  and  par- 
ticipation by  people  who  are  in  tourism,  who 
are  a  part  of  the  tourist  operation. 

One  sincerely  appreciates  the  amount  of 
money  which  is  given  to  the  various  tourist 
associations.  Nevertheless,  I  do  not  think  these 
tourist  associations  are  given  enough.  They 
can  provide  an  on-going  educational  and  re- 
search operation  co-ordinated  with  the  min- 
ister's overall  co-ordination.  I  think  there  are 
light  years  betv/een  what  the  minister  is 
doing  in  his  area  of  research  and  what  is 
being  felt  and  comprehended,  and  certainly 
accepted,  by  the  people  at  the  other  end. 

Once  again,  it  comes  back  to  the  minister's 
budget.  I  do  not  know  what  he  does  with 
that  department,  you  know;  he  is  trying  to 
operate  on  a  shoestring.  It  is  just  beyond  my 
imagination  how  you  can  really  be  realistic 
in  this  whole  question.  Nonetheless  that  is 
the  minister's  problem  and  I  shall  put  for- 
ward some  of  the  problems  I  see  in  relation 
to  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  just  wanted  to  men- 
tion that  all  these  tourist  associations— 
NOTOA,  ATRO,  and  I  do  not  know  how 
many  more— do  participate  in  the  study  and 
the  people  we  hire  in  these  studies  are  of 
course  very  highly  qualified  experts  and  we 
know  that  there  is  dialogue  with  people  in 
the  industry.  So  as  far  as  the  amount  of 
money  in  our  budget  is   concerned,   well   I 


have  to  agree  partly  wth  the  hon.  members. 
More  could  be  done  if  we  had  more  money. 

Mr.  Pitman:  This  province  takes  enough 
from  the  tourist  industry.  You  would  think 
they  could  give  some  back. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  As  we  have  now  a 
new    Minister   of   Tourism    and   Information, 

1  might  say  Windsor  is  one  of  the  largest 
ports  of  entry  for  tourists  from  the  United 
States  into  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Before 
Highway  401  was  built  the  tourists  who 
entered  Ontario   at  Windsor  used  Highways 

2  and  3  which  were  excellent.  Of  course, 
many  motels,  restaurants  and  gas  stations 
had  been  built  along  these  two  highways 
but  when  Highway  401  was  completed  the 
tourists  who  entered  Ontario  from  the  United 
States  used  Highway  401.  We  believe  in 
southwestern  Ontario,  Mr.  Minister,  we 
should  receive  more  tourist  dollars.  Highway 
401  is  wonderful  and  we  certainly  need  it. 
We  have  no  criticism  whatsoever  in  that 
regard  but  it  has  a  tendency  to  carry  the 
tourist  who  enters  at  the  Windsor  port 
through  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Now,  since  Highway  401  has  been  com- 
pleted, two  out  of  three  of  those  businessmen 
on  Highway  2  and  3  have  lost  a  lot  of  busi- 
ness and  at  the  entry  at  Windsor  I  wonder  if 
the  minister  would  consider  some  different 
signs— signs  like  Highway  3,  Highway  2, 
Highway   3b. 

We  often  think  if  there  were  a  change  in 
the  signs,  like  "Highway  2— Scenic  Route,"  or 
"Highway  3— Scenic  Route"  it  might  give 
some  encouragement  to  the  touris't  to  use 
these  scenic  routes.  I  would  like  the  minis- 
ter to  look  at  the  sign  posting  at  Windsor— 
this  big  port  of  entry  for  our  tourists— to  see 
if  we  could  enoourage  more  tourists  to  use 
these  other  two  fine  highways,  2  and  3,  so 
it  would  assist  those  businesses  which  have 
been  feeling  the  pinch  of  loss  of  business.  I 
wonder  if  the  minister  would  take  a  look  at 
that  this  year  and  see  if  some  new  sign- 
posting approach  could  be  made. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  the  point  by  the  hon.  member  for  Kent 
is  very  well  taken.  I  have  the  same  problem 
in  my  own  area  with  Highway  2  and  we  also 
have  Highway  401. 

Now  I  oan  assure  the  hon.  member  that 
our  people  in  the  department  are  working 
very  closely  with  your  local  organization  to 
bring  as  many  tourists  as  we  can  onto  High- 
way 2  and  3  and  I  would  be  glad  myself  to 
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take    a    look   at   the    signing   policy    around 
Windsor  and  Huron. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Niagara 
Falls. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  Mr.  Minis- 
ter, I  see  you  have  $1,020,000  for  acquisition 
and  oonsitruotion  of  physical  assets.  I  know 
these  are  questions  that  may  be  difficult  for 
the  minister  to  handle  since  this  is  his  first 
year  but  what  kind  of  historic  parks  and 
sites  have  been  acquired?  Is  it  land,  buildings 
or  both  and  if  they  did  acquire  some  last  year 
they  spent  $1  million.  It  was  estimated  they 
would  spend  $1  million.  Where  do  we  intend 
to  pick  these  sites  up?  How  many  did  we 
acquire  l^t  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  well  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  is  item  3  or  vote  2102. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  as  we  said  earlier, 
there  is  $1  million  here  earmarked  for  Fort 
William  during  this  coming  fiscal  year;  for 
the  reconstruction  of  Fort  William,  in  the 
first  stage.  The  balance  is,  of  course,  for 
operation  of  Fort  Ste.  Marie,  at  Penetang  and 
Nancy  Island. 

Mr.  Bukator:  That  is  1971.  Then  these  are 
estimates  for  1971  and  1972.  We  have  not 
gone  into  1972  yet,  and  all  of  your  money  for 
that  purpose  has  been  used  up,  is  that  what 
you  are  telling  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  it  is  not  used  up. 
There  is  one  million  dollars  for— are  you  talk- 
ing about  the  1971-1972  estimates? 

Mr.  Bukator:  That  is  what  is  says  here  in 
the  front  of  the  book:  "Expenditure  esti- 
mates 1971-1972." 

Hon.    Mr.    Guindon:    Well,    we    have  $1 

million   there   for   the    reconstruction   of  the 

fort  at  Thunder  Bay,  and  the  balance  is  for 
the  operation  of  Fort  Ste.  Marie. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Then  in  other  words,  if  you 
set  aside  the  balance  and  there  is  no  more 
money  left  to  acquire  any  more  parks  or  sites 
or  historic  sites— what  I  was  trying  to  say,  if 
you  were  using  up  the  $1  million  for  one 
project  only,  then  you  had  $20,000—1  thought 
maybe  I  was  first  to  bat  to  pick  up  that 
$20,000.  The  home  of  Laura  Secord  is  a  very 
historic  spot. 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  vote  are  we  on? 

Mr.  Bukator:  Are  we  not  on  2102? 


Mr.  Pitman:  Historical  sites,  historical 
parks? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  We  are  doing  2102  in 
total  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  understood  that  we  could 
do  it  that  way.  That  is  the  only  reason  I 
went  on  to  the  third  item.  We  can  go  back 
if  you  would  like  to. 

An  hon.  member:  It  says  right  on  there, 
right  on  the  top. 

Mr.  Bukator:  If  you  want  to  handle  St. 
Lawrence  Parks  Commission  I  can  take  my 
argument  up  a  little  later.  However,  I  have 
not  that  much  more  to  say  on  this  except  the 
home  of  Laura  Secord  in  the  village  of 
Ohippawa  is  a  little  brick  house  in  which  she 
taught  school  and  it  still  sits  there. 

An  old  widower  is  living  in  this  place 
and  if  you  are  acquiring  historic  sites  through- 
out the  province  that  is  one  that  you  should 
have.  I  do  not  believe  you  would  need 
$15,000  or  $20,000  to  buy  this  place  and  the 
Niagara  Parks  Commission  has  been  known 
to  purchase  land  of  that  type  along  the 
Niagara  river  from  the  farmer  who  owned  the 
property,  allowing  the  farmer  to  live  in  it 
until  he  died.  Then  they  acquired  the  land 
because  it  was  that  cheap. 

Now  I  would  like  some  comments  from  the 
minister  because  if  you  are  going  to  do  this 
job  and  do  it  properly  this  is  the  sort  of 
thing  he  should  look  at.  I  do  not  want  to  put 
him  on  the  spot  but  if  I  had  an  assurance 
tiiat  some  of  these  people  who  come  and  see 
—I  would  be  only  too  happy  to  show  them 
and  maybe  we  could  acquire  this  site.  I 
have  known  the  government  to  go  over  their 
budget  in  many  departments  by  millions.  I 
am  only  talking  about  pennies. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
$20,000  for  this  department  is  big  money  but, 
in  any  event,  I  know  that  the  home  of  Laura 
Secord— of  course,  this  comes  under  the  On- 
tario Heritage  Foundation,  so  I  would  not 
worry  about  voting  here.  If  the  foundation 
would  accept  it,  they  would  likely  find  their 
own  funds.  Then  there  is  always  the  case 
when  we  have  to  go  back  to  the  Treasury  if 
there  was  not— 

Mr.  Bukator:  Yes,  I  have  known  that 
happen  to  the  tune  of  many  millions  of 
dollars,  I  did  not  get  a  commitment  from 
anyone— and  I  do  not  expect  the  minister 
to  tie  himself  down  but  I  would  like  him  to 
instruct  some  of  his  experts  under  the  gal- 
leries here,  to  come  down  to  Niagara  Falls. 
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It  is  a  good  time  to  see  the  area  if  for 
nothing  else  but  the  flowers.  Maybe  they 
would  drive  by  and  see  this  spot  because  it 
is  along  the  Welland  river.  It  is  where  a 
major  part  of  the  War  of  1812-14  took  place 
—and  I  think  this  is  a  historic  site  that  should 
be  obtained. 

Now,  if  they  had  something  like  that  in 
the  City  of  Toronto,  it  would  cost  you  half  a 
million  to  buy  it  but  I  am  talking  about  a 
very  small  investment  to  retain  and  maintain 
a  very  historic  spot  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  I  am  sure  mem- 
bers of  my  staff  would  be  glad  to  accept 
your  invitation  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
there  are  negotiations  going  now  about  this 
with  the  Heritage  Foundation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welling- 
ton South. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman,  seeing  that  we  are  trying 
to  promote  the  tourist  industry  as  much  as 
we  can  on  a  provincial  basis,  I  wonder  if 
the  minister  is  giving  any  consideration  or 
has  given  any  consideration  to  taking  advant- 
age of  these  local  cable  companies'  pro- 
grammes which  they  distribute  to  the  com- 
munity in  regard  to  the  many  facilities  we 
have  in  the  province  for  snowmobiling,  fish- 
ing, skating,  anything  like  that. 

I  was  wondering  if  you  had  films  available 
or  if  you  would  undertake  to  hire  people  so 
that  films  can  be  made  to  promote  this  as 
much  as  possible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  all 
our  films  are  offered  to  television  stations 
free. 

Mr.  Worton:  This  is  not  television  as 
such  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  are  com- 
munity television  programmes  for  local  cus- 
tomers on  the  cable  TV  hookup. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  It  is  the  same  thing 
for  ETV  or  cablevision. 

Mr.  Worton:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  get  a  little  more  information  on 
the  increase  in  employees  in  this  department. 
I  noticed  on  the  first  vote  the  number  of 
employees  remained  the  same  as  last  year. 
However,  on  the  overall  picture,  I  believe 
the  minister  said  it  increased  from   338   to 


412.  Would  that  be  under  this  vote— where 
increase  of  employees  comes  in? 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  answered  that  the  other 
day. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  No,  he  did  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  we  have  an 
increase  of  13. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Oh,  just  an  increase  of 
13.  Okay,  fine. 

I  would  just  like  also  to  make  a  comment 
on  a  recent  article  I  saw  in  the  paper  after  a 
speech  was  made  by  one  of  the  senior 
members  of  your  staff  regarding  skiing  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  realize  that  much 
must  be  done  to  keep  promoting  snowanobil- 
ing  and  skiing  and  winter  sports  in  general. 
The  statement  has  been  made  here  that  we 
have  certainly  some  areas  that  can  be  made 
tremendous  ski  areas.  We  seem  to  have  a 
lot  of  films  and  advertising  below  the  border 
and  here  in  Ontario  saying  that  we  have 
skiing.  I  am  just  wondering  what  this  depart- 
ment is  doing  to  promote  more— to  make 
more  facilities  available. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  There  is  no  money  in 
our  budget  here  but  there  is  a  project 
through  ARDA  which  we  do  happen  to 
promote.  But  there  is  no  money  in  our 
estimates  here  for  this  type  of  development, 
except  the  promotion. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  In  other  words  you  are 
promoting  that  then? 

The  last  question  really  that  I  have  is, 
again,  a  question  I  asked  in  my  opening 
remarks.  I  refer  to  the  study  called  Recrea- 
tion and  Community  Development  on  the 
Canadian  Shield  Portion  of  Southern  Ontario. 
I  wonder  if  the  minister  could  explain  to  me 
the  sentence  which  I  quoted  in  my  opening 
remarks.  I  noted  in  this  study  this  one 
sentence,  "Our  concept  of  a  model  recrea- 
tion community  takes  the  form  of  a  triangu- 
lated hexagon."  Could  the  minister  explain 
that  to  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  I  am  informed  it 
is  very  technical  and  I  could  not  explain  it 
right  now.  Perhaps  at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Okay.  Fine. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  minister  that 
in  the  county  of  Kent  we  have  a  very  his- 
torical spot,  the  battlefield  of  Moraviantown 
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where  Tecumseh  lost  his  life;  and  we  have 
a  Fairfield  Museum  at  which  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Ernest  Root,  a  brother  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Wellington-Dufferin,  has  done  a  great 
deal  to  promote  this  historic  site  and  is 
trying  to  get  this  site  set  aside.  He  has  a 
great  number  of  American  citizens  coming 
up  looking  at  this  historic  battlefield. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he 
would  take  a  look  at  this  old  battlefield. 
I  will  say  that  at  the  present  time  this  site 
is  for  sale.  I  believe  that  it  would  be  great 
tourist  aittraotion;  Americans  are  greatly  in- 
terested in  coming  there  and  going  through 
this  museum  and  questioning  the  Rev.  Mr. 
Root. 

Of  course,  he  would  like  to  be  here  and 
hear  the  debates  on  tourism.  I  would  like  to 
ask,  Mr.  Minister,  some  time  this  summer 
—or  shortly;  as  soon  as  possible— to  have  a 
look  at  or  be  in  contact  with  Mr.  Ernest 
Root  to  see  if  something  could  be  done;  that 
this  battlefield  could  be  set  aside,  or  as  a 
tourist  attraction  for  the  county  of  Kent. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Is  he  a  Tory, 
too? 

Mr.  Spence:  No,  he  is  a  Liberal. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  have  received  some  correspondence  about 
this  matter  over  the  last  several  weeks,  and 
the  hon.  member  for  Kent  has  approached 
me.  As  a  matter  of  fact  yesterday  we  were 
hoping  to  have  time  to  invite  Mr.  Root  for 
the  discussion  on  the  estimates.  I  will  under- 
take to  pay  a  visit  to  your  area  at  the  first 
opportunity. 

Mr.  Spence:  Perhaps  you  will  let  me  know. 
I  wish  to  withdraw  a  statement.  I  do  not 
know  what  politics  Mr.  Root  has. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Perhaps 
that  is  why  the  Rev.  Root  became  a 
reverend. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2102,  the  member 
for   Essex-Kent. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  had  one 
item  I  wanted  to  bring  up  with  regard  to 
the  lighthouse  at  the  Thames  River.  I  do 
not  know  if  this  minister  has  had  any 
correspondence  with  regard  to  it.  The  De- 
partment of  Transport  in  Ottawa  owned  it 
at  one  time  and  is  now,  I  believe,  trans- 
ferring ownership  to  the  Lower  Thames 
Valley   Conservation  Authority. 


This  lighthouse— they  contemplate,  I  think, 
having  it  rebuilt— does  need  some  shoring 
up  and  so  forth  because  of  the  condition  of 
it.  I  wonder  is  there  any  way  that  such  a 
site  as  this  could  get  some  assistance  through 
your  department?  I  think  it  is  a  very  worth- 
while cause  in  that  it  goes  back  a  good 
many  years  at  the  entrance  of  the  Thames 
River  from  Lake  St.  Clair  and  on  up  into 
Chatham.  It  was  used  a  great  deal  at  one 
time. 

Of  course,  now  it  is  just  used  for  pleasure 
craft  in  the  area  but  they  have  abandoned 
the  old  lighthouse.  It  seems  to  me  it  would 
be  a  great  thing  to  have  if  kept  there,  and 
if  there  could  be  any  form  of  financial 
assistance  you  may  be  able  to  give  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  hon.  member  tell  me  if  it  has  real 
historic  value  in  the  area? 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yes,  for  over  100  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  do  not  know  of  any 
channel  at  the  present  time.  I  will  not  com- 
mit myself  but  I  would  be  glad  to  have  a 
look  at  it  from  the  point- 
Mr.  Ruston:  I  suppose  the  conservation 
authority's  funds,  of  course,  are  limited,  too, 
to  these  things;  but  I  would  suppose— and  we 
will  probably  be  in  touch  with  them— that 
they  will  probably  contact  you  and  you 
can  discuss  it  with  them. 

Vote  2102  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2103: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  archives  and  history 
and  records  management  programme.  The 
member  for  Peterborough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  would  like  to  discuss  this 
area  with  the  minister  for  a  few  minutes. 
I  realize  that  this  may  not  have  a  wide 
interest  to  a  great  many  people,  but  I  did 
try  to— you  might  say— arouse  the  interest 
of  the  minister's  predecessor  in  this  area, 
but  it  was  not  a  great  success. 

One  of  the  things  which  bothers  me  very 
greatly  about  this  province  is  the  fact  that 
we  are  very  quickly  losing  our  heritage.  I 
do  not  mean  just  the  heritage  of  the  last 
100  years  but  the  heritage  of  the  last  1,000 
or  2,000  years.  It  just  happens  to  be  the 
case  and  it  is  a  pattern  which  one  finds  in 
European  countries  as  well.  Our  modem 
cities,  towns  and  villages  follow  to  a  large 
extent  the  villages  and  towns  which  were 
created  by  the  native  peoples  in  the  early 
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days  of  the  development  of  this  country, 
that  is  along  the  river  bends,  along  the 
shores  of  lakes,  taking  into  account  the 
very  large  geographic  elements  in  this 
province. 

Of  course,  these  are  the  areas  which  have 
been,  in  many  cases,  wrecked  by  the  bull- 
dozer. It  is  not  just  the  bulldozer  which  is 
putting  up  buildings,  it  is  the  bulldozers 
which  are  building  roads,  shopping  centres, 
it  is  the  gravel  pits— we  have  already  lost  a 
great  many  of  those  artifacts  that  should 
be  a  part  of  our  heritage. 

My  firsit  reaction,  of  course,  is  that  tihis  is 
an  area  w*hioh  should  not  be  in  this  minister's 
department  at  all.  In  all  honesty  I  do  not 
think  Ontario  archaeology  is  particularly  rele- 
vant to  the  ministers  department.  The  kinds 
of  things  which  are  found  by  digging  up  the 
past  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  are  not  par- 
ticularly exotic,  they  are  not  particularly 
exciting,  we  do  not  have  gold  bowls  and 
we  do  not  find  glorious  temples.  Essentially 
these  are  things  which  simply  help  us  to 
understand  the  people  who  occupied  this  land 
for  the  hundreds  of  years  before  we  arrived. 

I  would  suggest  to  the  minister,  in  some 
justification  for  my  taking  up  the  time  of  this 
Legislature,  that  because  we  do  not  appre- 
ciate the  people  who  occupied  these  lands 
except  in  the  most  peripheral  way,  that  we 
have  been  unable  to  deal  with  theon  in  any 
effective  sense  in  our  society.  Tlie  fact  that 
the  native  peoples  are  in  such  a  ghastly  state 
in  so  many  parts  of  our  province  comes 
direcdy  from  the  fact  that  we  just  have  not 
given  much  time  to  their  background;  we 
have  not  really  looked  at  them  in  terms  of 
their  own  contribution  to  this  country  and 
they  get  a  very,  very  short  shrift  indeed,  in 
our  history  books  and  even  in  our  museums 
in  most  oases.  In  fact,  we  seem  to  have  a 
plethora— no,  I  would  not  put  it  that  way— 
we  seem  to  have  a  great  many  pioneer 
museums  but  there  is  very,  very  little  in  terms 
of  meaningful  museum  activity  in  finding  and 
displaying,  effectively  labelling  and  co-ordin- 
ating and  collating  all  of  these  materials 
which  have  been  found  of  archaeological  sig- 
nificance in  this  province. 

Now  the  problem  is,  of  course,  how  do  you 
protect  this  material?  And  I  do  not  want  to 
oversimplify  this  problem  at  all.  I  think  the 
archaeologists  in  this  province  would  assvune 
there  is  something  like  11,000  sites— probably 
that  many,  thait  is,  of  either  burial  grounds,  or 
middens  or  areas  of  occupation,  something 
of  that  sort.  Some  11,000  sites.  Under  The 
Arohaeologioal  Historical  Sites  Protection  Act, 


I  think  it  is  possible  for  the  minister  to  desig- 
nate certain  sites  and  thereby  protect  them 
from  any  digging,  and  protect  them  froon  ex- 
cavation and  protect  the  materials  that  are  to 
be  found  on  the  sites. 

The  problem  is,  of  course,  what  is  the 
point  of  designating  them?  And  I  think  this 
is  the  major  problem;  that  it  is  really  very 
pointless  to  designate  11,000  or  so  sites,  put 
up  a  sign  saying:  "The  Province  of  Ontario 
has  designated  this  piece  of  land,  as  the 
burials  and  evidences  of  past  civilizations  on 
this  particular  piece  of  land,  as  an  historical  or 
archaeological  site  and  thereby  everybody  is 
to  stay  out."  You  would  probably  attract 
every  kook  and  nut  and  goon  with  a  shovel  in 
the  entire  province,  and  this  is  the  problem. 
You  cannot  police  it.  It  would  take  the  entire 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  on  24-hour-a-day 
surveillance,  to  try  to  protect  all  of  this 
material.  So  I  recognize  that  this  legislation 
and  this  designation  is  not  the  total  answer 
to  this  problem,  but  the  problem  still  remains 
that  we  do  not,  at  this  present  time,  know 
what  we  are  doing.  We  just  do  not  know 
what  we  have,  what  we  do  not  have,  how 
effectively  to  hold  on  to  what  is  there,  at 
least  to  carry  on  some  kind  of  activity  which 
would   represent   a   holding   operation. 

What  we  are  really  faced  with  here,  Mr. 
Minister,  I  think  as  one  archaeologist  put  it, 
is  historical  pollution.  We  have  destroyed  our 
environment,  we  are  now  destroying  our 
heritage,  our  history,  and  I  think  this  is  im- 
portant. For  heaven's  sake,  you  would  think 
this  would  be  one  area  which  a  Conservative 
government  really  would  be  interested  in, 
with  all  its  philosophy  and  background.  One 
would  hardly  expect  a  New  Democrat  on  this 
side  of  the  House  trying  to  convince  a  Con- 
servative government  that  they  should  be  do- 
ing something  about  conserving  the  past. 

The  first  step  is  the  most  obvious  one. 
Here  again,  I  say  to  this  minister  I  am  sure 
—I  can  scarcely  imagine  archaeology  crosses 
the  minister's  mind  one  day  in  365,  but  surely 
we  should  have  a  provincial  archaeologist. 
Surely,  there  should  be  one  man  whose  re- 
sponsibility it  is  to  organize  the  activity  of 
archaeologists  across  this  province,  who  has 
some  overall  concept  of  what  is  going  on 
across   this   province. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  he  be  given  a 
great  deal  of  power  at  the  present  time.  This 
is  something  that  has  to  be  worked  out.  But 
surely  one  person,  associated  obviously  wdth 
the  Royal  Ontario  Museum,  should  be  in 
control  of  what  is  going  on  in  this  province  in 
the  area  of  archaeology.    At  least,  he  should 
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have  some  relationship  to  control  wihat  is 
going  on  in  this  province  in  the  area  of 
archaeology. 

I  suppose  that  in  terms  of  archaeology  it  is 
hard  to  get  anyone  interested,  when  there  is 
jusit  one  Conservative  member  in  the  House 
besides  the  minister. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  This  is 
the  nadir  of  the  Tory  party  this  session.  One 
Tory  in  the  House  other  than  the  minister! 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  One  against  five! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Two  members  of  the  govern- 
ment! The  government  pretends  to  take  it 
seriously. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  How  can 
they  pretend  to  be  a  viable  goverrmient  under 
the  circumstances?  Has  the  government  lost 
the  will  to  run  the  show? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  goverrmient  has  more  cavil 
servants  sitting  in  front  of  it  than  it  has 
Tory  back-benchers  behind  it. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  It  is 
quality  this  aitemoon. 

Mr.  Pitman:   I  shall   continue.    It  is      too 
often  the  activity  in  this  House,  speaking  to 
empty  benches  whenever  one  comes  to  some- 
thing- 
Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  the  nadir. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —somewhat  important,  I  think. 

Surely,  a  provincial  archaeologist  is  the 
first  step  toward  doing  something  effective  in 
this  field.  Then,  for  heaven's  sake!  get  an 
archaeological  survey. 

There  was  a  time  when  there  were  virtu- 
ally no  archaeologists  available.  One  of  the 
spinoffs  of  the  last  few  years  in  this  tremen- 
dous development  of  universities  and  archaeo- 
logical departments  in  those  universities,  is 
the  number  of  young  people  who  have  been 
trained  in  archaeology.  There  has  been  a 
tremendous  spurt,  an  unusual  escalation  of 
numbers  of  people  who  know  something 
about  archaeology,  just  in  the  last  eight  or 
nine  years.  Surely,  many  of  these  young 
people  are  imemployed.  They  are  out  looking 
for  jobs  right  now.  That  might  have  been  one 
of  the  things  the  Opportimities  for  Youth 
programme  might  have  considered,  or  the 
Province  of  Ontario  might  have  done  some- 
thing in  relation  to  the  opportunity  of  pro- 
viding something  for  the  young  people  of 
this  province  to  do  which  would  be  of  great 
worth.  So,  there  you  have  it. 


You  have  got  all  these  archaeological  de- 
partments in  universities.  Is  it  not  time  that 
these  departments  could  accept  some  respon- 
sibility for  this  province?  Could  you  not  div- 
ide this  province  into  sections  so  that  there 
could  be  a  survey  done?  Make  use  of  the 
young  people  who  are  available  in  those 
departments.  Get  some  of  these  sites  at  least 
partially  dug  to  find  out  what  is  available. 
Obviously,  many  of  these  sites  are  repetitive. 
Many  of  them  are  not  important.  But  what 
is  happening  is  that  there  is  a  tremendous 
amount  of  pot-holing  going  on  by  those  who 
know  nothing  and  do  not  care  about  archae- 
ology. There  is  a  great  deal  of  material  going 
out  of  the  province,  going  into  other  countries 
and  being  sold  there.  It  is  another  example 
of  Americanization  of  Canada.  We  do  not 
even  have  any  control  of  our  own  records 
of  our  past. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that,  as  well  as  that, 
he  has  to  get  some  decent  legislation  to  pro- 
tect these  materials.  For  example,  it  seems 
interesting  that  it  says  in  the  Act: 

The  minister  may  direct  that  any  ar- 
chaeological or  historical  object  taken 
under  the  authority  of  a  permit  be  turned 
over  to  and  deposited  to  such  public  insti- 
tution as  he  may  designate. 

You  have  only  got  eight  sites  designated— 
eight  sites.  There  are,  I  repeat,  something 
like  11,000,  I  think,  across  the  province,  or 
are  thought  to  be.  We  do  not  even  know  the 
number  because  we  have  not  got  a  decent 
survey.  There  are  only  eight  designated  sites 
and  that  is  the  only  area  which  is  in  any  way 
protected  that  I  can  make  out  in  the  legis- 
lation of  this  province. 

Compare  that  to  Saskatchewan  which  has 
The  Provincial  Parks,  Protected  Areas,  Rec- 
reational Sites,  and  Antiquities  Act,  1960. 
The  Act  says: 

No  person  shall  dig  or  explore  for  or 
excavate,  move  or  alter  any  object  of 
ethnological,  archaeological,  palaeontologi- 
cal  or  historical  interest  or  significance  in 
a  provincial  park. 

The  provincial  parks  of  Ontario  are  not  too 
badly  protected.  I  must  admit.  That  is  not 
one  of  the  major  problems.  But  section  10(a) 
of  the  Saskatchewan  Act  says: 

No  person  shall  knowingly  destroy,  dese- 
crate, deface  or  alter  any  ancient  painting, 
carving  on  rock,  skeletal  or  burial  object, 
burial-place  or  burial  mound  unless  auth- 
orized to  do  so  by  subsisting  permission 
by  the  minister. 
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Another  section  states: 

Every  object  of  ethnological,  archaeo- 
logical, palaeontological,  or  historial  inter- 
est or  significance  found  in  or  taken  from 
a  provincial  park  or  protected  area  shall 
be  deemed  to  be  the  property  of  the 
Crown. 

It  goes  on  to  discuss  areas  outside  Crown 
lands  and  the  protection  of  these  articles.  It 
is  the  idea  that  what  is  found  on  private 
land  is  not  simply  the  property  of  the  person 
who  owns  that  land.  The  surface  rights,  in 
other  words,  do  not  include  archaeological 
finds. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  this  is  one  area 
which  one  would  have  hoped  could  have 
received  some  attention  by  this  government 
over  the  last  four  years.  There  has  been  very 
little  interest  or  concern.  In  the  early  years 
of  the  Act— it  was  probably  one  of  the  first 
Acts  which  was  put  through— and  one  of  the 
best  Acts.  But  time  has  moved  very  swiftly 
past  this  government  in  this  department,  and 
particularly  this  kind  of  legislation. 

As  I  say,  I  do  not  think  legislation  solves 
the  whole  problem.  I  do  think  the  effective 
use  of  the  resources  of  the  universities  and 
the  young  people  and  the  archaeologists  of 
this  province  is  a  way  by  which  you  can  get 
something  done.  But,  on  the  basis  of  what 
we  have  seen  take  place  in  the  last  ten  years, 
we  are  going  to  lose,  and  lose  very  quickly, 
nearly  everything  which  will  help  us  to 
understand  our  past. 

I  just  hope  the  minister  can  get  a  little  bit 
interested  in  this  matter.  It  is  in  his  depart- 
ment. I  think  it  should  be  in  The  Depart- 
ment of  Education  or  University  Affairs,  and 
I  know  it  came  from  Education.  Thank  God 
we  are  out  of  that  department  now.  But  I  am 
wondering  maybe  if  it  is  not  time  to  go  back, 
in  terms  of  the  fact  that  education  is  the 
status  symbol  of  our  society  and  seems  to  be 
the  place  where  you  can  at  least  get  money. 
One  could  hope  certainly  that  something 
more  is  going  to  be  done  in  this  area  than 
has  been  over  the  last  three  or  four  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
very  much  appreciate  the  comments  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Peterborough.  I 
think  it  is  a  fact  which  has  been  recognized 
that  luifortunately  too  many  Canadians  have 
been  very  lax  in  the  preservation  of  our  heri- 
tage. But  I  would  think  in  the  last  two  years 
or  so  we  would  find  there  has  been  quite  a 
change— there  is  more  awareness  by  Cana- 
dians to  preserve  this  heritage.  At  the  pres- 
ent time,  as  you  know,  we  have  some  historic 


sites  that  will  be  preserved  for  ever.  I  am 
referring  of  course,  to  Upper  Canada  Village, 
Ste- Marie -among-. the -Hurons  and,  shortly. 
Fort  William  at  Thunder  Bay.  There  are 
many  others,  plus  many  more  museums  that 
come  under  our  department— over  200,  I  be- 
lieve—and receive  financial  assistance  from 
us. 

We  are  very  conscious  of  this  need— even 
myself,  as  a  layman.  I  can  assure  you  that  I 
have  always  wanted  to  preserve  the  historic 
past  of  our  people,  first  as  chairman  of  the 
St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commission  for  eastern 
Ontario  and  now  on  the  broader  scale. 

Now,  regarding  your  reference  to  The 
Arobaeologioal  and  Historic  Sites  Protection 
Act,  I  have  received  a  brief  from  archaeol- 
ogists in  the  province.  I  have  gone  through 
it,  and  we  are  still  looking  at  it  with  great 
interest.  This  would  mean,  of  course,  we  feel, 
the  appodntment  of  a  provincial  archivist,  as 
you  have  mentioned.  We  are  not  against 
that. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Good. 

An  hon.  member:  Archaeologist. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Archaeologist,  yes;  pro- 
vincial archaeologist,  pardon  me. 

Mr.  Pitman:  You  have  a  provincial  archivist. 
I  think  he  is  sitting  right  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  We  seem  to  fiavour  it; 
it  is  just  a  matter  of  time.  I  doubt  if  this 
legislation  could  be  brought  in  during  this 
session.  But  we  are  certainly  looking  favour- 
ably at  it. 

Mr.  Pitman:  How  about  getting  something 
done  by  way  of  a  survey  of  archaeological 
sites  across  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  suppose  I  am  only 
expressing  a  personal  view,  but  pyerhaps  we 
would  have  to  wait  our  provincial  archaeol- 
ogist first,  so  that  he  can  get  a  programme  go- 
ing along  those  Imes  rather  than  doing  it  by 
ourselves.  Anyway,  I  will  get  back  to  the 
hon.  member  and  tell  him  what  we  can  do 
along  those  lines.  I  just  cannot  give  him  an 
outright  answer  now.  But  I  want  to  assure 
him  that  I  am  interested  in  this. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased 
to  hear  that.  If  I  listened  very  carefully,  I 
think  I  heard  a  responsive  chord.  After  all, 
the  hon.  minister  represents  a  people  who 
have  a  long  history  in  this  province  and  in 
this  nation  and  I  would  hope  that  perhaps 
that  might  become  a  special  concern  of  the 
minister  in  this  portfolio. 
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I  want  to  say  that  essentially  it  means 
money;  I  think  we  are  very  obvious  about  this. 
I  oould  not  help  thinking— I  must  say  this, 
because  it  is  on  my  mind.  Yesterday  I  did 
go  and  visit  Ontario  Place.  Finally,  I  de- 
cided, I  was  going  to  see  what  everyone  had 
been  talking  aibout.  I  went  as  a  tourist;  I  took 
a  camera,  so  people  would  think  I  was  the 
ordinary  open-shirt  tourist  coming  down  with 
his  family  to  see  Ontario  Place.  I  went  down 
by  bus.  I  really  played  it  very,  very  oool. 
Let  me  assure  you— 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick  (Rdverdale):  He  always  acts 
like  a  tourist. 

Mr.  Huston:  We  all  do. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  will  never  understand  who 
designed  the  pods  and  the  so-called  historical 
material  in  those,  but  believe  me,  as  some- 
one who  has  some  interest  in  history,  I  wish 
you  oould  take  some  of  the  money  that  was 
put  in  all  the  punching  bags  that  are  hanging 
from  some  of  these  roofs,  down  in  Ontario 
Place,  with  the  wildest  pictures  going  on 
round,  which  are  totally  meaningless.  I  say 
to  the  minister— and  I  questioned  kids  who 
were  down  there;  they  did  not  know  what  the 
hell  it  was  all  about  either.  All  you  have  got 
is  a  lot  of  noise- you  have  got  guns  firinig 
and  you  have  got  almost  indiscernible  pic- 
tures on  these  punching  bags;  people  are 
walking  and  wandering  around  through  this 
maze.  Really,  it  is  fun  and  games,  but  be- 
heve  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  "it  ain't  history!" 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  Ontario  Place 
oomes  under  the  estimates  of  another  depart- 
ment- 
Mr.  Pitman:  Yes  Mr.  Chairman,  I  shall  re- 
strain myself  in  making  further  remarks  about 
Ontario  Place. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —and  the  member  should 
get  back  to  the  subject  of  vote  2103. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  are  talking  about  tourism, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Pitman:  All  I  am  saying,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  tiiat  it  is  an  example  of  a  complete 
lack  of  priority  in  terms  of  what  could  be 
done.  Really,  as  I  was  listening  to  the  mem- 
ber for  Niagara  Falls  talking  about  the  house 
of  Laura  Secord,  I  thought  you  could  have 
bought  about  12  houses  of  Laura  Secord  for 
what  it  cost  for  that  one  pod,  which  has  little 
to  do  with  the  Seven  Years'  War,  the  War  of 
1812  and  so  on.  I  simply  say  that  it  is 
a  very  weird  kind  of  psychology  m  trying  to 


express  the  interests  of  Ontario  in  this  prov- 
ince.   I  will  say  no  more  on  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2103.  The  member 
for  Essex-Kent. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  wanted 
to  ask  with  regards  to  Heritage  Foundation 
was:  In  the  town  of  Amhertsburg  there  was 
some  investigation  as  to  the  possibility  of 
acquiring  Parks  house  under  the  foundation. 
Have  you  got  anything?  Know  anything? 
Or  are  you  aware  of  that?  I  think  there  were 
some  inquiries  and  some  investigations  made 
of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  I  am  informed,  Mr. 
Chairman  that  our  people  were  there  as 
recently  as  last  Friday.  Nothing  has  come  out 
of  it  but  they  are  following  it  very  closely. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thimder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  On  historical  sites,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  think  I  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  minister's  predecessor  that  there  were 
some  locations  in  northern  Ontario  that  were 
worthy  of  consideration  by  this  branch.  I 
refer  the  minister  to  some  work  that  has 
been  done  by  Selwyn  Dudney  who  I  think 
is  well  known  to  this  department.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  think  maybe  he  even  works  for 
this  department  on  occasion. 

This  has  to  do  with  Indian  pictographs  on 
Worthington  Bay,  on  the  north  shore  of 
Lake  Superior  just  east  of  Schreiber.  I  think 
the  site  was  authenticated  by  Mr.  Dudney. 
And  I  am  wondering,  is  there  any  negotia- 
tion going  on  either  by  this  department  or 
The  Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  to 
acquire  this  site?  It  is  a  particuarly  beautiful 
site  right  on  the  north  shore  of  Lake 
Superior.  It  is  accessible  by  road  and  by 
boat.  I  am  wondering  if  any  action  has  been 
taken  by  the  Crown  on  behalf  of  the  people 
to  acquire  and  preserve  this  magnificent  site 
for  posterity? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Is  it  on  Crown  land 
or  privately  owned? 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  understand  it  is  an  old  min- 
ing location,  but  I  think  it  was  offered  to  the 
government  for  a  very  reasonable  sum  of 
money.  I  understood  there  were  some  negoti- 
ations going  on  for  the  past  year  about  it.  I 
think  it  belongs  to  somebody  up  around 
Barrie  or  Orillia,  but  I  understand  the  people 
who  own  it  are  interested  in  seeing  that  it 
is  turned  over  to  the  Crown  and  that  the 
price  is  quite  reasonable. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  too  familiar  with  this  particular  site  but 
I  am  told  that  it  certainly  has  value.  The  big 
problem  is  the  distance  and  the  road  to  get 
in  there,  but  we  will  pursue  the  matter 
for  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Under  2103? 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one 
comment.  My  colleague,  the  member  for 
York  South  (Mr.  MacDonald)  is  not  here,  but 
every  year  I  have  been  here  he  has  asked 
whether  or  not  the  government  would  con- 
sider putting  a  plaque  on  the  site  of  the 
birthplace  of  the  Hon.  J.  S.  Woods  worth.  I 
understand  dt  is  still  not  done,  and  my 
colleague,  the  member  for  York  South,  would 
feel  very  badly  if  I  did  not  keep  up  his 
record  of  asking  each  year  that  it  be  done. 

Mr.  Worton:  Put  one  up  now  for  the  mem- 
ber for  York  South. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  is  a  little  premature  for 
the  member  for  York  South,  but  one  of  these 
days  I  am  sure  that  the  minister  will  put  it  up. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  am  glad,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  hon.  member  brought  that  question 
up  once  again.  I  think  the  two  governments, 
the  national  and  provincial  government, 
should  perhaps  get  together  because  it  is 
possible  that  it  could  be  one  plaque  unveiled 
by  the  federal  government  someday.  That  is 
the  information  that  I  have  for  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  There  is  a  further  com- 
ment I  would  like  to  make.  As  I  understand  it, 
as  a  strictly  governmental  structure,  this  is  a 
separate  department  of  government— if  my  un- 
derstanding is  correct— having  its  own  deputy 
minister. 

I  am  curious— as  I  have  raised  on  another 
occasion— whether  or  not  the  government 
would  consider  either  combining  the  two  de- 
partments of  government  into  one  department, 
or  at  least  maintaining  the  tradition  of  show- 
ing this  as  a  separate  department  in  the  esti- 
mates of  the  government? 

My  understanding  is  there  has  been  no 
change  in  that,  but  the  minister  can  correct 
me  if  I  am  wrong.  And  my  other  inquiry  is  to 
make  certain  tliat  if  I  am  correct,  that  there 
is  a  deputy  minister  of  this  department  still 
holding  that  position,  I  would  like  to  make 
certain  that  he  is  remunerated  on  the  same 


level  of  salary  and  income  as  the  other  deputy 
ministers  in  the  other  departments  of  govern- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  would  like  to  thank 
the  member  for  his  comments.  I  have  a  state- 
ment here  which  has  to  do  with  the  transfer 
of  the  department  to  another  department.  If 
you  would  like,  I  can  read  it  into  the  record. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  has  been  done,  has  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  the  proposal  was 
made  earlier  to  transfer  The  Department  of 
Public  Records  and  Archives  to  Education  and 
I  could  perhaps  read  the  statement  to  clarify 
this  and  to  put  it  in  the  record. 

The  Archives  department  is  responsible  for 
a  number  of  interrelated  functions  that,  for 
administrative  and  staff  reasons,  need  to  be 
closely  related.  Some  of  these  functions  relate 
indirectly  to  activities  in  several  other  govern- 
ment departments,  but  taken  as  a  whole  they 
are  really  unique  in  themselves. 

For  that  reason  the  Archives  has  always 
been  recognized  as  a  separate  department, 
although,  because  of  its  small  size  (63  per- 
manent staff  at  present),  it  has  always  re- 
ported through  a  minister  holding  a  larger 
portfolio.  It  also  utilizes  the  personnel  and 
accounting  services  of  the  larger  department 
with  which  it  is  associated. 

The  Archivist  is  responsible  for  acquiring 
government  records  of  enduring  significance, 
not  only  for  strictly  historical  research  pur- 
poses but  for  long  term  administrative  re- 
search needs  within  the  government  itself. 

The  provincial  archivist  has  veto  power 
over  the  destruction  of  public  records  in  any 
government  agency.  Its  records  management 
staff  also  provides  skilled  advice  and  assist- 
ance in  the  storage  arrangement  and  schedul- 
ing of  all  department's  records  during  their 
operational  hfe.  In  addition,  the  Archives 
operates  and  services  a  major  records  centre 
at  Cooksville  for  less  active  records  of  all 
government  agencies. 

The  archives  also  acquire,  analyse  and 
make  available  documentary  material  obtained 
through  purchase  or  donation,  whenever  fea- 
sible, from  non-government  sources. 

Among  other  services,  the  archives  also 
compile  or  check  government  publications 
relating  to  history  and  answers  historical  in- 
quiries directed  to  any  government  agency. 
It  also  provides  professional  advice  to  the 
province's  local  museums,  does  research  for 
government  historical  reconstruction  and 
marks  historical  sites. 
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As  will  be  noted,  it  is  by  its  nature  a  cen- 
tral service  agency  and  not  directly  associated 
with  any  other  department.  It  reports  to  me 
as  Minister  of  Public  Records  and  Archives, 
and— as  will  be  appreciated— provides  many 
useful  advisory  services  to  The  Department  of 
Tourism  and  Information.  Historical  attrac- 
tions are  an  integral  part  of  the  tourist  indus- 
try and  skilled  advice  through  research  assist- 
ance constitutes  a  most  valuable  asset. 

In  stating  this,  I  do  not  claim  that  all,  or 
even  most,  of  tihe  Archives'  basic  functions  are 
directly  related  to  Tourism.  I  aim  merely  em- 
phasizing that  many  of  its  functions  are 
unique  to  itself  and  that  if,  because  of  its 
small  size,  it  must  report  through  a  member 
of  the  executive  council  who  also  heads  a 
large  department,  then  its  association  with 
Tourism  is  as  logical  as  any  other. 

We  believe,  in  fact,  that  this  administrative 
arrangement  has  worked  out  very  well.  The 
value  of  the  Archives'  services  to  the  public 
and  to  other  government  departments  is  being 
increasingly  recognized  and  with  its  pending 
move  to  expanded  and  more  appropriate 
quarters,  these  services  will  become  more 
readily  available. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  find  it  very  interesting,  but 
I  am  not  going  to  argue  the  case.  The  point 
that  interests  me  is  that  the  arohivist  is  going 
to  be  very  busy  next  fall  after  the  next  elec- 
tion and  I  want  to  give  him  all  the  service 
possible.    But  nonetheless— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  hope  he  is  not  busy 
destroying  anything  before  the  election. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —nonetheless,  one  can  only 
hope  that  he  will  have  the  services  available 
and  I  am  very  hopeful  that  the  new  minister 
might  be  a  good  deal  more  interested  in  this 
area  of  his  responsibility  as  a  minister  than 
previous  ministers  have. 

There  is  one  area  which  I  did  not  touch 
on  before  and  w*hich  I  think  is  very  important. 
That  involves  once  again  the  archaeological 
activity  of  this  province. 

What  is  happening  is  that  in  the  explosion 
of  interest  in  archaeology  at  both  the  univer- 
sity and  secondary  levels— and  it  is  the 
secondary  level  I  am  particularly  concerned 
with— there  has  been  some  development 
which  is  concerning  archaeologists  a  good 
deal  and  that  is  that  archaeology  is  becoming 
a  kind  of  amateur  hobby. 


One  of  the  things  I  understand  schools  do 
now  is  find  some  farmer  who  has  a  few  arti- 
facts on  his  property  and  send  the  kids  out, 
you  know,  for  a  day  of  building  five-foot 
squares  and  letting  them  dig  with  tiheir 
trowels  and  have  a  good  time. 

This  is  an  extremely  dangerous  procedure. 
I  think  unless  the  province  is  going  to  take 
some  action  both  in  terms  of  informing  The 
Department  of  Education  and  people  in  the 
department  that  this  is  just  not  to  be  done 
v/ithout  proper  supervision— I  think  the  archae- 
ologists in  this  province  are  prepared  to  give 
that  supervision  because  they  realize  the 
importance  of  amateurs. 

If  it  is  only  a  trained  ardhaeologist  w^ho  is 
wielding  a  trowel  we  will  never  get  anything 
done  for  the  next  100  years,  but  the  point  is 
I  think  there  has  to  be  some  recognition  that 
there  be  a  high  degree  of  supervision  for  this 
kind  of  activi'ty. 

And  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  I  am 
concerned  they  should  deal  very  closely  with 
The  Department  of  Education  if  we  are  going 
to  be  able  to  stop  the  destruction  of  these 
materials  over  the  next  nimiber  of  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Well  you  know,  it  is  a 
very  complex  field  and  perhaps  more  com- 
plicated than  the  hon.  member  would  make 
us  believe  because  we,  of  course,  in  acquiring 
these  sites  freezing  them  and  eventually  this 
is  what  will  have  to  happen. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  did  not  say  you  should  desig- 
nate every  site.   I  did  not  say  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  How  can  you  protect 
them? 

Mr.  Pitman:  To  a  large  extent,  it  is  a 
matter  of  having  these  areas  known  first  by 
the  archaeologists  and  the  archaeological 
scholars  in  the  various  universities.  They 
have  to,  I  think,  keep  a  watching  brief  on 
these  sites. 

I  do  not  think  you  can  protect  them  except, 
if  a  survey  knows  where  they  are,  get  the 
scholars  in  to  do  a  little  digging  to  find  out 
where  there  is  incomparable  matefrial  because 
obviously  many  of  them  are  just  simply  re- 
peats of  other  sites  and  all  are  not  historic- 
ally significant  or  important. 

I  think  that  is  the  emphasis  you  should  be 
taking.  It  is  rather  a  thrust  toward  doing 
something.  I  think  I  said  at  the  beginning 
of  my  remarks  that  if  you  used  the  entire 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  you  could  not  pro- 
tect all  of  these  sites  and  the  whole  business 
of  designation  and  protection  is,  I  think,  a 
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totally  hopeless  way  of  trying  to   go  about 
it. 

But  I  think  that  some  legislation  oould  very 
well  be  put  through  to  recognize  at  least  the 
importance  of  the  materials  in  those  sites; 
also  legislation  which  delays  activity  Where 
there  is  an  archaeological  find  designated  and 
we  realize  a  road  is  to  go  through,  or  a 
building  put  up;  that  there  be  at  least  a  delay 
meobaniam  so  that  a  team  of  archaeologists 
who  go  in  there  can  do  at  leasit  a  salvage 
operation,  maybe  one  or  two  days  salvaging, 
and  get  out  before  the  bulldozer  goes  through. 

I  am  realistic.  I  know  that  this  government 
or  any  other  government  is  going  to  be  able 
to  convince  the  people  of  Ontario  it  would 
be  impossible  to  hold  up  a  highway  for  six 
months  or  two  years  while  a  full-scale 
archaeological  team  sets  up  tents  and  carries 
out  all  the  measurements  until  it  gets  its 
squares  going. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  They  do 
it  for  less  reason  than  that. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  realize  that  that  is  im- 
possible, but  nonetheless  I  think  that  this 
kind  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  At  least  that  would  be  an 
excuse. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —archaeological  salvage  has 
to  be  made  possible  or  you  are  just  simply 
going  to  lose  virtually  all  that  is  left. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
North. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, at  this  time,  since  we  are  dealing  with 
historical  records  and  archives,  I  had  the 
pleasure  a  week  ago  last  Sunday  of  attending 
King  City  United  Church  on  the  occasion 
of  their  lOOth  anniversary  of  continuous  ser- 
vice to  their  community. 

In  turn,  they  asked  me  if  I  would  present 
to  the  proper  person,  the  proper  minister 
within  our  government  a  record  of  the  con- 
gregation, and  the  Rev.  Norman  Gibson  and 
the  congregation  in  the  United  Church  at 
King  asked  me  if  I  would  present  this.  I  think 
this  is  the  proper  place  since  we  are  dealing 
with  historical  records  and  archives,  for  a 
record  of  the  congregation  over  the  past 
100  years,  of  the  social  life,  and  what  they 
have  done  in  the  way  of  adding  to  the 
spiritual   betterment   of   the    community. 

Mr.  Minister,  at  this  time  I  would  like 
to  present  to  you,  on  behalf  of  the  Rev. 
Norman  Gibson  and  King  City  United  Church 


congregation,  a  record  of  the  achievements 
over  the  last  100  years.  I  am  sure  you  will 
see  that  it  is  placed  in  the  place  where  it 
will  be  well  kept  for  a  record  that,  in  the 
next  100  years  that  comes  around,  they  will 
be  able  to  look  at.  Whoever  is  around  at 
that  time,  whoever  it  may  be— if  there  is  a 
United  Church,  and  I  know  there  will  be 
in  King  City— they  will  come  to  our  record 
here,  the  historical  record,  and  look  up  the 
record  of  the  past  100  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
be  very  delighted  and  very  happy  to  accept 
this  record  from  the  hon.  member  for  York 
North  and  give  it  to  our  Department  of 
Public  Records  and  Archives  for  safekeeping. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2103. 

Mr.  Pitman:  One  further  comment.  I 
would  like  to  turn  to  the  Ontario  Heritage 
Foundation  which  I  think  under  this  vote 
receives  $22,500.  I  was  reading  a  report 
which  was  made  by  a  fellow  minister,  the 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr.  Bales), 
with  regard  to  the  salvage,  you  might  say, 
of  historic  buildings.  The  comment  tmder 
this  Ontario  Heritage  Foundation  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  Ontario  Heritage  has  since  its 
inception  been  subject  to  budget  restraint 
that  has  limited  its   activities." 

I  think  that  is  probably  one  of  those 
understatements  in  government  reports  which 
the  opposition  always  smiles  at. 

This  $20,000  is  scarcely  enough  money, 
you  know,  to  send  out  a  good  mailing  and, 
I  suspect,  totally  inadequate  really  to  per- 
form any  service  to  this  province.  I  under- 
stand in  1968-1969  there  were  300  projects, 
300  applications,  in  which  the  Ontario  Heri- 
tage Foundation  were  asked  to  acquire  some 
piece  of  land  which  had  a  historical  signifi- 
cance in  this  province. 

Could  the  minister  give  me  any  idea  how 
many  there  have  been  in  1969-1970  and 
1970-1971?  How  many  applications  have 
there  been  turned  down  or  is  the  foundation 
simply  unable  to  cope  with  it  because  of  the 
budget  restraints  which  are  so  obvious  by 
this  estimate? 

Hon.   Mr.   Guindon:    The   $22,500   quoted 
here  for  the  Ontario  Heritage  Foundation  is 
only  for  administration,  as  you  know.  They 
have  besides  that  a  fund- 
Mr.   Pitman:   That  is  private  funds   then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Private  and  govern- 
ment money— funds  that  were   given  to  the 
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foundation  a  few  years  ago.  They  can  only 
use  the  interest  on  that  money- 
Mr.   Pitman:    How   much   do    they   use    a 
year  for  acquisition? 

Hon.    Mr.   Guindon:    It   depends.    I   know 

they  have  bought  some- 
Mr.   Pitman:    I   think  you   have   got  nine 

properties,  have  you  not?  Nine? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Could  the  minister  tell  us 
what  the  nine  properties  are  that  have  been 
acquired?  Do  you  have  that  information 
there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  will  have  to  get  you 
that  information.  We  do  not  have  it  here. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Perhaps  the  minister  could 
tell  me  whether  there  are  buildings  on  these 
properties  or  it  is  essentially  land  that  is 
being  acquired  by  the  Ontario  Heritage 
Foundation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  would  think  there 
would  be  buildings  on  the  land. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Buildings  on  the  lands? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes. 

Mr.  Pitman:  In  a  statement,  this  govern- 
ment report  indicated  that  the  Heritage 
Foundation  could  not  really  even  afford  to 
accept  property  for  nothing  because  it  would 
mean  the  upkeep  of  this  property  and  that 
really  there  was  a  very  limited  amount  that 
they  could  turn  to.  Which  really  means  that 
in  order  to  save  buildings,  save  historic  build- 
ings that  are  100  years  or  150  years  old,  you 
really  have  to  turn  to  municipal  legislation. 

One  of  only  two  municipalities  that  are 
protected  in  any  way  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  is  the  city  of  Kingston,  because  of  a 
particular  piece  of  legislation  that  was  put 
through  by  that  city,  which  we  put  through 
this  Legislature  related  to  that  city.  It  allows 
them  to  put  bylaws  through  to  prohibit  and 
regulate  and  control  the  alterations  to  or 
demolition  of  buildings  of  archaeological 
value,  this  has  to  be  repealed  in  90  days  if 
the  city  is  not  prepared  either  to  purchase 
or  to  lease  or  expropriate  them. 

I  think  the  city  of  Toronto  has  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  I  do  not  think  has  ever 
been  used  yet  to  save  any  buildings.  It  de- 
mands that  they  designate  a  building  as  an 
historic  site  within  60  days  and  within  60 
days  they  can,  that  is,  if  it  looks  as  though 


the  building  is  going  to  be  demolished-^they 
have  60  days  in  which  to  save  it.  As  I  under- 
stand it  this  is  really  not  very  workable  and 
really  it  has  saved  very  many  buildings  in 
Toronto. 

So  here  again  we  come  back  to  the  fact 
that  the  province  has  not  given  any  real 
direction  towards  the  whole  question  of  sav- 
ing historic  buildings.  Some  people  really  do 
not  care,  they  would  rather  see  an  asphalt 
parking  lot  than  a  building  tliat  has  been  up 
for  100  years.  But  I  would  suggest  that  this 
surely  is  the  responsibility  of  this  government. 

It  should  be  a  concern  of  this  government. 
We  have  a  provincial  inventory,  I  think  it 
has  been  going  since  1965— six  years  ago— 
and  this  was  being  done  through  local  his- 
torical associations.  The  minister  suggested, 
I  think,  the  quota  they  quoted  may  be  sus- 
pect. It  may  be  suspect  in  certain  parts  of 
Ontario,  but  I  do  not  think  it  is  suspect  in 
the  part  I  happen  to  come  from. 

The  point  I  am  making  here  is  that  there 
certainly  has  not  been  any  overall  continuing 
interest  on  the  part  of  this  government  in 
saving  buildings.  We  are  now  reaching  the 
point— and  I  am  sure  the  minister  realises 
this,  he  knows  something  about  buildings— 
where  these  buildings  are  very  much  "under 
the  gun." 

Any  building  which  has  been  around  for 
very  long  is  probably  in  a  part  of  the  city 
where  land  is  very  valuable.  The  building 
itself  is  probably  now  reaching  the  point 
where  its  plumbing  and  all  its  amenities  are 
such  that  it  is  cheaper  to  tear  it  down  and 
put  up  another  building,  as  we  have  seen 
take  place  all  across  this  province.  These 
buildings  are  going  down  day  by  day,  and 
week  by  week,  and  month  by  month,  and  we 
are  losing  some  of  the  architectural  history 
of  this  province. 

Once  again,  you  can  laugh  at  some  of  the 
buildings  put  up  at  the  end  of  the  19th 
century  as  being  Victorian  excrescences,  but 
I  suggest  that  we  understand  ourselves  as 
well  by  knowing  what  we  put  up  in  build- 
ings. I  might  say  it  is  a  commentary  that 
scares  me  to  death  in  terms  of  the  kinds  of 
buildings  we  are  putting  up  now.  I  do  not 
know  how  anybody  is  going  to  understand  us 
by  looking  at  the  Toronto-Dominion  Centre 
—but  maybe  they  will  understand  us,  and 
that  would  be  even  more  terrifying.  But  none- 
theless, I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  this  is 
an  area  that  demands  some  attention. 

Once  again,  a  few  million  dollars  over  the 
next   number  of   years   will   decide  whether 


2878 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


our  children  have  a  heritage  of  which  they 
can  be  proud  in  terms  of  historic  buildings 
as  well  as  an  archaeological  find. 

It  has  been  suggested— and  I  think  it  is 
surely  the  time  to  move— that  there  should 
be  an  inventory,  that  there  should  be  a  dis- 
ignation  of  buildings  which  are  of  national 
and  provincial  importance,  that  they  should 
be  published  in  the  Ontario  Gazette,  that 
there  should  be  a  plaque. 

This  is  not  like  archaeology;  people  are 
not  going  to  pothole  buildings.  But  you  are 
certainly  going  to  demand  that  those  who 
own  these  buildings— that  is  something  else 
too,  because  most  of  these  buildings  are 
owned  by  people— are  going  to  obtain  author- 
ization from  the  minister  before  and  demoli- 
tion or  alteration  of  those  buildings  takes 
place. 

Here  again,  I  think  if  the  province  really 
became  turned  on  by  trying  to  save  the  past 
instead  of  trying  to  produce  the  future  (I 
refer  once  again  to  Ontario  Place;  there  is 
another  example)  I  still  think  you  are  going 
to  retain  your  history  far  better  by  retaining 
what  is  the  reality  of  the  past  than  trying 
to  construct  a  balloon  and  punching  bag 
history  for  the  future. 

I  turn  once  again  to  this  minister.  Here  is 
another  area  in  which  you  can  make  a  very 
real  contribution  to  what  goes  on  in  this 
province  and  the  quality  of  life  in  this 
province. 

One  of  the  interesting  thing  Mr.  Chairman 
—I  will  not  take  any  more  time  for  this— is 
that  kids  are  getting  interested  in  this.  Talk 
to  Peter  Swann  up  at  the  Royal  Ontario 
Museum.  You  see  them  across  the  road  here 
in  the  Canadiana  collection.  I  walked  over 
there  a  couple  of  days  ago  and  was  quite 
surprised  by  the  number  of  kids  in  there 
looking  at  what  is  going  on. 

They  are  begirming  to  realize  that,  you 
might  say,  our  1970  presentation  of  glass 
and  gloss  and  metal  really  is  not  all  that 
there  is  to  reality,  and  they  are  trying  I 
think  to  get  some  appreciation  of  the  past, 
even  in  their  clothes. 

If  you  read  some  time  "The  Greening  of 
America,"  by  Charles  Reich,  he  talks  about 
this— the  kids'  clothes,  their  attempt  to  go 
back,  wearing  overalls,  wearing  clothes  that 
people  wore  20  or  30  years  ago.  There  is 
an  appreciation,  sort  of  a  gut  feeling  that 
there  is  some  reality  back  there  that  they 
want  to  recapture.  There  is  something  per- 
haps a  little  more  honest,  perhaps  a  little 
more  decent  and  humane  back  in  the  past 
which  they  think  has  some  relevance. 


The  very  fact  some  of  them  are  going  and 
living  on  farms  and  trying  to  grow  food 
without  the  benefit,  the  dubious  benefit,  of 
some  of  our  present  methods  of  growing 
food.  I  think  all  of  this  is  a  part  of  this 
present  generation.  So  you  are  on  to  some- 
thing. In  other  words  the  minister  a  moment 
ago  said  that  people  are  concerned  in  On- 
tario; you  are  darn  right  they  are,  and  it  is 
the  younger  generation  that  is  concerned. 
It  is  interesting  that  when  there  is  a  build- 
ing that  is  going  to  come  down  to  put 
through  another  road  or  another  parking 
lot,  it  is  kids  that  are  carrying  signs,  it  is 
kids  who  are  getting  concerned.  They  do 
want  to  retain  something,  so  there  is,  you 
might  say,  some  history  about  them  instead 
of  just  simply  another  great  collection  of 
barren  glass  and  aluminium  buildings  around 
them. 

So  I  say  to  the  minister,  here  again  is  some- 
thing surely  that  the  philosophy  of  this 
party  and  the  philosophy  of  this  government 
should  have  some  concern  about. 

So  let  us  get  on  with  it;  let  us  get  a 
provincial  inventory  finished.  It  has  been 
going  on  since  1965;  let  us  get  some  real 
thrust  in  designating  those  buildings  which 
must  be  retained  if  we  are  going  to  have 
some  appreciation  of  the  architectural  back- 
ground of  this  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  I  agree  with  the 
comments  made  by  the  hon.  member.  I  have 
realized  already,  since  I  have  joined  this 
department,  that  there  is  a  very  close  rela- 
tionship between  museums  and  historic  sites 
and  tourism.  We  find  that  people  like  to 
come  back  and  as  you  say,  to  the  younger 
element  as  well,  there  is  a  greater  awareness 
in  young  people.  And  I  agree  with  him,  and 
as  I  say,  I  will  take  a  very  close  look  and  a 
great  interest  in  this  matter  in  the  years  to 
come,  if  I  am  still  here. 

Now,  perhaps  for  his  own  information 
concerning  the  Heritage  Foundation,  we  have 
received  so  far  in  donations  to  the  foundation 
in  real  property,  $718,000  worth  and  also  in 
other  properties  of  a  cultural  nature, 
$861,000- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2103. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  want  to  get  in  on  the 
records  management,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the 
second  item  on  Vote  2103,  which  is  up 
$37,000. 

I  raised  with  the  minister's  predecessor 
last  year  a  few  apprehensions  I  had  about 
the  way  that  all  of  the  records  of  various 
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governmental  departments  were  being  stored, 
and  according  to  page  44  of  the  1970  annual 
report  for  this  department,  I  noticed  that 
it  is  centred  in  Missassauga,  as  opposed  to 
a  location  you  said  at  Cooksville  for  the— 
Is  it  the  same  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  It  is  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  see.  Okay.  I  am  wondering 
what  safeguards  there  are  againsit  any  un- 
authorized personnel  having  access  to  all 
of  the  voluminous  files  that  are  being  stored, 
I  suppose  for  a  very  good  reason,  by  a  good 
many    departments    of    this    government. 

And  I  notice  there  is  a  very  close  liaison 
between  the  treasury  board's  records  manage- 
ment committee.  I  noticed  that  through  the 
year  1970,  over  14,000  references  to  the 
centre  were  serviced,  and  many  visits  made 
by  personnel  from  various  government  de- 
partments and  agencies  out  there;  given 
the  apprehension  that  a  good  many  people 
have  about  these  data  and  memory  banks 
and  retrieval  of  information,  I  am  wondering 
what  safeguards  there  are  against  any  of 
this  information  being  used  for  purposes 
other  than  which  it  was  originally  intended? 
A  good  many  of  those  documents,  I  would 
suspect,  if  they  got  into  the  wrong  hands, 
could  cause  embarrassment,  or  at  least, 
nuisance,  to  a  good  many  people  whose 
names  appear  in  them.  If  they  were  made 
available  to  everybody  or  anybody  other 
than  authorized  personnel,  I  would  think 
that,  to  say  the  least,  would  be  an  invasion 
of  privacy.  It  would  be,  I  think,  very,  very 
dangerous  for  a  good  many  of  these  docu- 
ments to  be  used  even,  say,  for  mailing 
lists  or  for  credit  purposes,  or  to  hold  against 
people  for  employment  purposes,  or  any 
number  of  reasons.  This  information  could 
work  to  the  detriment  of  a  good  many 
people. 

I  am  wondering  what  kind  of  security 
you  do  have?  Who  are  these  voluminous 
files  made  available  to?  And  what  safeguards 
are  there  that  these  things  will  not  be  used 
for  illicit  purposes  and  for  purposes  of 
exploitation    of   people? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
concern  of  the  hon.  member  is  also  the 
concern  of  the  minister  as  well  as  the  ofiicials 
of  our  department.  I  am  informed  that  only 
civil  servants  can  get  in  there.  We  have 
good  security  measures  and  all  these  civil 
servants,  as  you  know,  have  sworn  the  oath 
of  secrecy  so,  so  far,  we  have  never  had 
anything  happen,  but  we  are  also  as  con- 
cerned as  he  is. 


Mr.  Stokes:  What  are  the  physical  arrange- 
ments out  there?  Could  we  go  out  and  look 
at  them  to  see  what  they  are  like?  Is  it 
under  heavy  security?  Is  there  a  safeguard 
against  burglary,  theft,  fire?  What  kind  of 
facilities  are  there,  briefly?  I  do  not  want 
it  in  detail,  but  briefly,  what  are  the  facilities 
like? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  think  we  have  the 
safest  of  devices  I  am  told.  Surely,  I  would 
be  glad  to— if  any  of  the  members  would 
like  to  visit  the  building,  they  are  welcome 
to. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  is  the  additional  $37,000 
for,  over  and  above  what  was  required  last 
year?  Was  it  additional  space? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  More  space  to  the 
building  and  an  increase  in  staff. 

Vote  2103  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2104: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  theatres  programme. 
The  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  every  year  on 
the  theatres  programme,  I  continue  to  won- 
der about  the  continued  need  for  the 
services   of  Mr.   Silverthome. 

Mr.  Silverthome  is  a  fine  gentleman  who 
has  provided  great  service  to  this  province 
over  a  long  period  of  time.  I  wonder,  really, 
as  we  get  on  with  it  and  we  see  the  budget 
go  from  $156,000  to  $174,000  to  $235,000 
what  actually  we  are  achieving  in  the 
theatres  branch  that  cannot  be  achieved  by 
the  police  in  the  courts  insofar  as  censorship 
is  concerned  or  by  one  of  the  departments 
charged  with  the  inspection  of  buildings 
insofar  as  dealing  with  safety  is  concerned, 
and  so  on.  These  are  all  important  aspects, 
but  there  are  various  branches  of  govern- 
ment that  have  to  deal  with  these  things. 

I  wonder  as  I  see  films  processed  throug^h 
this  department  with  the  various  labels  that 
are  put  on  them.  I  think  "Patton"  was  one 
that  I  saw  the  other  night  that  was  recom- 
mended for  adults.  Other  than  a  few  rude 
words  that  General  Patton  used  from  time  to 
time,  I  did  not  see  any  particular  reason  why 
it  should  have  not  been  given  a  general  seal 
of  approval.  Certainly  it  had  a  great  deal  of 
historical  value. 

What  really  is  achieved  by  keeping  this 
branch  going?  Does  it  not  belong  back  in 
the  days  when  the  morality  of  the  province 
indicated  that  it  was  bad  to  drink  and  that 
people  who  did  drink  were  suspect  and  you 
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should  make  it  as  bard  as  possible?  At  tihat 
time  as  -well,  one  had  to  be  very  careful  of 
the  words  that  appeared  in  a  film  or  the  kind 
of  scenes  that  appeared  in  a  film. 

We  have  certain  laws  in  The  Criminal 
Code;  albeit  that  people  are  not  too  impressed 
with  some  of  the  methods  by  which  they  are 
enforced,  the  police  have  a  difficult  job  in 
doing  it.  I  do  not  think  the  theatres  brandh 
can  or  should  replace  the  provisions  of  our 
criminal  law  in  this  regard.  I  wonder  if  the 
minister  really  believes  that  in  1971,  it  is 
necessary  to  maintain  this  branch  any  longer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
minister  really  believes.  When  we  see  what 
is  hai)pening  in  other  jurisdictions  I  can 
assure  the  member  from  the  mail  that  we 
receive  almost  daily  from  the  people  of  On- 
tario—or at  least  every  week  from  all  parts 
of  Ontario— this  branch  is  very  much  appre- 
ciated and  very  much  needed  an  this  prov- 
ince. 

The  questdon  was  very  simple:  If  the  min- 
ister believes  that  much  is  being  achieved— I 
can  say,  "Yes";  and  give  the  meanber  every 
assurance  that  I  mean  every  word  of  it.  As 
for  ihis  comments  that  perhaps  the  police  force 
could  do  this  work;  I  would  doubt  if  any 
police  force  would  ever  engage  in  this  type 
of  censorship,  because  you  really  need  people 
who  are  highly  qualified  to  do  this.  After 
having  informed  myself  and  studied  what 
goes  on  in  the  theatres  branch,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  say  that  I  find  it  is  doing  an  excel- 
lent job. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
minister  makes  the  very  point  that  I  was 
trying  to  make.  He  says  he  receives  many 
letters  from  people  complaining— 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Oh  no! 

Mr.  Singer:  Sure  you  do,  you  see  them  in 
the  papers  all— well,  I  receive  letters  com- 
plaining, "How  could  the  theatres  branch  let 
this  horrible  picture  be  shown  to  all  the  nice 
people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario?" 

I  know  the  minister  gets  his  share  of  that 
kind  of  letter  too.  He  is  going  to  be  damned 
if  he  does  and  damned  if  he  does  not,  so  why 
bother;  that  is  my  point.  Why  bother,  because 
so  far  as  the  ability  to  determine  all  parts  of 
The  Criminal  Code— the  customs  people  pur- 
port to  exercise  soane  sort  of  control  over 
the  land  of  stuff  that  comes  across  the  border 
—none  of  it  seems  to  work  very  well. 

I  wonder,  as  I  see  some  of  these  films  that 
are  available  for  display  and  hear  some  of 


the  comments,  whether  or  not  really  we  are 
achieving  anything  or  whether  we  are  just 
sort  of  giving  nominal  lip-service  to  some  of 
the  people  who  write  letters.  The  people 
who  write  letters  are  people  who  are  not 
happy  with  the  kind  of  pictures  Mr.  Silver- 
thome  and  his  people  let  through;  and  that 
causes  me  to  wonder.  I  wonder,  if  the  minis- 
ter has  a  count,  how  many  letters  of  com- 
mendation and  how  many  letters  of  criticism 
he  has  had.  How  n^any  letters  has  he  received 
in  the  last  year  about  this?  How  miany  letters 
has  the  theatres  branch  received  and,  of  those, 
how  many  are  favourable  and  how  miany  are 
critical? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  I  cannot  tell  you  the 
numbers,  but  of  course  most  of  them  would 
be  critical. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  that  is  my  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  But  the  hon.  member 
should  know  that  we  are  dealing  in  a  very 
diflBcult  area  here.  You  may  have  films  shown 
in  Toronto  that  will  not  be  offensive  what- 
soever, but  you  go  to  other  parts  of  Ontario 
—and  I  have  received  several  letters  in  recent 
weeks  from  people  who  were  very  offended 
that  these  films  were  shown  in  small  hamlets 
in  other  parts  of  the  province.  And  I  know 
that  here  in  this  sophisticated  city  of  Toronto 
I  doubt  if  they  would  have  more  than  10 
people  to  watch  it;  so  you  need  an  expert  to 
work  on  this  censorship  branch,  which  of 
course  is  staffed,  and  I  personally  am  very 
satisfied. 

I  do  not  want  to  mention  any  other  juris- 
diction or  any  other  province,  but  I  know  that 
I  am  proud  to  be  in  Ontario  when  I  see  what 
is  being  done  by  our  branch. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  the  minister  further 
makes  my  point  when  he  says  there  are  films 
that  are  all  right  for  viewing  in  Toronto  but 
might  not  be  all  right  for  viewing  in 
Coderioh,  for  instance,  or  somewhere  else.  I 
do  not  think— and  certainly  not  to  my  knowl- 
edge—the theatres  branch  attempts  to  say 
that  a  certain  picture  is  fine  for  Torono  but 
not  very  good  for  East  York  or  Cornwall. 
There  is  just  ik)  way  of  doing  that.  So  the 
minister  again  has  indicated  to  us  that,  try 
as  they  might,  they  are  really  charged  with 
almost  a  thankless  job. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  Is  the  member  for  censor- 
^p  or  opposed  to  censorship? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Riverdale  asks 
this  question  annually  and  he  knows  exactly 
what  I  am  talking  about. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  do  not  know  exactly. 

Mr.  Singer:  If  I  have  to,  I  can  engage  in 
a  debate  with  the  member  for  Riverdale  in 
due  course. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  worry  from  year  to  year. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  will  hear  the  member  for 
Riverdale  get  into  this  in  a.  moment. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  will. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  glad  the  member  will. 

What  puzzles  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
inability  to  have  standards  in  this  field  that 
in  fact  are  meaningful  and  that  are  in  fact 
really  serving  any  general  public  good.  I  am 
not  satisfied,  frankly,  that  \Vhat  is  being  done 
meets  with  the  kind  of  ax>proval  that  indi- 
cates the  continuance  of  this  branch. 

It  would  seem  to  me  these  matters  should 
be  left  to  the  provisions  of  the  criminal  code 
where,  goodness  knows,  they  are  difficult 
enough  to  enforce  and  let  us  see  what  hap- 
pens. 

Because  it  is  an  almost  impossible  task  and 
it  is  not  just  enough  for  the  minister  to  say: 
"I  am  satisfied." 

Then  he  tells  us  that  all  the  people  who 
write  to  him  say  they  are  not  satisfied.  Well, 
if  the  minister  is  satisfied  and  the  people  are 
not,  I  think  if  the  people  are  unsatisfied,  why 
have  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  only 
comment  would  be  if  the  hon.  member  had 
seen  what  I  have  seen  he  would  be  all  in 
favour  of  censorship. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  the 
minister  would  give  us— 

Mr.  Stokes:  How  does  one  get  to  see  these? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Perhaps  the  minister  would 
give  us  a  record  of  the  deletions  or  other 
expurgations  that  have  taken  place  since  the 
report  of  his  predecessor  a  year  ago  in  the 
films  that  have  been  permitted  for  public 
showing  in  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  have  here  a  number 
of  rejected  films.  There  are,  I  think,  14. 
According  to  our  report,  eliminations  were 
ordered  and  agreed  to  by  the  film  exchanges 
in  100  feature  films.  This  is  an  arrangement 
between  the  film  distributors  and  this  board 
and  at  no  time  is  the  information  given  out 


but  several  people  have  requested  it  and 
should  it  be  made  public,  this  would  have  to 
come  from  the  owners  or  the  distributors  of 
the  films  and  not  from  us.  That  is  the  num- 
ber, 100  feature  films.  We  have  made  elimina- 
tions; a  number  of  the  eliminations  were  just 
cuts. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Would  the  minister  give 
us  the  titles  of  the  films  in  which  the  cuts  took 
place?  Not  the  100,  but  the  other  group.  In 
prior  years,  the  minister's  predecessor  has 
given  us  the  names  of  the  films  in  which  the 
deletions  have  taken  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  I  think  just  the 
rejected  ones.  I  can  give  you  the  name  of  the 
one  rejected  one  which  was  appealed  to  the 
minister  but  upheld. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Well,  I  am  concerned 
then,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  somehow  or 
other  we  are  not  going  to  get  any  information. 
The  minister's  predecessor,  on  a  number  of 
occasions,  stood  up  in  the  House  and  stated 
which  films  had  been  subject  to  a  degree  of 
censorship,  title  by  title;  and  indeed  two  or 
three  years  ago  an  indication  of  the  nature 
of  the  deletion  which  took  place. 

I  take  it  from  what  the  minister  is  now 
saying  is  that  there  is  just  no  way  that  the 
public  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  going  to 
know  what  deletions  have  taken  place  from 
any  film  in  the  province.  Is  that  a  correct 
statement  or  is  the  minister  going  to  give  us 
some  information? 

I  think  it  is  quite  specious,  actually,  to 
indicate  that  arrangements  between  this  gov- 
ernment's board  and  the  film  exchange  indus- 
try must  come  only  from  the  distributors  of 
the  films.  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  classic 
kind  of  suppression  of  information  of  the 
extent  to  which  there  has  been  a  censorship 
in  the  province. 

Mr.  Singer:  Are  you  in  favour  of  or  against 
censorship? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  can  well  understand  the 
minister's  satisfaction  with  what  is  taking 
place,  because  if  there  is  one  thing  that  the 
head  of  the  censorship  board  has  achieved, 
it  has  kept  the  government  out  of  trouble, 
indeed  several  governments  out  of  trouble 
now  for,  my  understanding  is,  some  38  or  39 
years,  in  what  I  agree  is  a  difficult  field. 

But  certainly  this  Legislature,  I  consider,  is 
entitled  to  know  what  films  have  had  dele- 
tions made  in  them;  and  what  is  the  nature 
and  the  extent  of  the  deletions. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Well  I  am  informed, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  former  minister  did 
give  a  list  of  the  rejected  films. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2104. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  ask  one 
point?  What  are  the  criteria?  If  you  will  not 
tell  us  what  the  deletions  were,  what  are  the 
criteria?  What  is  deleted?  Are  four-letter 
words  deleted,  or  five-letter  words?  Are  cer- 
tain kinds  of  scenes  deleted?  Is  there  any  list 
of  tests,  or  does  the  board  just  determine  it 
for  itself? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Just  offensive  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well  there  are  several 
reasons  of  course.  First,  there  are  matters  of 
obscenity,  of  language- 
Mr.  Pitman:  Violence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  —violence,  in  some 
cases.  I  know  in  this  particular  one,  a  series 
of  sexual  encounters,  exploitation  of  nudity 
and  sex. 

Mr.  Pitman:  There  was  certainly  no  vio- 
lence in  "Patton"! 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  am  not  going  to 
name  them  all. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  not? 

Hon.   Mr.  Guindon:   Well,   it  would  take 
too   long.      Extended   scenes   of  nudity   and 
sex;  cruelty  to  sea  lions- 
Mr.  Singer:  Cruelty  to  sea  lions?  That  is 
a  very  significant  thing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  —nudity  and  excessive 
provocation.  There  are  a  nmnber  of  reasons 
—horror,  violence,  gruesome,  undue  exploi- 
tation of  sex.  These  are  the  main  reasons  for 
it. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  a  very 
interesting  partial  list  the  minister  has  read 
us.  Does  he  mean  to  say  that  if  there  was  a 
documentary  showing  that  cruelty  to  sea  lions 
was  bad  that  would  be  censored? 

Mr.  Worton:  The  sex  life  of  a  sea  lion. 

Mr.  Singer:  Cruelty  to  sea  lions!  That  one 
was  particularly— 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  No,  there  are  two 
things  in  that  film.  One  was  extended  scenes 
of  nudity  and  sex. 

Mr.  Singer:  Among  sea  lions  or  among 
others. 


Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  As  well  as. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  other  thing  is  this  violence. 
I  would  think  the  picture  "Patton"  had  a 
considerable  amount  of  violence  in  it. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  His 
ears  perked  up  on  that  one. 

Mr.  Singer:  When  is  violence  allowed  and 
when  is  it  banned? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  This  is  a  matter  of 
determination,  of  practice. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  see.  What  I  was  trying  to 
get  at,  Mr.  Chairman;  those  are  the  reasons— 
I  presmne  the  minister  is  reading  from  a  list 
—given  by  the  branch  for  the  deletions?  Now 
where  does  the  branch  get  its  instructions? 

Are  there  instructions  from  the  depart- 
ment to  the  branch?  Or  does  the  branch  just 
exercise  its  own  subjective  opinions?  Are 
there  changes  from  year  to  year?  Is  this  re- 
viewed or  does  the  whole  testing  as  to  what 
should  be  allowed  and  what  should  be  re- 
moved, remain  constantly  in  the  subjective 
discretion  of  the  branch? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  branch  has  much  legal  advice  on  these 
matters,  by  experts  at  their  convenience, 
when  they  want  to  have  them.  Although  the 
minister  is  not  an  expert  and  can  be  con- 
sidered as  an  adviser,  he  always  has  a  word 
to  say  too. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  very  in- 
teresting. To  allow  a  lawyer  to  give  legal  ad- 
vice, he  too  must  have  some  tests.  Does  he 
look  at  the  Criminal  Code,  or  is  the  legal 
advice  he  gives  subjective  to  him?  What  are 
the  grounds  and  is  it  determined  by  anyone 
in  particular,  by  ministerial  regulation?  If  it 
is,  what  do  you  say  is  objectionable?  What 
is  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  One  of  the  greatest 
qualifications  required  is  he  has  to  be  an 
expert  in— 

Mr.  Singer:  What  is  an  expert?  How  would 
you  define  an  expert?  As  I  have  watched  the 
progress  of  some  of  these  things  through  the 
courts,  when  charges  have  been  laid  under 
the  appropriate  provisions  of  the  Code,  it 
seems  that  they  have  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
in  fimding  experts  whom  the  courts  are  pre- 
pared to  accept  as  experts. 

If  the  branch  has  a  secret  as  to  how  one 
finds  an  expert  in  this  field,  perhaps  the 
Attorney    General    and    the    various    Crown 
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attorneys  would  be  most  interested  in  finding 
B  out  who  they  are.  Who  are  experts  in  this 
^       field? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  mean  an  expert  in  the 
Criminal  Code. 

Mr.  Singer:  An  expert  in  the— are  you  then 
applying  the  tests  that  are  in  the  Criminal 
Code?  Is  that  what  you  mean? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  I  am  informed. 

Mr.  Singer:  So  that  what  is  taken  out  of 
our  films  here  is  what  is,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  branch,  those  items  dealt  with  by  the 
appropriate  sections  of  the  Criminal  Code? 
Those  are  the  only  tests,  is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  Then  how  do  we  get  to 
the  sea  lions? 

Mr.  Worton:  That  is  a  very  good  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Just  distasteful  cruelty, 
that  is  all. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Brantford. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, this  is  more  or  less  an  academic  ques- 
tion, or  a  question  to  ascertain  the  philosophy 
of  the  board.  Is  it  more  detrimental  to  the 
public,  in  your  opinion,  to  show  a  scene  of 
copulation  than  a  brutal  killing?  What  is 
your  opinion  in  the  matter?  Which  do  you 
think  is  more  detrimental  to  the  public? 

Mr.  Singer:  Whatever  it  says  in  the  code. 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Well,  both  of  course. 
Whichever  is  the  more  detrimental  depends 
on  the  individual,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  The  oCher  question  I  have 
is:  The  amount  that  is  spent  or  budgeted  is 
$235,000.  Is  this  money  refunded  or  returned 
to  the  government  by  some  form  of  licensing 
fees  on  the  films  that  are  being  screened?  In 
other  words,  do  you  recoup  the  amount  that 
you  spend  in  this  operation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
revenues  are  roughly  $225,000,  or  $220,000- 
we  are  just  about  self-'supporting. 

Vote  2104  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2105. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Centennial  Centre  of 
Science  and  Tedhnology.  Is  there  any  com- 
ment on  this? 

The  member  for  Perth. 


Mr.  EdighoflFer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  ask  a  question  or  two  regarding 
the  Ontario  Science  Centre. 

I  understand  that  attendance  has  been  quite 
good  in  the  last  year  and  we  are  hoping  for 
good  lattendance  dn  this  next  year.  However, 
it  is  considered  a  real  tourisit  attraction  and 
I  am  wondering  if  everything  is  followed 
through  in  the  centre  as  a  tourist  attraction. 

I  undersitand  there  ihas  been  publicity  in 
the  States,  and  many  people  have  come  from 
the  States.  Many  groups,  not  only  school 
groups  but  groups  of  adults,  have  visited  the 
centre.  I  am  just  wondering  if  these  people 
are  advised  of  the  facility  that  is  available  and 
if,  when  they  arrive  at  the  centre,  they  can 
get  any  information  as  to  where  they  should 
go  first  or  wihat  to  see. 

I  noticed,  the  few  times  that  I  have  been 
there  that  there  is  no  one  really  acting  as  a 
receptionist  or  hostess,  and  this  would  to  me 
be  especially  necessary  for  older  people 
visiting  the  centre.  Has  any  ith'OUight  been 
given  ito  this  to  hire  tour  receptionists  or 
hostesses  for  the  centre? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  a  hostess  now  and  we  also  have  con- 
ducted tours  for  schoolchildren. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  I  realize  you  have  oon- 
duoted  tours  for  ohildren,  but  I  did  not  quite 
understand,  you  do  have  hostesses? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  A  hostess,  yes,  for  our 
visitors.   Available  for  those  who  want  them. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Is  there  any  particular 
place  they  have  to  go  in  the  building  to  find 
them,  or  are  they  right  at  the  main  entrance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  At  the  information  desk. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  At  the  information  desk, 
thank  you. 

Last  year  we  had  some  discussion  on  the 
contracts  for  the  food  outlets  and  the  gift 
store  and  book  outlets  there,  and  I  just  can- 
not recall  offhand  how  long  these  contracts 
run.  Could  you  inform  me  for  w'hat  length  of 
time  they  are  still  in  effect? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  I  am  informed,  Mr. 
Chaiiiman,  for  10  years. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  For  10  years?  And  what 
does  the  centre  obtain  froon  this  lease? 

Hon.  Mr.  Guindon:  Yes,  a  six  per  cent  of 
the  gross  on  food  and  eight  per  cent  on 
drinks,  beverages. 
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Mr.  Edigho£Fer:  It  )ust  seems  strainge  to 
me,  Mr.  Chairmain,  that  we  look  at,  say,  the 
St.  Lawrence  Parks  Comimission  under  this 
same  branch.  They,  I  believe,  look  after  their 
own  salable  goods,  and  it  is  just  too  bad  to 
see  that  this  is  tied  up  for  a  10-year  period. 

Hon.  Mr.  Cuindon:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not 
quite  correct.  In  the  St.  Lawrence  Parks 
Commission  we  also  have  a  concessionaire  in 
the  restaurant.  We  have  a  souvenir  shop 
which  is  owned  and  operated  by  the  commis- 
sion, but  in  the  case  of  servicing  of  food,  we 
have  a  concessionadre  there  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2105? 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  I  would  like  to  make  some 
suggestions,  but  if  you  are  tied  up  for  10 
years  I  carniot  make  any. 

Vote  2105  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  completes  the  study 
of  the  estimates  of  The  Department  of  Tour- 
ism and  Information. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee of  supply  rise  and  report  certain  reso- 
lutions and  ask  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resimied,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to 
certain  resolutions  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  sixth  order, 
resuming  the  adjourned  debate  on  the  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  of  the  motion  that 
this  House  approve  in  general  the  budgetary 
policy  of  the  government. 


ON  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, in  resuming  the  debate,  I  was  talking 
about  the  possibility  of  creating  jobs,  and 
we  are  just  dwelling  on  the  idea  that  we 
should  be  using  our  natural  resources  for  pro- 
motion or  for  development  of  local  jobs. 

As  I  was  concluding,  when  we  were  cut 
off  because  of  the  shortage  of  time,  I  was  stat- 
ing as  a  good  example  the  International 
Nickel  Company  which  takes  Canadian  cop- 
per and  Canadian  nickel  down  to  Hunting- 
don,   West    Virginia,    and    processes    it    and 


fabricates  it;  and  the  result  is  that  it  pro- 
vides jobs  for  over  3,000  people  in  the 
plant  itself  and  contributes  an  annual  pay- 
roll to  the  community  of  something  like 
$40  million. 

Now  there  are  the  kind  of  jobs  that  should 
be  in  existence  in  Ontario,  because,  in  the 
first  place,  they  are  not  the  little  manufac- 
turing plants  that  just  provide  a  minimum 
wage  and  have  a  sort  of  indefinite  life  span— 
they  may  be  in  operation  today  but  then  the 
day  after  tomorrow  they  may  decide  to  close 
down  because  the  market  disappears. 

This  is  a  substantial  industry  that  can  and 
does  establish  roots  in  the  community,  that 
employs  a  large  labour  force,  that  pays  an 
excellent  wage,  and  we  should  insist  in  the 
future  that  this  is  what  we  want  in  Canada, 
and  particularly  in  Ontario.  In  our  develop- 
ment of  the  use  of  our  resources  we  at  the 
moment  are  calling  for  the  building  of 
smelters.  So  roughly  100  per  cent  of  our 
mineral  wealth  is  processed  in  this  country; 
there  should  be  the  second  stage  which 
would  include  the  fabricating  of  these  min- 
erals or  the  metals  that  have  been— 

Mr.  A.  W.  Downer  (Dufi^erin-Simcoe):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  A  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Downer:  I  would  like  to  mention  that 
there  is  not  a  quorum  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Clerk  might  please 
ascertain  this  by  count. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  There  are  17  members. 

Mr.  Speaker  ordered  that  the  bells  be 
rung  for  four  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  bells  having  rung  for 
four  minutes  and  a  quorum  now  being 
present  the  member  for  Brantford  may  con- 
tinue. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  always  glad  to  see  the 
early  diners  come  back  into  the  House. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Do  not  inter- 
rupt him  again. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  To  proceed  to  another 
point,  Mr.  Speaker— and  this  was  a  matter  I 
raised  a  couple  of  years  ago— I  am  concerned 
about  the  lack  of  recreational  facilities  for 
many  of  the  children  in  Ontario.  Now  there 
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is  a  definite  problem,  particularly  in  the 
small  communities,  in  that  nobody  seems  to 
want  to  undertake  the  responsibility  of 
establishing  recreational  centres  of  any  kind 
and  there  is  no  local  jurisdication;  if  they  are 
prepared  to  do  it  they  do  not  have  the 
finances.  I  think  this  is  a  place  where  the 
province  should  move  into  and  ensure  that 
finances  are  made  available  for  each  com- 
munity in  Ontario  where  local  people,  local 
groups,  could  perhaps  operate  and  run  with 
even  high  school  students  and  students  from 
grades  7  and  8  operating  drop-in  centres, 
sort  of  get-together  centres.  It  is  a  sadly 
needed  facility  and  if  you  talk  to  the  students 
you  will  find  they  wish  there  were  something 
of  this  nature  and  they  will  complain  saying 
that  the  only  recreational  facility  available 
in  the  smaller  cities  of  Ontario  is  a  matter 
of  driving  from  one  drive-in  restaurant  to 
another  drive-in  restaurant.  This  is  the  regu- 
lar traffic  pattern  and  this  is  all  they  have 
to  do. 

The  other  facility  I  think  where  the 
province  could  get  itself  involved  is  the 
matter  of  establishing  summer  camps  in  the 
various  provincial  parks  or  in  suitable  loca- 
tions on  lakes.  These  camps  would  be 
built  by  the  province  and  operated  by  the 
province  and  and  they  would  provide  facili- 
ties also  for  children  from  slum  areas  of 
cities,  from  the  poorer  sections  of  the  cities, 
from  perhaps  even  the  countryside  where 
they  do  not  have  the  opportunity,  or  rather 
they  do  not  have  the  finances,  and  this 
would  give  them  a  chance  to  get  and 
enjoy  what  is  really  at  the  moment  a  privi- 
lege for  the  wealthy. 

The  wealthy  always  manage  to  provide 
summer  camps  for  their  children  and  there 
are  numerous  summer  camps  in  operation 
in  northern  Ontario— and  in  a  sense  you 
have  the  resources  of  the  province  or  the 
facilities  of  the  province  actually  denied  to 
many  children.  The  facilities  really  become 
the  preserve  of  the  children  of  the  wealthy. 

The  other  advantage  of  this  situation  would 
be  that  you  would  have  ready-made  jobs 
for  the  many  high  school  and  university 
students  who  come  on  to  the  summer  labour 
market  every  year.  They  would  be  available 
to  work  in  these  areas  as  counsellors  and 
so  on  performing  the  usual  tasks  done  by 
students.  Again  I  would  suggest  to  the 
government  this  is  one  area  which  should 
be  examined  very  closely.  It  is  a  project 
that  will  not  only  provide  jobs  but  will 
certainly  provide    great   social  benefits,   par- 


ticularly to  the  children  of  the  inner  cities, 
the  core  of  the  cities,  who  really  need  them. 
I  would  like  to  draw  a  little  on  some  of 
the  matters  that  pertain  to  the  local  situation 
in  Brantford.  One  is  the  matter  of  the  local 
expressway,  which  the  municipal  council  has 
decided  to  embark  on  in  three  stages.  There 
is  a  considerable  amount  of  controversy 
within  the  city  as  to  whether  the  council 
should  proceed  with  the  completion  of  the 
expressway.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  the  first  stage,  which  requires  the 
building  of  a  bridge  across  the  Grand  River, 
is  a  very  necessary  scheme.  We  have  only 
one  bridge  and  traffic  does  pile  up  during 
the  rush  hours  and,  of  course,  another  bridge 
will  relieve  some  of  this  congestion. 

The  disadvantage  in  proceeding  with  the 
other  sections  of  the  expressway  is  the  fact 
that  it  tears  the  heart  of  the  community  in 
the  sense  it  cuts  across  the  town.  I  have 
here  a  letter  which  was  written  to  the  editor 
of  the  Brantford  Expositor  and  is  from 
Reverend  A.  Hirtle;  it  is  related  to  the 
decision  made  by  the  provincial  government 
to  cancel  the  Spadina  Expressway,  and  I 
quote: 

In  view  of  the  provincial  government's 
decision  to  discontinue  the  Spadina  Ex- 
pressway, is  there  some  hopeful  prospect 
that  the  Brantford  Expressway  may  also 
be  dropped?  When  the  expressway  plan 
was  being  discussed  a  few  years  ago,  I 
felt  I  was  too  new  to  the  city  to  participate 
intelligently  in  the  discussion.  However, 
I  have  lived  in  Brantford  almost  five 
years— two  in  East  Ward,  three  in  Eagle 
Place— and  now  I  feel  that  I  have  some 
reasonable  questions  which  I  would  like 
to   see  answered. 

1.  Is  the  proposed  expressway  essential? 
At  the  moment  Brantford  is  semi-depressed, 
with  too  many  eggs  in  one  basket.  Are 
we  assured  of  a  varied  industrial  develop- 
ment to  provide  the  additional  jobs  and 
the  factory  and  home  assessment  required 
to  carry  the  tax  burden  of  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  that  the  city  will 
have  to  raise  each  year  even  with  pro- 
vincial participation?  And  have  all  the 
problems  been  solved  in  relation  to  the 
railway  lines?  If  the  expressway  is  essen- 
tial, has  the  best  possible  route  been 
chosen? 

A  letter  you  published  one  and  a  half 
or  two  years  ago  advocated  a  route  follow- 
ing River  Road  and  Birkett's  Lane  rather 
than  cutting  through  the  heart  of  Eagle 
Place   and  East  Ward  communities. 
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The  proposed  alternative  would  have 
had  several  advantages.  The  acquisition  of 
the  necessary  property  would  have  been 
much  less  costly— <and  let  us  not  forget  the 
Brantford  residents  will  be  paying  these 
costs  for  many  years  to  oome  in  spite  of 
provincial  participation.  The  required  fill- 
ing and  grading  would  remove  the  threat 
of  flooding  for  all  time  to  oome  from  an 
area  of  the  city  which  faces  this  potential 
danger.  The  route  would  have  been  much 
more  scenic,  especially  eastbound,  and  it 
would  not  have  destroyed  the  community 
identity  of  two  parts  of  our  city. 

It  is  one  thing  to  build  an  expressway 
through  an  undeveloped  area  and  watch 
new  communities  grow  on  either  side  of  it. 
But  it  is  a  horse  of  another  colour  to  de- 
stroy the  identity  of  old  existing  com- 
munities and  take  away  the  communities* 
pride  and  spirit,  perhaps  at  the  risk  even  of 
psychological  trauma  to  some  people,  to 
jeopardize  the  successes  of  small  business, 
(to  create  very  real  problems  for  public 
schools,  the  pupils  and  their  jmrents,  and 
to  disrupt  the  effectiveness  and  influence 
of  our  churches  and  Sunday  sdhools. 

The  decision  of  the  provincial  govern- 
ment on  the  Spaddna  Expressway,  where 
the  population  density  and  daily  trafiic 
volumes  are  so  much  greater  than  here 
gives  me  hope  that  we  ihave  not  passed 
the  point  of  no  return  in  our  decision  on 
this  matter.  Perhaps  careful  analysis  and 
an  intelligent  review  may  result  in  the 
saving  of  tax  money,  not  to  mention  per- 
mitting people  to  live  Where  their  roots 
are  down  in  homes  they  are  fond  of  and 
in  a  neighbourhood  they  appreciate.  Re- 
grettably, many  have  had  to  sacrifice  their 
roots,  their  homes  and  their  relationships. 

And  copies  of  this  letter  of  course,  have  been 
sent  to  the  minister  and  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  (Mr.  Nixon)  and  myself.  It  is 
signed  by  the  Reverend  Arthur  Hirtle. 

There  is  a  very  xeasoned  appeal  regarding 
the  conditions  in  Brantford  and  a  very  good 
analysis  of  the  concern  that  is  expressed  by 
many  of  the  people  in  Brantford  about  the  im- 
pending or  the  building  of  the  expressway. 

The  other  point  that  I  hope  eventually  the 
new  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Oommun- 
ications  (Mr.  MacNaughton)  takes  into 
account,  is  the  fact  that  there  are  major  land 
assembly  scthemes  going  on  in  Brantford  at 
this  time,  that  areas  or  patterns  of  growth 
will  be  changing  in  a  city;  the  fact  that  Nan- 
ticoke  is  developing  to  the  south  of  Brant- 


ford and  that  there  is  a  possibility  that  the 
existing  rail  lines  which  are  inactivated  at 
the  moment  may  be  reactivated  and  could 
possibly  be  used  as  a  rapid  transit  system  to 
take  the  work  force  from  Brantford  to  the 
Nanticoke  industrial  area. 

All  these  are  new  developments.  It  seems 
to  me  it  is  a  completely  new  ball  game,  as 
far  as  the  expressway  ^is  concerned  in  Brant- 
ford. So,  hopefully,  the  minister  in  charge 
would  take  a  very  good  look  at  what  is  going 
on  and  perhaps  reconsider  the  scheone,  par- 
ticularly in  the  second  and  third  stages. 

The  other  small  point  is  the  fact  that,  pro- 
ceeding with  the  second  and  third  stages, 
will  destroy  numerous  dwellings.  As  is  the 
problem  in  every  other  city,  we  have  a  hous- 
ing shortage  in  Brantford  and  this  in  no  way 
will  contribute  to  a  better  sort  of  life  for  the 
citizens. 

Another  point  that  is  of  concern— and, 
again,  it  has  been  raised  in  the  House— is  the 
navigation  on  the  Grand  River  itself.  This 
is  coming  from  Middleport  right  up  to  Paris. 
Originally  the  river  was  a  navigable  stream. 
We  had  barges  and  steamships  or  steamers  of 
some  size  coming  up  river  as  far  as  Brant- 
ford and  then  going  on  to  Paris.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Tourism  and  Information  has  done  a 
feasibility  study  on  this.  It  is  a  feasible  proj- 
ect. It  will  finance  and  pay  for  itself  just 
out  of  the  tax  revenue  that  it  would  generate 
over  a  period  of  something  like  10  to  15 
years.  Again  looking  at  it  in  terms  of  the 
recreational  needs  that  are  developing  in  the 
communities  in  southwestern  Ontario,  I  think 
this  could  become  a  scheme  of  rather  great 
urgency  and  importance. 

The  other  point  here  is  the  fact  that  The 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications is  busy  at  the  moment  building 
bridges  and  a  crossing  across  the  river.  I 
would  suggest  to  them  that  when  they  do 
these  things  that  they  possibly  bear  in  mind 
that  if  the  bridges  are  built  they  may  have 
to  rebuild  them  should  they  decide  to  go  into 
navigation,  or  eventually  when  we  will  get 
navigation  on  the  stream,  that  the  bridges 
should  be  constructed  so  that  they  will  allow 
passage  of  reasonably  large  boats  under- 
neath them. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have,  as  I 
said  earlier,  or  in  the  previous  day  when  I 
spoke  on  this  budget  speech,  we  went  through 
an  election  in  Brant  county  and  this  party  is 
willing,  able  and  very  ready  to  take  on  the 
government  over  there  in  an  election  at  any 
time  it  cares  to  call  it.  With  the  budget  it 
has  introduced  and  with  the  Throne  Speech, 
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I  am  sure  the  results  will  be  very  positive 
for  us. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): The  member  is  not  really  counting  on 
it,  is  (he? 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  And  if  the  government 
wants  a  survey  from  Goldfarb's,  let  us  know. 
We  will  arrange  it. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Innes  (Oxford):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
w^ant  to  begin  in  relation  to  my  own  con- 
stituency and  a  going  problem  that  we  face 
there,  by  asking  the  simple  question,  was 
Preonier  Davis  sincere  in  his  decision  re- 
garding the  Spadina  Expressway? 

Let  us  assume  for  the  moment  that  he  was; 
then  this  would  mark  a  decision  for  people 
against  the  automobile.  Also,  as  far  as  my 
constituents  are  concerned,  it  would  mark  the 
end  of  pouring  tax  dollars  from  the  country- 
side into  Metro  concrete.  There  would  then 
be  a  solid  argument  for  spreading  that  con- 
crete where  it  would  do  the  most  good, 
specifically,  as  a  bypass  for  Woodstock, 
which,  as  I  have  said,  in  this  Legislature, 
many  times  an  the  past  few  years,  is  increas- 
ingly plagued— 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  member 
for  Oxford  is  lucky  that  the  member  for 
Downs  view  (Mr.  Singer)  is  not  here. 

Mr.  Innes:  —by  the  noise  of  trucks  passing 
through  the  town  at  the  rate  of  one  a  minute— 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Where  is  the  member  for 
Downsview?  Does  the  member  for  Downsview 
agree  with  the  member  for  Oxford? 

Mr.  Innes:  Oh,  I  might  even  convince  the 
member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Nobody  ever  convinces  the 
member  for  Downsview  of  anything. 

Mr.  Innes:  Oh,  I  think  so— from  the  chemi- 
cal valley  between  Woodstock  and  Ingersoll, 
from  Domtar,  from  Cyanamid  of  Canada,  and 
from  Canada  Cement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  every  member  in  the  House 
recognizes  the  great  contribution  Highway  401 
is  making  to  the  province.  The  original  intent, 
of  course,  was  to  speed  up  traffic  throughout 
the  province  and  this  it  certainly  has  accomp- 
lished. It  is  admired  by  many  people  through 
all  segments  of  the  economy,  and  certainly 
by  visitors  from  outside. 

However,  there  are  certain  communities 
which  have  been  faced  with  untold  problems 
by  reason  of  Highway  401  and  Woodstock  is 


a  prime  example.  Originally,  trucks  used  to 
use  Highway  7  and  use  other  ways  to  get  to 
Toronto  but  now  they  go  in  a  direct  route 
from  the  "chemical  valley"  right  through  the 
centre  of  the  city  of  Woodstock  at  the  rate 
of  one  a  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  cement  trucks  pose  the 
biggest  problem.  I  am  not  blaming  the  com- 
panies which  have  no  city  bypass  to  and 
from  Highway  401.  I  am  blaming  past  gov- 
ernment planning,  and  if  this  is  a  new  wave 
that  puts  people  first,  then  let  us  put  people 
first  in  Woodstock  too,  and  let  us  divert  some 
of  the  money  into  a  bypass  to  link  the 
"chemical  valley"  with  Highway  401. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  this  is  just  a  political 
gambit  as  the  Toronto  Daily  Star  evidently 
believes,  then  the  millions  that  have  been 
wasted  to  date  on  the  Spadina  Expressway 
would  have  been  far  better  spent  in  building 
bypasses  around  our  troubled  small  towns, 
which  see  the  wonderful  effect  of  Highway 
401  on  Ontario's  economy  spoiled  by  the 
local  effects  caused  by  lack  of  bypasses  and 
feeder  arteries. 

A  glance  at  the  map  will  show  that  Wood- 
stock is  in  a  direct  line  between  Highway  401 
and  the  chemical  valley,  and  that  there  is,  at 
present,  no  reasonable  alternative  to  trucks 
passing  through  Woodstock. 

But  my  point  is,  and  I  have  said  this  for 
several  years  now,  there  ought  to  be  and 
there  has  got  to  be— because  out  in  the  coun- 
try the  conviction  that  rural  taxpayers  and 
small-town  taxpayers  are  being  milked  to  pay 
for  luxuries  in  Metro  grows  stronger  and 
stronger  every  day,  and  in  Woodstock,  the 
Spadina  Expressway  is  seen  as  blotting  paper 
for  provincial  funds.  And  I  suppose  you  could 
duplicate  this  with  Highway  27  and  other 
areas  around  Toronto.  I  think  every  time  I 
come  in  along  the  QEW  or  Highway  27—1 
cannot  recall  in  the  last  five  years  where 
there  has  not  been  some  type  of  barricade  or 
some  different  route  each  time  you  come  in. 

So  either  way  I  think  the  government  has 
gained  nothing  in  or  around  Woodstock  by 
its  decision  and  will  gain  nothing  unless  it 
follows  up  generally  by  diverting  the  unspent 
millions  into  a  proper  integrated  transporta- 
tion plan  for  Ontario  of  which  the  Woodstock 
bypass  must  form  an  essential  part. 

I  would  refer  the  government  especially  to 
issues  of  the  Daily  Sentinel  Review  in  Wood- 
stock, dated  April  21,  26  and  29.  The  front 
page  story  on  April  21  shows  a  noise  meter 
swinging  up  to  a  reading  of  an  intolerable  99 
decibels    as   a   heavy   cement   truck   rumbles 
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down  Dundas  Street.  Readings  as  high  as  106, 
which  is  demonstrably  injurious  to  health  on 
a  continuous  basis,  as  this  is,  and  even  close 
to  the  threshhold  of  physical  pain— readings 
such  as  106  are  logged  there  from  time  to 
time. 

I  am  told  that  at  the  moment  the  equip- 
ment—an impulse  precision  sound  level  meter 
belonging  to  the  engineering  department  of 
the  University  of  Western  Ontario— cannot  be 
used  to  sustain  prosecution  because  there  is 
no  agreement  between  professional  engineers 
and  lawyers  as  to  how  to  efiPectively  measure 
and  prosecute  noise  offences. 

Yet  I  understand  that  such  prosecutions 
have  taken  place  in  the  United  States  and 
have  been  successful,  so  why  not  here  in 
Canada?  If  we  have  to  change  our  laws,  why 
not?  The  people  are  certainly  ready  for  a  law 
of  this  kind.  Some  of  the  people  in  my  area 
are  now  at  the  breaking  point. 

There  is  in  existence  the  Dillon  report  re- 
garding the  trafiBc  problem  in  downtown 
Woodstock.  It  was  prepared  by  Municipal 
Planning  Consultants  Limited,  of  Toronto,  10 
years  ago,  and  has  since  been  updated  and  it 
recommends  a  one-way  street  system  for  those 
downtown  areas.  But  this  will  only  be  effec- 
tive as  a  noise  and  congestion  reducer,  if  it  is 
coupled  with  a  bypass  proposal,  and  here  is 
where  the  provincial  government  has  to  move 
in  and  distribute  some  of  the  Spadina-type 
money  to  Woodstock,  and  I  am  sure  to 
Guelph,  to  Stratford  and  to  other  communities 
which  have  also  problems  of  this  nature,  al- 
though theirs  are  of  access  rather  than  endur- 
ance and  survival  as  are  Woodstock's. 

An  out-of-town  truck  bypass  is  recognized 
as  an  essential  by  all  who  have  intimate  con- 
tact with  this  problem,  and  I  lay  this  issue 
once  more  at  the  feet  of  the  government,  a 
government  which  is  so  wasteful  with  its  ex- 
penditures on  spaghetti  junctions  that  will 
see  little  or  no  use.  And  I  ask  when  are  you 
going  to  do  the  right  thing  for  the  vast 
majority  of  taxpayers  who  are  fed  up  to  the 
teeth  paying  for  Metro's  will-o-the-wisp 
schemes  that  never  seem  to  come  to  anything 
but  which  always  seem  to  be  eating  up  the 
sales  and  other  taxes  that  the  people  of  Ox- 
ford and  other  townships  and  counties  have 
to  work  so  hard  to  earn. 

Another  ans;le  on  this  is  the  adverse  effect 
on  Woodstock's  economy  of  the  downtown 
trafiBc  situation.  I  can  see  the  point  of  down- 
town shopping  malls  closed  to  the  automo- 
bile in  a  city  like  Toronto  where  people  can 
take  the  subway  or  walk  a  relatively  short 
distance  to  the  shopping  and  pleasure  malls. 


But  in  the  city  of  Woodstock,  as  in  other 
small  towns  throughout  Ontario,  people  come 
from  far  and  wide,  from  the  concessions 
stretching  over  the  country  and  the  agricul- 
tural area,  to  shop  in  the  city,  and  the  only 
way  they  can  travel  is  by  car.  This  means 
that  parking  has  a  legitimate  place  in  the 
streets  of  the  city  as  well  as  in  the  off-street 
parking  that  the  municipality  can  afford. 

In  this  situation  which  is  repeated  through- 
out Ontario  provision  must  be  made  for  park- 
ing close  to  the  downtown  business  section 
and  this  can  only  work  in  conjunction  with 
the  direction  of  trafiBc  according  to  its  goals. 
Though  trafiBc  is  out  of  place  in  what  we 
want  primarily  to  be  a  scene  of  bustling 
commerce.  When  we  ignore  this  fact  of  life 
then  business  falls  off  and  the  whole  economy 
suffers.  It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  the 
increased  economic  activity  that  would  have 
been  generated  in  downtown  Woodstock  had 
the  one-a-minute  trucks  not  scared  people 
away,  would  have  more  than  paid  through 
increased  revenue  in  sales  tax  to  the  province 
in  the  long  haul,  for  the  capital  grants  of  the 
bypass.  And  I  suspect  that  what  I  say  about 
Woodstock  is  true  for  many  other  munici- 
palities in  similar  circumstances  throughout 
Ontario. 

Now  I  want  briefly  to  turn  to  two  other 
issues  which  have  concerned  me  of  late.  Last 
week  I  had  a  man,  whom  I  will  not  name, 
come  to  my  door.  Against  his  doctor's  advice 
he  had  walked  four  miles  from  his  home  to 
mine  on  a  badly  damaged  leg  which  was 
likely  to  turn  gangrenous.  I  drove  him  home 
since  I  could  not  stand  the  pain  and  suffering 
he  was  going  through. 

Yet  he  had  no  choice  but  to  seek  me  out. 
I  was  sort  of  what  you  would  terms  his 
ombudsman,  as  so  often  we  all  are  in  such 
circumstances.  He  was  penniless  because  he 
had  been  injured  in  an  accident  which  had 
been  brought  to  the  notice  of  workmen's  com- 
pensation where  it  was  awaiting  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  claim.  Meanwhile  he  had  run 
out  of  money  and  he  had  only  spent  an 
interim  sum  that  had  been  provided  by  wel- 
fare, on  his  family. 

A  little  earlier,  when  the  dead  ehns  pro- 
gramme was  in  full  swing,  I  had  a  similar 
case  where  the  man  fell  and  injured  his 
knee  badly,  and  again  had  to  wait  too  long 
for  the  attention  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board.  In  both  these  cases  I  gave 
what  help  I  could  and  I  was  able  to  speed 
up  things  a  little  and  get  the  cheques  on 
their  way. 
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However,  the  point  I  want  to  make  is  that 
this  kind  of  thing  happens  all  the  time,  almost 
every  day  of  the  year,  and  the  stigma  at- 
tached to  going  to  welfare  is  just  too  much 
for  a  man  with  a  lifetime  of  pride  and  inde- 
pendence behind  him. 

I  think  that  we  have  to  have  an  interim 
assistance  fund  that  can  make  money  avail- 
able quickly,  without  the  stigma  of  welfare 
attached  to  it.  Perhaps  it  is  the  same  kind 
of  money,  but  the  name  must  be  changed 
and  the  necessary  federal  and  provincial 
enabling  legislation  brought  in  to  see  that 
this  aspect  of  general  assistance— the  interim 
assistance  fund— is  established,  free  of  stigma, 
as  a  citizen's  right. 

I  appeal  to  the  government  to  correct  this 
discrepancy  which  is  so  evident  and  which 
happens   so  many  times  in  the  province.    I 


feel  that  the  individual  who  has  paid  high 
premiums  to  ensure  that  he  would  be  as 
well  off  before,  as  after,  an  accident  has  the 
right  tq  ask  for  this  protection. 

Surely  the  individual  should  expect  that 
he  can  maintain  his  dignity  in  society  with- 
out being  harassed  by  civil  servants  who 
consider  that  the  individual  is  imposing  when 
he  asks  for  aid. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  seems  to  be  an  appropri- 
ate time  to  move  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Mr.  Innes  moves  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

It  being  6  o'clock  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.im. 


ON  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  G.  Innes  (Oxford):  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
the  House  adjourned  I  was  about  to  start 
a  point  in  respect  to  car  licence  plates.  I 
think  all  of  us  agree  that  the  way  we  issue 
car  licence  plates  in  the  province  leaves  a 
lot  to  be  desired.  I  am  fed  up,  and  so  are 
most  of  my  constituents,  with  seeing  people 
having  to  line  up  in  the  coldest  season  of 
the  year  to  buy  their  licence  plates  all  at 
one  time.  There  is  no  sense  in  this  practice 
at  all. 

The  Department  of  Transport  has  long 
recognized  that  the  issuance  of  drivers* 
licences  is  helped  by  issuing  them  on  the 
birthday  system,  and  by  issuing  licences 
for  more  than  one  year  at  a  time.  Why  not 
do  the  same  for  vehicles,  using  the  day  of 
manufaoture  or  the  date  of  the  first  retail 
sale  and  registration— I  do  not  care  which 
—as  the  key  date  in  the  life  of  that  vehicle, 
the  renewal  date,  either  on  an  annual  basis 
or  perhaps,  at  the  option  of  the  owner, 
since  large  sums  might  be  involved,  on  a 
multi-year  basis. 

Such  a  practice  would  spread  the  work- 
load of  the  department  in  an  even  manner 
and  would  make  for  practical  planning  of 
the  department's  afi^airs. 

My  further  proposal  is  that  we  adopt  the 
New  York  system  and  handle  all  vehicle 
renewal  licences  by  mail.  I  suggest  that  the 
only  reason  the  government  is  unwilling  to 
do  this  is  that  it  would  lose  what  it  regards 
as  a  valuable  source  of  patronage,  in  the 
political  awarding  of  licence  bureau  fran- 
chises. 

Certainly  there  is  no  logic  in  all  of  this 
present  practice,  and  it  is  high  time  we 
abandoned  it  in  favour  of  the  proposal  I 
have  advanced.  I  hope  the  government  will 
recognize  that  the  building  up  of  citizen 
antagonism  more  than  counterbalances  the 
gains  of  old-time  patronage,  that  voters  are 
too  sophisticated  to  buy  that  kind  of  tactic 
these  days,  and  I  do  hope  that  the  govern- 
ment   will    act   to    put    its    house    in    order 


Thursday,  June  17,  1971 

before   too  long.   Certainly  this   is   one  area 
where  it  is  long  overdue. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  wanted  to  say  a  little  bit 
about  agriculture.  As  you  know,  the  esti- 
mates have  just  been  completed  and  the 
subject  was  pretty  well  covered.  However, 
I  would  like  to  stress  a  few  points  that 
cannot  be   repeated   too   often. 

I  do  wish  to  emphasize  that  the  financial 
squeeze  facing  many  of  the  farmers  in  the 
province  at  the  present  time  is  almost  un- 
believable. Certainly  the  low  prices  to  the 
farmers  for  the  products  they  produce  are 
brought  about  primarily  by  what  we  term 
overproduction.  I  only  need  to  quote  from 
the  London  Free  Press  of  last  week,  and 
I  notice  another  article  in  today's  Toronto 
Daily  Star,  where  Sam  Weisberg,  president 
of  Sunnybrook  Meat  Packers  of  Toronto, 
said  he  has  been  forced  to  illegally  import 
Quebec-produced  chickens  because  large 
Ontario  processors  have  raised  their  prices. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  point  I 
wish  to  make.  Certainly  they  will  vie  where 
they  can  get  the  best  deal.  Mr.  Weisberg, 
who  is  a  director  of  Sunnybrook  Food 
Products  Limited,  was  selling  fresh  broiler 
chickens  just  this  week  at  39  cents  a  pound, 
or  about  10  cents  a  pound  less  than  the 
current  Ontario  price.  Large  grocery  chains 
are  still  doing  this,  the  same  thing  every 
day  of  the  week. 

You  know,  a  few  weeks  ago  we  passed 
a  new  bill  here.  Bill  10,  and  it  was  hoped 
that  this  would  correct  some  of  the  situations 
that  are  going  on  in  the  province,  and,  while 
we  did  not  vote  for  it  at  the  time,  here  it 
is,  it  has  been  passed  and  they  are  not  taking 
any  action  on  it.  So,  what  was  the  use  of 
even  passing  it?  This  points  out  the  urgent 
need  for  a  type  of  supply  management,  or, 
in  other  words,  producing  what  the  market 
can  absorb. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Food 
has  been  making  token  approaches  to  this 
theory  but  there  must  be  a  serious  attempt 
to  project  the  demands  of  the  market  to 
the  producers.  We  still  have  our  "ag  reps" 
and  our  specialists  advocating  how  the 
farmers  can  produce  more  for  less,  forgetting. 
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mind  you,  that  if  they  overproduce  they 
could  very  well  end  up  in  a  bankrupt 
position. 


And  incidentally,  many  of  them  are  finding 
themselves  in  this  position  today.  I  would 
strongly  urge  the  department  to  set  up  a 
liaison  in  all  their  departments  to  assess 
the  market  trend,  or  should  I  say,  some  type 
of  a  market  prospectus  to  let  the  farmers 
know  what  they  should  produce  at  the 
present  time  and  also  the  future  demands, 
and  with  an  estimated  price  of  what  they 
could  be  expected  to  receive. 

Mind  you,  we  have  grain  futures,  very 
many  futures,  and  yet  we,  in  the  department 
here,  seem  to  be  dragging  our  feet  to  the 
extent  that  we  say:  "Well,  it  would  be  pretty 
hard  to  do  this." 

Well,  with  the  amount  of  money  we  are 
voting  for  The  Dejxartment  of  Agriculture 
and  Food,  I  think  that  some  of  these  people 
who  are  so  prone  to  tell  the  farmers  how 
they  can  make  money  should  have  the  ability 
to  project  the  demands  that  the  market 
needs. 

This,  in  fact,  is  what  takes  place  in  milk 
marketing  in  the  province,  and  also  in  the 
Tobacco  Marketing  Board.  The  Milk  Market- 
ing Board— we  had  them  before  the  oommit- 
tee  on  the  physical  and  natural  resources 
yesterday— indicated  to  us  that  the  drop  in 
milk  production  of  around  four  per  cent  was 
primarily  due  to  the  farmer  receiving  more 
money. 

In  fact,  the  farmers  who  were  getting  the 
best  returns  were  in  the  fluid  milk  industry 
and  they  indicated  that  800  new  producers 
went  into  this  particular  number  1  pool  last 
year.  So  there  will  be  a  continual  trend  to- 
wards giving  the  farmer  or  the  milk  producer 
the  best  dollar  for  the  products  he  produces. 

And  while  we  find  that  it  may  be  to  the 
detriment  of  some  of  the  products,  such  as 
butter  and  cheese,  they  indicated  to  us  that 
if  we  are  going  to  keep  viable  farms,  if  we 
are  going  to  keep  the  farmers  in  the  business 
without  subsidizing  them  in  some  other  way, 
we  must  look  to  getting  them  the  highest 
dollar  for  the  product  they  produce. 

Now  while  I  am  a  little  bit  sceptical  of 
doing  away  with  the  milk  that  is  going  into 
the  butter  industry,  the  cheese  industry,  there 
certainly  is  a  point  in  what  they  are  saying. 
We  have  the  same  type  of  marketing  in  the 
Tobacco  Marketing  Board,  where  we  pattern 
our  acreage  to  the  demand  of  the  market 
and  each  year  they  watch  the  trend  of  the 
export   market    in    relation    to    the    domestic 


market;  and  they  have  maintained  their  price 
over  a  period  of  years.  And  this  is  what  I 
hope  The  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  would  work  toward  in  all  products,  by 
initiating  some  incentives  on  the  part  of  the 
people  in  the  various  areas  of  marketing  so 
they  will  know  where  they  stand. 

Mr.  Speaker,  time  is  running  out  for  the 
farmers,  and  if  we  are  going  to  save  the 
agricultural  industry  in  this  province,  we 
must  act  and  we  must  act  immediately.  I 
would  be  remiss  if  I  did  not  remind  the 
members  it  has  alv/ays  been  known  that  if 
we  have  a  healthy  agricultural  economy,  so 
the  rest  of  the  economy  is  healthy  too. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  close  with  the  thought  that 
while  we  are  trying  to  do  the  best  we  can 
in  agriculture,  I  think  we  have  only  scratched 
the  surface  and  that  we  must  get  down  to 
serious  thinking  and  let  the  people  who  are 
producing  the  basic  products  of  this  great 
country  of  ours  be  rewarded  in  the  way  they 
should  be. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  A  very  good 
point. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Who  is  next? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  mem- 
ber for  Peterborough  (Mr.  Pitman). 

Mr.  Innes:  Maybe  I  had  better  run  it 
through    again. 

Mr.  Speaker:  According  to  the  list  fur- 
nished by  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  two  other 
speakers  who  should  be  available  and  neither 
is  in  the  House.  I  do  not  have  any  further 
list.  Unless  there  is  a  speaker  ready  to  go  on, 
there  is  no  use  in  the  House  continuing  to 
sit. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  The  mem- 
ber saved  the  day  and  spoiled  the  night 
actually. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Tell 
the  members  what  you  think  of  that  now. 

Mrs.  A.  Pritchard  (Hamilton  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  very  sorry  if  I  have  spoiled 
their  fun,  but  I  was  called  to  the  telephone. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  congratu- 
late the  new  provincial  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough),  on  what  I  consider  to  be  one  of 
the  first  and  most  sensible  budgets  ever 
presented  before  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  The  member 
better  be  careful  with  that  one. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  member 
does  not  believe  that. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  I  am  particularly  pleased 
with  the  attitude  this  government  has  taken 
with  respect  to  the  federal  government's 
attempt  to  stabilize  unemployment  and  econ- 
omy of  not  only  our  province,  but  the  entire 
country. 

I  make  this  statement  without  any  reser- 
vations, Mr.  Speaker. 

Three  years  ago— 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  None? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  None  at  all? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  remarkable. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  —the  Liberal  government 
of  Canada  set  out  to  curb  inflation  with  the 
full  knowledge  that  their  policies  would 
create  mass  unemployment.  These  policies 
were  regarded  as  nonsense  by  many  econo- 
mists, including  the  government  of  Ontario. 
However,  the  federal  Liberals  persisted.  In 
December,  1970,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Real  economic  weirdos,  eh! 

Mr.  Pritchard:  —the  Prime  Mdnister  of 
Canada  proudly  announced  that  unemploy- 
ment had  become  the  foremost  problem  fac- 
ing the  country.  He  stated  boldly— and  I 
quote: 

We  have  won  last  year's  victory,  the 
one  against  inflation.  It  is  obvious  from 
the  statistics  of  the  past  two  months  that 
inflation  no  longer  exists  in  Canada. 

The  hon.  members  sitting  opposite  must  have 
been  proud  of  their  Liberal  friends  in 
Ottawa.  "What  a  victory!"  they  must  have 
said;  as  did  the  Ottawa  Liberals. 

Well,  it  was  some  victory. 

Here  is  what  has  happened  since. 

Inflation  in  Canada  during  the  first  quarter 
of  1970  soared  upward  by  1.2  per  cent— the 
largest  advance  for  this  quarter  in  over  a 
decade— according  to  the  latest  DBS  statistics. 

And  unemployment,  well  it  has  remained 
above  the  six  per  cent  mark  for  about  a  year 
now  with  no  end  in  sight.  The  continuing 
large  number  of  persons  unemployed  during 
1971  points  to  a  stagnation  of  the  Canadian 
economy.  There  is  no  sign  that  the  economy 
is  moving  toward  its  full  potential. 

What  have  we  got  to  look  forward  to?  The 
outlook  for  1971,  according  to  economists, 
is  a  continued  unemployment  rate  around 
the  six  per  cent  level,  a  level  that  is  totally 


unacceptable,  plus  a  cost  of  living  index 
which  will  hit  four  per  cent  over  the  year  if 
the  present  rate  of  increase  continues. 

It  is  a  small  wonder,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
provincial  Treasurer's  budget  for  the  1971- 
1972  fiscal  year  shows  he  has  little  hope  of 
success  for  the  federal  government's  fight  on 
inflation  and  unemployment. 

This  is  perhaps  why  he  has  strongly  urged 
the  federal  government  introduce  further 
positive  measures  to  reinforce  the  economic 
expansion  and  create  jobs.  At  the  same  time, 
he  has  warned  that  he  does  not  regard 
increased  federal  spending  as  an  appropriate 
means  to  this  end. 

Instead,  he  has  asked  for: 

1.  The  elimination  of  the  federal  three  per 
cent  temporary  surtax  to  increase  personal 
and  corporate  incomes  by  some  $250  million 
across  the  country. 

2.  Introduction  of  income  tax  credits  to 
reduce  the  tax  burden  on  low-income  Canad- 
ians. 

3.  The  taking  of  positive  measures  to  re- 
duce long-run  interest  and  mortgage  rates 
and  to  lower  the  exchange  value  of  the 
Canadian  dollar. 

These  would  serve  to  increase  consumer 
pvirchasing  power,  stimulate  exports  and 
restore  business  confidence  and  willingness 
to  invest. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  provincial 
Treasurer  is  not  asking  the  federal  authorities 
to  do  the  job  alone.  Indeed  he  has  undertaken 
extensive  measures  in  an  effort  to  stabilize 
the  economy. 

One  important  step  undertaken  was  to 
control  public  spending.  Another  was  to 
attempt  to  restore  full  employment  in  Ontario 
by  tax  cuts  which  encourage  investment  and 
expansion  of  the  private  sector  activity.  A 
third  was  to  create  work,  particularly  sea- 
sonal work,  to  the  highest  degree  possible 
which  resulted  in  the  creation  of  some  14,000 
jobs  for  our  people  over  the  past  several 
months. 

It  is  my  firm  belief,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
success  cannot  be  overlooked.  I  say  this  for 
we  in  Ontario  continue  to  enjoy  the  lowest 
rate  of  unemployment  anywhere  in  Canada 
despite  the  fact  we  make  up  one-third  of  the 
population  of  the  entire  nation. 

Certainly  there  must  be  something  said  for 
the  effjorts  of  this  government  because  of  our 
apparent  stability  as  compared  to  other  juris- 
dictions across  the  country  which  are  not  as 
fortunate  as  we  are. 
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However,  despite  our  comparatively  low 
level  of  unemployment,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  do 
have  a  segment  within  our  socdety  which  I 
feel  has  fallen  into  a  m^ost  unfortunate  situa- 
tion. This  segment  is  often  referred  to  as 
*he  working  poor.  This  is  the  segment  of  our 
society  which  prefers  to  work  rather  than  to 
go  on  welfare;  the  segment  that  is  caught  up 
in  an  age  of  automation;  the  segment  that 
has  been  doomed  to  remain  the  poor  among 
the  poor. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  an  estaiblished  fact  that 
25  per  cent  of  the  population  of  our  oounitry 
is  living  below  the  poverty  line.  A  lesser  per- 
centage is  at  that  line  or  just  above.  If  in- 
cluded with  the  25  per  cent  who  live  below 
the  poverty  level,  it  brings  the  total  to  about 
one-third  of  the  entire  population.  This  is  a 
high  poverty  rate  for  a  country  with  the 
fourth  highest  per  cajwtei  income  in  the  world 
and  it  does  not  seem  to  be  improving  much 
even  though  the  federal  government's  biggest 
yearly  expenditure  is  for  social  welfare. 

According  to  a  brief  presented  some  time 
ago  to  the  Senate  committee  on  poverty  by 
The  Department  of  National  Health  and 
Welfare  expenditures  for  social  security  by 
all  levels  of  government— that  is  federal,  pro- 
vincial and  municipal— total  $6.5  billion.  At 
the  time  of  the  report,  two  million  Canadians 
were  receiving  some  form  of  social  assistance. 
Incidenitally,  the  poverty  hnes  set  up  by  the 
Economic  Council  of  Canada  as  of  1968  are: 
For  a  single  person,  $1,800;  married  couple, 
$3,000;  family  of  three,  $3,600;  family  of 
four,  $4,200;  family  of  five  or  more,  $4,800. 

This,  of  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  poverty 
line  for  all  of  Canada  and  in  a  number  of 
cases  is  very  much  out  of  line  as  is  the  situa- 
tion in  my  own  riding  in.  the  city  of  Hamilton. 

Nearly  two  years  ago  the  poverty  line  for 
a  single  person  in  Hamilton  was  established 
at  $2,200;  $3,200  for  a  couple;  $4,800  for  a 
family  of  four;  and  for  larger  families  the 
line  is  over  $5,600,  moving  progressively  up- 
ward to  $7,700  for  a  family  of  eight. 

The  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  brought 
these  figures  to  the  attention  of  this  House  is 
that  I  deem  it  deplorable  that  a  country  suc'h 
as  ours,  considered  to  have  the  fourth  highest 
per  income  in  the  world,  should  have  such  a 
high  poverty  level.  I  do  not  feel  that  this  is 
necessarily  the  result  of  income.  Our  work- 
ing poor  are  generally  the  result  of  an  exces- 
sively high  cost  of  living. 

To  be  quite  blunt  aibout  it,  it  costs  the 
working  poor  the  same  for  a  loaf  of  bread  as 
it  costs  the  not  so  poor  or  the  rich.    It  costs 


them  the  same  to  travel  to  work,  to  pay  for 
heat,  light  and  so  on.  Yet  their  incoone  is  far 
less  than  the  average. 

Part  of  the  answer  to  the  problem,  Mr. 
Speaker,  has  been  suggested  by  the  hon. 
Treasurer.  He  suggests  that  income  tax  across 
the  board  is  of  no  help.  It  must  be  in  the 
form  of  incentives  in  other  ways  such  as  the 
provision  of  better,  higher  paying  jobs  and 
more  of  them  so  that  the  working  poor  can 
work  a  full  52-week  year  at  a  reasonable 
rate  of  pay. 

That  is  why  I  am  convinced  that  the  gov- 
ernment's move  to  finance  tax  cuts  to  produce 
a  massive  stimulus  to  business  investment  is 
a  valid  one.  Tax  cuts  in  this  area  can  be 
more  appropriately  implemented  for  a  limited 
period;  they  have  the  important  effect  of 
expanding  the  economy's  productive  capacity 
in  ways  which  relieve  inflati'OnaTy  bottle- 
necks. 

While  we  are  unable  to  increase  individ- 
uals' incomes  through  direct  income  tax  re- 
ductions, several  of  our  actions  in  the  area  of 
municipal  finance  will  have  important  indirect 
results  to  this  effect;  the  control  of  school 
board  spending;  increased  municipal  and 
education  grants  and  increase  property  tax 
rebates  that  have  already  proven  so  success- 
ful. 

The  federal  government's  efforts  have  not. 

There  is  one  other  matter  I  want  to  bring 
to  the  attention  of  this  House,  Mr.  Speaker, 
which  I  consider  to  be  of  extreme  importance, 
and  that  is  the  status  of  our  female  population 
in  this  province. 

Although  I  do  not  condone  the  views  of 
the  somewhat  radical  groups  which  lately 
have  been  attempting  to  gain  recognition  for 
women,  I  am  of  the  firm  behef  that  we  do 
not  take  advantage  of  the  potential  that  is 
available  to  us. 

The  fallacy  that  woman's  traditional  role 
is  that  of  wife,  mother  and  homemaker  has 
been  effectually  exploded,  particularly  since 
the  Second  World  War.  Traditionally,  men 
are  supposed  to  have  a  superior  knowledge 
of  politics,  economics,  business  and  finance 
and  the  related  professions. 

Fundamentally,  man  is  woman-oriented. 
From  infancy  to  adulthood  woman  is  his 
nurse,  consoler,  confidante  and  helpmate.  No 
one  wishes  to  change  this  historic  role,  but 
today  the  pattern  has  changed.  Women  now 
enjoy  the  advantage  of  equal  educational 
opportunities,  which  has  opened  the  way  for 
them  to  enter  the  professions,  which  hitherto 
with  few  exceptions  were  exclusively  male. 
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Women  are  now  ensconced  in  the  professions 
and  successfully  taking  a  leading  role.  Even 
the  hallowed  ground  of  the  church  is  waver- 
ing. 

Women  are  changing  the  environment,  al- 
though there  is  a  strenuous  objection  to  mar- 
ried women  working  and  in  many  places  she 
is  considered  a  threat. 

Progress  has  been  made  and  concessions 
such  as  the  equal-pay  legislation  have  helped 
the  cause  and  alerted  the  public  to  the  great 
potential  of  woman-power.  Our  modem  con- 
cepts and  the  powerful  media  of  instant 
communications  have  drastically  changed  the 
status  quo  and,  like  it  or  not,  women  are 
involved  in  the  change. 

The  status  of  women  report  has  made 
some  excellent  recommendations;  the  imple- 
mentation is  something  else.  Here  are  siome 
of  the  major  recommendations.  I  am  sure 
the  majority  of  men  here  have  not  bothered 
to  read  the  tome  that  was  produced  by  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  come  on  now;  my  wife 
made  me! 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  Basic  principles.  Women 
should  be  free  to  decide  whether  to  work 
inside  or  outside  the  home.  The  care  of  chil- 
dren should  be  a  joint  responsibility  of 
parents  and  society.  Women  need  special 
treatment  because  of  pregnancy  and  child- 
birth. Women  for  a  while  will  need  special 
treatment  to  overcome  discriminatory  prac- 
tices. 

Of  the  recommendations,  67  deal  with 
v/omen  in  the  working  world  and  to  name  a 
few:  Social:  Abortion  on  request  of  any 
woman  pregnant  for  more  than  12  weeks  if 
the  continuation  of  the  pregnancy  would 
endanger  her  physical  or  mental  health  and 
also  if  there  is  a  substantial  risk  that  if  the 
child  were  bom  it  would  be  greatly  handi- 
capped, either  mentally  or  physically. 

Sterilization  on  demand  for  birth  control 
reasons,  birth  control  information  to  be  avail- 
able to  everyone. 

Restrictions  of  marriage  to  persons  at  least 
18  years  old.  At  present,  one  can  be  16  in 
British  Columbda,  Alberta,  Manitoba,  Nova 
Scotia,  Prince  Edward  Island;  15  in  Saskat- 
chewan, the  Yukon  and  Northwest  Terri- 
tories; 14  in  Ontario;  12  for  girls  and  14  for 
boys  in  Quebec  and  there  is  no  minimum  in 
New  Brunswick. 

Liberalization  of  divorce  laws  to  permit 
a  husband  and  wife  who  have  lived  separ- 
ately for  one  year,  rather  than  the  new  re- 


quired three,  to  get  a  divorce  based  on  the 
marriage  breakdown. 

Better  job  opportimities— governments  at 
all  levels  should  study  feasibility  of  making 
greater  use  of  part  time  work  in  the  economy 
because  it  would  help  women  achieve  equal- 
ity of  opportunity  in  employment  and  allevi- 
ate the  feeling  of  alienation  from  society 
from  which  some  housewives  suffer. 

More  public  service  career  advancement 
opportunities  for  women  including  consider- 
ation of  secretaries  to  administrative  positions 
and  of  women  for  administration  trainee 
positions. 

Crown  corporations  and  agencies  should 
require  each  company  with  which  they  do 
business  to  include  in  each  contract  a  clause 
prohibiting  discrimination  in  employment  on 
the  basis  of  sex. 

Stock  exchanges  should  eliminate  refer- 
ences to  sex  in  t*heir  bylaws.  At  present,  Win- 
nipeg and  Calgary  have  bylaws  prohibiting 
the  appointment  of  women  as  members  while 
the  Montreal,  Canadian  and  Calgary  ex- 
changes require  that  traders  on  the  floor  be 
men. 

Eliminate  advertising  and  other  practices 
that  label  employment  by  sex  to  free  women 
from  the  idea  that  certain  jobs  are  women's 
and  certain  others  are  men's.  University 
placement  oflBcers  should  refuse  to  set  up 
interviews  for  students  when  a  firm  specifies 
sex  preferences. 

Political  and  judicial:  Significant  increases 
in  the  number  of  women  appointed  to  the 
Senate,  judiciary  and  government  bodies  of 
both  federal  and  provincial  levels.  For  a  start, 
two  women  senators  per  province  are  sug- 
gested. There  are  now  11  vacancies  in  the 
Senate  while  six  women  are  now  members. 
In  1969,  there  were  only  14  women  among 
the  889  judges  and  magistrates  in  Canada 
and  no  woman  has  ever  been  appointed  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  Exchequer 
Court,  or  any  of  the  provincial  courts  of 
appeal. 

Women's  organizations  should  amalgamate 
with  the  main  bodies  in  political  parties.  The 
attitudes  of  men  in  political  organizations 
must  change  toward  women,  because  it  is 
usually  tougher  for  a  woman  to  win  a  party's 
nomination  than  for  her  to  win  an  election. 
They  claim  the  abolition  of  women's  auxili- 
aries would  eradicate  their  image  as  envelope- 
stuff  ers  and  tea-pourers. 

Women  should  be  required  to  serve  on  jur- 
ies on  the  same  terms  as  men.  In  Quebec  and 
Newfoundland,    women   are  not   eligible   for 
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jury  duty;  in  Nova  Scotia,  British  Columbia 
and  the  Territories,  they  serve  under  the 
same  cxDnditions  as  men;  in  Ontario  and  the 
other  provinces,  a  woman  may  be  excused 
because  she  is  a  woman  or  she  will  not  be 
called  unless  she  gives  notice  of  her  willing- 
ness to  serve. 

Women  should  be  placed  in  small  open 
institutions  where  they  can  be  rehabilitated 
more  easily  instead  of  being  sent  to  the  wom- 
en's prison  at  Kingston  because  women  do  not 
commit  violent  crimes  and  do  not  need  a 
maximum  security  setting  like  Kingston. 

Financial:  Guararrteed  annual  income  to 
heads  of  one-parent  families  with  dependent 
children.  Taxable  cash  allowance  of  $500  a 
year  for  each  child  under  16  years  of  age  for 
the  mother  from  the  federal  government. 
Husbands  and  wives,  who  so  choose,  should 
be  able  to  file  joint  tax  returns  with  a  special 
tax  rate  schedule.  Those  provinces  that  still 
levy  succession  duties  on  estates  passing  be- 
tween spouses  should  ehminate  them.  A  fed- 
eral-provincial conference  on  labour  legisla- 
tion to  ratify  the  international  labour  organi- 
zation convention  concerning  equal  remuner- 
ation for  men  and  women  workers  for  work 
of  equal  value.  Amendment  of  federal  Female 
Employees  Equal  Pay  Act  to  apply  to  all 
federal  government  employees.  Equal  pay 
legislation  of  provinces  and  territories  should 
contain  practical  definitions  to  ensure  univer- 
sal observances  of  equal  pay  for  equal  work. 

Pay  rates  for  nurses,  dietitians,  home  econ- 
omists, librarians  and  social  workers  employed 
by  the  federal  government  should  be  set  by 
comparing  these  professions  with  others  in  the 
terms  of  value  of  work  and  skill  and  training 
involved. 

Further  investigations:  Establishment  of 
three  bodies  to  carry  on  its  work: 

(a)  implementation  committees  ait  the 
federal,  provincial,  territorial  and  municipal 
levels  to  plan  how  to  put  recommendations 
into  effect;  (b)  human  rights  commissions  at 
federal  and  provincial  levels  to  protect  all 
Canadians.  These  are  necessary  because  cur- 
rent commissions,  like  Ontario's,  are  inade- 
quate because  the  govemmenit  can  sometimes 
be  an  offender;  (c)  National  status  of  women 
council.  This  is  necessary  because  social  cus- 
toms relegating  women  to  an  inferior  position 
may  live  on  even  when  anti-discrimination 
laws  are  scrupulously  observed.  It  would  op- 
erate under  an  independent,  appointed  board 
that  would  report  armually  to  Parliament. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  tyranny  of  nature  no 
longer  restricts  women's  efforts.  She  is  free  to 


take  her  place  in  any  sphere  of  activity  to 
show  her  oapabildties  in  (her  obosen  field. 

In  short,  nothing  now  prevents  a  woman 
from  entering  the  business,  professional  or 
poUtical  life.  In  the  real  place  of  power- 
governments  at  all  levels-the  number  of 
women  is  pitifully  small.  Women  themselves 
are  much  to  blame.  We  live  in  troubled  times. 
It  is  vital  that  women  exert  their  influence  by 
getting  into  the  man-monopolized  poHtical 
arena. 

The  structure  of  Canadian  political  life  is 
composed  of  three  levels— municipal,  provin- 
cial and  federal.  Each  with  its  separate  powers 
plays  a  tremendous  influence  on  our  way  (rf 
hfe. 

Women  are  in  a  sad  minority  in  all  levels. 
Municipal  councils,  the  closest  to  the  people, 
are  a  splendid  training  ground  and  require 
no  party  support.  One  can  enter  this  field 
without  restraint.  The  opportunity  is  there 
and  women  are  badly  needed. 

At  the  federal  and  provincial  level,  party 
support  is  necessary  and  there  is  indeed  a 
challenge  to  get  the  nomination,  but  unless . 
women  are  prepared  to  compete  with  or 
challenge  the  male  politician,  the  next  25 
years  will  be  as  barren  of  woman  power  at 
the  top  levels  as  it  is  in  the  present  decade. 

Not  all  women  are  able  or  willing  to 
take  on  such  a  venture,  to  tackle  the  prob- 
lems involved.  But  all  women  over  21  have 
a  vote,  and  woman's  strong  support  for  her 
intrepid  sister  will  turn  the  tide  and  give 
a  better  balanced  power  so  badly  needed 
and  permit  women  to  play  a  vigorous  part, 
to  serve  and  be  heard  in  the  land. 

Modem  political  life  is  like  the  tower  of 
Babel,  where  a  confusion  of  ideas  prevents 
us  from  communicating  the  real  issues  and 
problems  and,  more  important,  from  solving 
them.  The  intelligent  observer  of  the  news 
media,  TV,  press,  etc.,  must  allow  for  this 
and  not  be  discouraged. 

It  is  a  fact  of  life  that  democracy  is  not 
perfect,  but  it  is  the  best  system  we  know. 
As  Plato  said,  "The  ideal  candidate  is  the 
reluctant  one,"  and  most  women  are  reluc- 
tant. Let  us  look  forward  to  the  future 
quarter  century,  hoping  for  a  better  balanced 
government  and  greater  prosperity  for  all 
in  this  abundant  province  of  a  great  country. 

Again  Mr.  Speaker,  referring  to  women, 
if  I  can  come  back  to  it,  between  1920  and 
1970— only  49  women  were  elected  to  pro- 
vincial legislatures,  and  in  June,  1970,  12 
women  were  members  of  provincial  Houses. 
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There  have  been  134  federal  and  provincial 
elections  between  1917  and  June,  1970,  and 
6,845  people  have  been  elected.  Of  this 
grand  total  of  6,845  people  elected,  only 
67  were  women.  That  is  just  under  one  per 
cent  of  the  total,  a  pretty  dismal  percentage. 

Women  are  a  sad  minority  in  all  levels. 
Municipal  councils,  the  closest  to  the  people, 
as  I  have  just  said,  are  a  most  splendid 
training  ground.  I  am  hoping  some  of  the 
women  will  take  a  good  look  at  this  next 
coming  election  and  we  will  have  a  few 
more  women  nominated  and,  hopefully,  take 
their  seats. 

Now  let  us  look  to  the  future  quarter 
century,  hoping  for  a  better  balanced  govern- 
ment and  greater  prosperity. 

The  economic  conditions  and  the  resulting 
unemploytment  have  had  a  devastating  effect 
upon  our  people  in  the  past  three  years. 
However,  we  in  this  province  do  not  intend 
to  sit  back  and  wait  for  others  to  right  the 
wrongs  that  have  been  forced  upon  our 
people  by  the  federal  government.  We  intend 
to  do  everything  within  our  given  power 
to  continue  on  the  path  of  growth  and 
development. 

I  am  certain  that  the  members  opposite 
will  tend  to  utter  again  the  stale,  worn-out 
phrase  which  has  become  a  way  of  life  to 
them,  which  is:  "You  have  not  done  any- 
thing." I  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  such 
phrases  come  from  the  mouths  of  those  who 
are  either  blind  to  the  facts  or  simply  not 
capable  of  seeing  what  is  actually  being 
done  by  this  government. 

For  example,  a  great  deal  has  been  and 
is  being  done  in  just  one  small  area  which 
Is  of  particular  interest  to  me.  I  am  talking 
about  nursing  homes.  This  government  has 
just  made  a  commitment  in  this  respect 
which  will  cost  some  $100  million  a  year 
within  the  next  three  years.  We,  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  felt  the  programme  was 
indeed  most  timely  and  necessary.  We  must 
provide  for  those  who  are  not  quite  capable 
of  doing  so  themselves— we  owe  it  to  them 
as  citizens  of  this  province. 

So  what  does  the  opposition  carp  about? 
They  get  all  uptight  about  the  recommenda- 
tion that  those  who  can  well  afford  it  should 
pay  a  fee  of  $3.50  a  day. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  We  get  up- 
tight about  (tihe  10-year  delay. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  In  my  opinion,  it  is  simply 
a  lack  of  initiative  and  danagination  on  tiheir 
part.     Instead   of   griping,   they    oould    have 


presented    some    logical   alternative    such   as 
provision- 
Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  That  is 
w'hat  we  are  doing  right  now. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  —of  similaT  or  identical 
assisitance  to  our  handicapped  people  in  the 
province  who,  indeed— 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  We  are  doing 
it  now. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  have  been  doing  it  now 
for  two  years  and  the  government  did  not 
listen. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  —should  be  the  next  group 
to  receive  consideration.  It  is  a  known  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  many  of  out  so-oalled  handi- 
capped persons  would  welcome  any  assistance 
compara;ble  to  that  which  we  are  presently 
offering- 
Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Milk):  The  member 
for  Grey-Bruce  has  never  had  a  logical 
opinion. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  —to  those  who  require 
nursing  home  care. 

It  is  interesting  to  note,  too,  that  the  assis.t- 
ance  that  will  be  provided  under  the  nursing 
home  care  legislation,  will  serve  a  twofold 
purpose.  It  is  going  to  provide  assistance  for 
many  of  our  senior  citizens  wiho  so  rightfully 
deserve  that  assistance  at  little  or  no  cost. 
It  will  also  sen^e  to  free  many  hospital  beds 
which  to  this  time  have  been  occupied  by 
persons  who  require  only  nursing  hoone  care. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  member  is  reading  the 
speech  from  last  year  of  the  Minister  without 
Portfolio  (Mr.  Potter). 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  I  might  add,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  day  rate  of  a  hospital  bed  can  be 
extremely  expensive.  For  example,  the  aver- 
age rate  for  this  province  is  nearly  $54  per 
day  for  active  treatment.  But  that  is  only  the 
average.  Some  teaching  hospitals  in  our  prov- 
ince have  a  rate  in  excess  of  $75  per  day, 
many  times  the  cost  of  a  bed  in  a  nursing 
home. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  member  sure  she  has 
the  right  speech? 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  Another  programme  wthioh 
has  been  of  the  utmost  interest  to  me  is  the 
tremendous  development  in  recent  years  of 
senior  citizens'  housing. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  It  makes  gcxxi  Hansard. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  Personally,  I  am  delighted 
with  the  progress  that  has  been  made  in  this 
respect.  It  is  through  this  programme  that 
we  have  oome  to  find  that  our  senior  citizens 
peilhaps  are  not  quite  able  to  maintain  a  large 
home,  but  can  take  care  of  their  needs  quite 
well  in  a  housing  situation  which  does  not  re- 
quire as  much  care. 

Hamilton  is  a  prime  example  of  this  success. 
Today  we  have— unexplainably  to  some  people 
but  I  recognize  it  is  the  easiest  oare  method 
of  housing— we  have  90  empty  beds  at 
Macassa  Lodge,  which  is  unheard  of. 

Mr.  Speaker,  before  closing  my  remarks,  I 
would  like  to  say  how  much  I,  although  a 
woman,  have  enjoyed  the  privilege  of  serving 
•as  a  member  of  this  Legislature.  It  has  been 
a  tremendous  challenge  but  a  most  rewarding 
one.  In  fact,  sir,  it  is  an  experience  that  I 
shall  always  cherisih,  for  aside  from  all  of  the 
drudgery  that  goes  along  with  the  job,  it  is 
one  of  the  most  enhghtening  that  I  have  ever 
undertaken. 

I  have  always  enjoyed,  I  hope,  good  rela- 
tions with  the  members  of  all  parties  and  I  no 
doubt  will  miss  you  all.  I  must  presume,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  this  is  my  last  speech  in  this 
House  for  I  do  not  intend  to  run  again  in  the 
next  election,  whenever  it  may  be.  I  have 
already  stated  so  publicly,  and  as  a  matter 
of  fact  a  new  candidate  has  already  been 
chosen  for  my  riding. 

My  only  wis-h  is  that  whenever  the  next 
election  does  take  place  a  list  of  candidates 
will  include  a  great  many  more  women  than 
before.  It  is  in  this  way  that  all  the  people 
of  this  province,  male  and  female,  will  have 
the  best  representation  possible. 

In  parting,  I  have  this  small  observation. 
It  is  that  the  male  population  of  our  province 
should  not  lull  itself  into  false  security. 
Women  'have  been  known  to  step  quietly  onto 
other  forbidden  grounds  and  we  shall  do  it 
here  if  the  need  arises. 

I  only  hope  that  when  we  do,  it  is  not 
because  of  a  desperate  need,  but  because 
women  would  like  a  stranger  voice  in  the 
affairs  of  their  province  and  country. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  Hamilton  is  presently 
celebrating  its  125th  anniversary.  Under  the 
chairmanship  of  Mr.  Robert  Gregson,  the 
programme  is  exciting  and  everyone  as  doing 
their  utmost  to  make  it  a  memorable  occasion. 
I  am  sure  everyone  here  will  join  me  in  say- 
ing '%appy  anniversary,  Hamilton.'* 

Mr.  Gaunt:  We  will  miss  the  member. 


Mr.  Randall:  One  of  the  better  speeches 
this  year. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  can  aiun  on  our 
ticket  any  time. 

Mrs.  Pritchard:  T^ank  you. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  congratulate  the  previous 
speaker  on  w'hat  I  consider  to  be  a  very  forth- 
right and  very  helpful  contribution  to  the 
work  of  this  House.  I  must  say  that  her 
comments  on  the  future  role  of  women  is  one 
I  can  most  certainly  agree  with.  I  would  hope 
that  the  next  House  will,  indeed,  have  several 
women  in  it  and  that  they  will  be  able  to 
play  an  active  role.  As  someone  has  said,  they 
cannot  do  any  worse  than  men  have  done 
over  the  past  25  years. 

Tonight,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  really 
to  talk  very  generally  about  a  number  of 
things  which  I  suppose  come  very  vaguely 
within  the  area  of  a  budget  speech. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  How  about 
the  NDP  leadership  race? 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  would  like  to  talk  a  little 
bit  about  government;  a  bttle  bit  about  the 
quality  of  life;  a  little  bit  about  Ontario  and 
its  relationship,  not  only  to  Canada,  but  to 
the  world;  and  perhaps  the  importance  of  this 
provincial  Legislature. 

I  mig^ht  say  that  I,  along  wi'bh  the  previous 
speaker,  have  enjoyed  my  years  in  this  Legis- 
lature as  well. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Is  the  hon. 
member  retiring? 

Mr.  Pitman:  No,  I  do  not  intend  to  retire. 
I  want  to  assure  the  members  on  the  front 
benches  that  I  do  not  intend  to  retire.  I 
intend  to  be  very  active  over  the  next  number 
of  weeks  and  the  next  number  of  months, 
depending  on  what  the  Prime  Minister's  (Mr. 
Davis')  decision  is  in  relation  to  the  next 
election. 

But  I  must  say  that  it  has  been  a  very  great 
surprise  to  me.  I  would  like  to  say  that  just 
after  I  was  elected— it  hardly  seems  3%  years 
ago— I  met  a  federal  cabinet  minister  who 
talked  rather  disparagingly  about  this  place 
before  I  arrived  here;  who  called  it  nothing 
but  a  glorified  county  council;  and  said  that 
the  members  really  did  not  do  anything  very 
important  down  here,  that  I  would  be  bored 
to  tears,  and  that  really  I  was  wasting  my 
time.  I  cannot  say  that  anything  could  have 
been  further  from  the  truth  than  what  my 
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experience  has  been  in  this  House.  1  hiave 
found  it  wortlhwfcile  and  exoidng  and  I 
honestly  do  believe  that  what  we  talk  about 
here  in  this  place  has  fax  mare  to  do  with 
the  well-being,  with  the  quality  of  life— to 
use  a  very  much  overused  phrase— 'than  per- 
haps any  other  forum,  either  municipal  or 
federal. 

I  think  the  programmes  we  discuss  and  de- 
l>ate,  confront  each  other  over  in  this  Legis- 
lature,  indicate  the  kind  of  future  the  people 
have  in  this  province,  whether  'they  will  have 
a  future  which  as  fraught  with  health  cares 
or  not,  whether  they  will  have  equal  oppor- 
tunities for  education,  or  whether  they  will 
not  have  these  opportunities— even  to  some 
extent  perhaps  smialler  than  in  those  two  other 
areas,  whether  they  will  have  a  job  or  not. 
Certainly,  we  dn  this  Legislature  have  a  great 
deal  more  to  do  with  what  kind  of  country- 
side, what  kind  of  lakes  and  rivers,  what 
kind  of  cities,  what  kind  of  decency  and 
humaneness  will  be  possible  in  our  cities, 
than  has  any  other  Legislature. 

I  suppose  more  than  any  other  area,  we 
are  at  the  centre,  and  in  a  very  real  way  I 
think  we  have  a  good  deal  to  say  about  what 
can  be  done  at  the  federal  level,  and  what 
is  possible  at  the  municipal  level. 

And  so  I  think  our  responsibilities  in  this 
Legislature  are  very  heavy,  and  it  has  not 
been  a  surprise  to  me  that  we  have  spent 
more  and  more  time  slitting  in  our  places, 
debating  the  affairs  of  this  province  and  try- 
ing to  find  solutions  to  the  problems  which 
confront  the  people  of  Ontario. 

I  suppose  the  main  problem  we  have  in 
this  province  is  that  we  are  fraught  with  the 
disaster  of  conservatism,  in  a  society,  in  a 
world  which  is  moving  so  very  quickly.  It  is 
scarcely  possible  for  a  person  who  is  think- 
ing ahead,  who  is  trying  with  all  his  intel- 
lectual might,  to  readh  for  what  can  be,  and 
what  is  likely  to  be,  but  it  is— I  would  suggest, 
Mr.  Speaker— a  disaster  for  those  who  are 
looking  behind  and  who  are  still  so  over- 
whelmed by  the  little  progress  they  have 
made  they  are  unable  to  conceive  of  what 
could  be. 

And  this  is  the  very  real  price  of  conser- 
vatism over  one-quarter  of  a  century  in  this 
province.  There  are  small  prices,  the  small 
prices  such  as  the  Spadina  Expressway.  A 
government  w'hich  was  thinking  and  which 
was  planning  and  was  sensitive  and  involved 
would  have  realized  that  the  motor  car  was 
on  its  way  out  five  years  ago,  would  have 
begun  to  think  through  a  total  transportation 
scheane  for  the  Province  of  Ontario. 


Instead  we  have  a  government  which  has 
simply  struggled  and  finally  conceived  that 
this  is  the  point  at  which  it  must  stop,  and 
now  we  have  to  pay  all  the  expenses  of  mis- 
appropriated funds  for  various  things. 

And  of  course  we  still  do  not  have— I  have 
been  here  for  3%  years  and  we  still  do  not 
have  any  reform  of  taxation  in  the  province. 
We  still  have  a  government  which  is  prepared 
to  stand  back  and  wait  until  the  federal  gov- 
ernment does  this  or  does  that,  instead  of 
moving  decisively  and  effectively  in  con- 
trolling those  tax  resources  which  it  does 
have  control  over. 

We  still  have  a  province  which  has  no 
plan  either  for  transportation  or  for  com- 
munication and  the  interrelationship  of  all 
these  aspects  of  our  life.  We  sitill  have  a  prov- 
ince and  a  government  which  has  no  plan  for 
recreation  or  for  the  land  use  of  this  prov- 
ince. We  still  have  a  province  which  has  no 
real  plan  for  urbanization  and  the  kind  of 
developments- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Their  plan  is  to  get  re-elected. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —of  urban  techniques.  All 
we  have  is  a  government  which  has  struggled 
to  cope  day  by  day  and  week  by  week  and 
then  not  very  well  with  some  of  the  more 
obvious  problems,  crises  which  have  come 
to  pass  in  this  province. 

We  still  have  no  overall  plan  for  health 
services,  we  still  have  a  shortage  of  doctors 
even  though  we  know  there  could  be  enough 
medical  services  for  the  people  in  this  prov- 
ince. We  still  have  older  people  who  cannot 
find  a  place  to  stay.  We  still  do  not  have 
nursing  homes.  We  do  not  have  a  total 
spectrum  of  health  needs,  alt  least  of  health 
services  to  cope  with  the  needs  of  our 
people. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  And  we  only  graduate  372 
doctors  a  year 

Mr.  Pitman:  And  yet  here  is  a  province 
which  has  immense  wealth. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Ever  try  to  get  a  doctor; 
ever  try? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Tremendous  potential! 

Mr.   Sargent:   Did  you  ever  try? 

Mr.  Pitman:  People  with  vision,  people 
prepared  to  work,  and  we  still  have  not  any 
kind  of  overall  direction  in  terms  of  picking 
up  the  unemployment  which  the  federal 
government  has  caused. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  Doctors  have  unlisted  phones! 

Mr.  Pitman:  So  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  in  spite  of  all  the  potentiality,  the 
potentiality  beccwnes  dust  in  our  mouths  as 
we  see  the  reality.  And  particularly  as  we 
measure  the  reality  with  the  possibility.  This 
is  really,  I  think,  what  we  have  to  judge 
this  government  on. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  have  to  be  convinced 
in  the  member's  own  party  as  well! 

Mr.  Pitman:  And  I  think  it  is  particularly 
unfortunate  and  particularly  I  think  dis- 
astrous that  the  Prime  Minisiter  of  this 
province  has  decided  he  is  going  to  take  to 
the  province  some  kind  of  weird  confronta- 
tion between  those  who  are  in  favour  of 
big  government  and  those  who  are  in  favour 
of  little  government. 

It  seems  to  me  that  is  not  the  question 
at  all,  and  the  Prime  Minister  knows  it  well. 
He  knows  it  is  not  whether  we  are  going 
to  have  government  playing  its  role  in  this 
province,  or  government  which  is  prepared 
to  step  back  and  provide  more  elbow  room, 
as  he  would  call  it,  for  the  private  sector. 

Of  course,  it  is  very  popular  to  be  against 
big  government.  It  is  very  popular  until 
you  decide  what  government  services  you 
are  going  to  give  up;  what  government  ser- 
vices are  no  longer  going  to  be  given.  Or 
the  area  in  which  the  government  is  not 
likely  to  move. 

I  must  say  that  I  have  in  the  past  men- 
tioned to  this  House  an  article  which  I 
always  find  very  helpful;  it  was  called  the 
Sickness  of  Government.  In  this  article  Peter 
Drucker,  the  author,  deals  with  this  whole 
problem  of  government  trying  to  come  up 
to  the  expectations  of  people.  He  takes  the 
inadequacies  of  government  agencies  as  he 
sees  them  in  all  parts  of  the  world. 

The  problem  is  not  certainly  whether  we 
are  going  to  have  big  or  small  government. 
We  are  going  to  have  government  which 
must  play  an  increasing  role  in  the  life  of 
our  people  whether  or  not  we  want  that. 
To  set  up  that  alternative,  it  is  not  an  alter- 
native of  little  govemiment  or  a  big  unre- 
sponsive, e^ensive  government,  but  rather 
whether  we  can  make  government  respon- 
sive, sensitive,  participatory;  whether  we  can 
make  government,  you  might  say,  an  insti- 
tution which  is  totally  in  tune  with  the 
people  and  what  they  want  as  well  as,  you 
might  say,  the  intellectual  thrust  which  shows 
in  what  direction  our  society  is  moving. 


I  must  say  that  it  is  a  weird  analysis  for 
the  present  Prime  Minister,  because  he  per- 
haps more  than  any  other  person  on  that  side 
of  the  House  has  created  big  government. 

It  was  the  Prime  Minister  who,  as  the  head 
of  a  department,  created  a  larger  area  of  gov- 
ernment activity  than  any  man  in  this  gov- 
ernment in  the  history  of  this  province. 

It  was  the  Prime  Minister  who  had  a  gov- 
ernment which  increased  and  enlarged  the 
jurisdictions  for  education  without  local  input. 

It  was  the  Prime  Minister  who  brought  this 
kind  of  a  schooling  system  in  without  provid- 
ing adequate  safeguards  for  participation  on 
the  part  of  parents,  and  students  and  even 
teachers  in  the  educational  system. 

It  was  the  Prime  Minister,  as  the  head  of  a 
department,  who  did  not  foresee  there  would 
be  particular  financial  grievances  when  he 
tried  to  reorganize  a  schooling  system  without 
recognizing  that  there  was  a  financial  base 
upon  which  this  reorganization  must  be  based. 

Indeed,  it  is  a  strange  thing  that  the  Prime 
Minister  should  have  brought  this  up  as  the 
basis  for  his  election  expectations  during  the 
coming  fall. 

Government  is  not  a  faceless  monster  im- 
posing its  will  irresponsibly,  gobbling  up  tax 
money,  taking  over  the  lives  of  people.  It  does 
not  have  to  be  that  at  all.  Because  people,  I 
think,  are  wise  enough  in  this  day  and  age 
to  realize  that  they  can,  if  they  wish,  impose 
their  will  upon  this  goverrmient  and  not 
through  confrontation,  not  just  through  the 
ballot  boxes,  because  that  is,  of  course,  an 
idea  of  democracy  which  is  long  gone. 

People  have  a  right  to  participate  between 
elections  and  they  are  finding  the  ways  and 
means  of  doing  so.  It  is  a  very  stupid  govern- 
ment indeed,  which  does  not  recognize  those 
ways  and  means  and  does  not  provide  more 
avenues  by  which  people  can  confront  those 
who  have  been  elected,  to  bring  to  bear  pres- 
sures upon  those  who  have  been  elected,  to 
bring  ideas  to  the  attention  of  those  who  have 
been  elected. 

And  this,  of  course,  has  been  the  fatal  flaw 
of  the  Conservative  government.  The  inabihty 
to  recognize  what  these  needs  are  and  the 
means  by  which  these  needs  have  been  ex- 
pressed by  the  people  of  this  province. 

The  people  realize  that  they  can  be  served 
better  by  a  sensitive  government  agency  un- 
der their  control  than  by  200  or  300  insur- 
ance companies,  whether  it  be  in  the  area  of 
health  services,  or  auto  insurance,  or  legal 
services,  or  what  have  you. 
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They  know  that  they  can  be  better  served 
through  something  which  they  can  control 
than  by  General  Motors,  or  Ford  or  Westing- 
house  or  any  other  corporate  elite,  especially 
when  they  know  that  decisions  being  made  by 
these  companies  are  not  even  being  made  in 
Canada  by  Canadians  but  are  being  made  in 
the  United  States  by  Americans. 

That  is  something  that  I  think  the  people 
of  the  province  are  no  longer  prepared  to 
accept,  particularly  in  this  day  and  age  as 
they  see  what  has  happened  to  the  civiliza- 
tion, and  the  society  and  the  way  of  hfe  in 
that  country  below  the  border. 

I  say  this  very  sadly,  when  I  see  the  extent 
to  which  even  a  basic  democracy,  the  demo- 
cratic ideal  of  the  free  press,  has  been  under- 
mined, for  they  see  a  government  which  now 
has  engaged  itself  in  a  war  which  is  unpopu- 
lar, even  to  those  who  originally  began  that 
war.  I  see  no  way  of  coming  out  of  this  kind 
of  a  mess. 

I  say  we  do  see  on  this  side  of  the  House, 
and  particularly  in  this  party,  notably  in  this 
party,  perhaps  uniquely  in  this  party,  a  con- 
pept  of  government  whereby  a  political  party 
can  reach  out  to  people,  can  find  out  what 
they  want  and  what  they  think  and  help  them 
decide  what  they  should  want;  and  we  can 
bring  these  into  some  kind  of  reality  within 
a  government  structure  which  can  then  remain 
sensitive. 

We  can  decentralize,  provide  block  grants 
so  the  initiative  remains  with  the  people  in 
local  areas.  That  is  the  kind  of  government 
that  we,  in  this  party,  are  seeking  to  build 
and  we  hope  to  have  the  opportunity  to  build 
that  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  after  the  next 
election. 

In  passing,  we  might  hke  to  ask:  "Who  is 
the  Prime  Minister  going  to  unload?"  Is  he 
going  ito  unload  his  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)?  His  Minister  of  Health 
who  wants  to  provide  a  whole  series  of  differ- 
ent health  services- 
Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakesihore):  Unload  all 
light! 

Mr.  Pitman:  —only  in  part  to  *he  private 
sector,  and  certainly  with  the  whole  financial 
system  organized  to  the  public  sector?  Is  he 
going  to  reverse  the  trend  in  medical  care,  in 
hospital  care?  Does  the  Prime  Minister  really 
think  the  people  want  to  be  able  to  pay  for 
their  hospital  bills,  their  doctoTs'  bills  in  the 
marketplace?  Is  he  going  to  hold  back  the 
Minister  of  Trade  and  Development  (Mr. 
Grossman)    in  his   really,  very  minimal   and 


certainly  not  very  substantial  plans  for  en- 
larging the  housing  accommodation  of  this 
province? 

Is  he  prepared  to  say  that  the  only  people 
who  can  buy  houses  or  have  single  accomr 
modation  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  are 
people  in  the  top  15  per  cent  of  the  wage 
structure  in  our  society? 

How  about  education?  Are  opportunities  in 
education  now  going  to  be  restricted  rather 
than  opened,  widened?  I  think  this  is  the 
kind  of  debate  which  is  meaningless.  It  is 
the  kind  of  debate  which  is  demeaning,  the 
kind  of  debate  which  is  pointless,  the  kind 
of  debate  which  arouses  all  the  fears  and 
shibboleths  and  myths  which  were  better  laid 
to  rest,  one  would  think  in  a  sophisticated 
prox'ince  like  Ontario. 

Because  the  Prime  Minister  knows,  and 
everybody  in  this  House  knows  that  over 
the  next  four  years  we  have  certain  chal- 
lenges, certain  problems  to  face  and  they 
will  be  faced  by  the  public  sector  and  they 
will  be  paid  for  through  the  public  purse. 

Pollution  control— does  the  Prime  Minister 
really  think  that  pollution  control  can  be 
done  by  everybody  privately?  The  whole  area 
of  the  leisure  society  and  the  development  of 
recreation  land— are  we  going  to  start  selling 
Crown  land  again?  That  is  not  what  the 
Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests  (Mr.  Bnmelle) 
tells  us. 

Are  we  going  to  sell  away  more  of  our 
beaches,  more  of  our  wildlife,  wilderness 
areas?  I  hardly  think  so.  Surely,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  election  which  we  are  to  face,  in  which 
we  go  face  to  face  with  the  people  of  this 
province  and  explain  what  we  h^ave  done  over 
the  past  four  years— those  to  your  right  as 
the  government  of  this  province  and  those  to 
your  left  as  the  opposition— surely  that  is  not 
the  kind  of  debate  which  is  going  to  be  ver>' 
helpful  to  the  political  process,  to  the  under- 
standing, to  the  recognition,  to  the  sophisti- 
cated concepts  of  the  people  of  this  province 
and  what  they  hope  to  do,  and  what  they 
hope  to  be  in  the  years  ahead? 

And  that  is  why  I  must  say  that  I  find 
the  debate  as  it  has  gone  on  for  the  last 
three  or  four  months  pretty  disappointing, 
pretty  unhelpful,  and  I  would  hope- 
Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  We 
would  have  to  agree  with  the  hon.  member 
on  that;  his  has  been  a  pretty  weak  debate 
the  entire  session— a  big  disappointment  to  us 
all. 
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Mr.  Pitman:  —that  the  next  few  months 
will  mean  that  this  government  and  this 
opposition  will  be  able  to  carry  on  a  dis- 
cussion and  a  dialogue  before  the  people  of 
Ontario  which  has  meaning,  which  has  pur- 
pose. 

I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  complete 
this  section  of  my  comments— we  are  not 
dealing  with  two  philosophies  between  ex- 
panding government  and  smaller  goverimient, 
we  are  really  involved  in  a  debate  as  to  what 
kind  of  government  the  people  of  Ontario 
want,  and  what  kind  of  government  is  pos- 
sible. 

And  we  have,  I  think,  indicated  that  we  on 
this  side  believe  the  public  sector  must  be 
upheld,  that  it  must  be  expanded  to  give 
equality  of  opportunity  to  the  people  of  this 
province;  whether  it  be  health  services, 
whether  it  be  education,  whether  it  be 
leisure,  whether  it  be  a  decent  humane  en- 
viroimient— all  of  these  things.  I  have  not 
found  any  way  by  which  this  can  be  ac- 
complished through  the  private  sector.  It  just 
simply  cannot  be  done. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  the  private  sector 
does  not  have  a  role  to  play  in  this  pro\'- 
ince,  but  to  pose  some  kind  of  straw  battle 
Ijetween  the  private  and  the  public  sector 
and  howling  the  slogans  of  free  enterprise 
in  a  society  which  no  longer  even  resembles 
anything  close  to  being  a  free  enterprise 
society,  and  then  howling  against  what  the 
Prime  Minister's  concept  of  what  socialism 
is  all  about  is  simply,  I  think,  a  most  un- 
rewarding activity  and  one  which  I  would 
have  hoped  that  we  can  avoid  over  the 
months  ahead. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  The  member  fears  it  be- 
cause he  knows  the  end. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  say  to  the  hon.— 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  More  and  more 
socialism  in  the   economy! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough fears  it  because  he  knows  what  the 
outcome  will  be.  He  does  not  want  to  let 
that  kind  of  issue  emerge. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —member,  through  you  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  in  this  party  believe  in  an 
interactive  society.  We  really  are  all  welfare 
recipients.  Of  course,  we  as  politicians,  should 
be  particularly  concerned  about  whining 
about  the  public  purse.  But  perhaps  those 
who  are  businessmen  should  be  just  a  litde 
bit  squeamish  about  what  they  have  received 
from   the    public,    whether   it   be    forgivable 


loaiis— that  euphemism  for  grants— or  wihether 
it  be  tariff  protection,  or  whether  it  be 
roads— 

Mr.  Young  Tariff  protection! 

Mr.  Pitman:  —or  whether  it  be  all  kinds 
of  advantage  in  our  society,  to  say  nothing 
of  simply  law  and  order  which  is  provided 
for  nothing;  or  the  educational  system  which 
provides  them  with  skilled  workers;  or  indeed 
an  education  system  which  helps  them  to 
sort  out  their  workers  for  nothing.  Nor  do 
they  have  to  have  a  personnel  oflBce  in  a 
corporation  today. 

I  say  it  is  very  hard  for  anyone  in  our 
society  not  to  feel  that  they  are  a  part,  you 
might  say,  of  the  welfare  services  which  are 
provided  by  this  province  and  by  this  nation. 
We  all  receive  cheques  because  we  have 
children. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Does  the  member  for  Renfrew 
South  think  his  stipend  is  a  form  of  welfare? 
I  would  think  so. 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  receive  cheques  if  we 
are  veterans.  We  have  cheques  if  we  reach 
a  certain  age.  It  is  a  society  in  which  I 
suggest  to  you  we  serve  each  other,  and 
the  only  way  that  any  government  can 
justify— 

Mr.  Young:  The  member  for  Renfrew 
South  is  doing  well  vnth  children's  allowance, 
baby  bonus. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —itself  is  on  the  basis  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  philosophy  of  an  inter- 
active society.  That  is  why  I  suggest  to  this 
House,  through  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in 
the  months  ahead,  let  us  have  a  debate 
which  has  some  kind  of  meaning.  Let  us 
not  have  the  kind  of  shibboleth  that  has 
been  howled  around  the  province  for  the 
last  two  or  three  months. 

I  might  turn  to  other  areas.  One  of  the 
things  which  really  does  bother  me,  I  am 
afraid,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  some  of  these 
major  problems,  which  seem  so  far  removed 
from  this  Legislature,  even  from  this  city, 
seem  to  stand  at  the  back  of  all  that  we 
talked  about  here. 

We  talked  about  pollution  control.  We 
know  that  is  just  a  very,  very  small  part  of 
a  total  syndromie.  It  is  a  syndrome  of  a 
worship  of  growth;  an  obsession  with  pro- 
duction; an  almost  fatal  desire  to  create 
desires  and  needs  through  advertising  and 
various  other  means  so  that  people  will 
consume  and  waste.  Behind  it  all,  we  realize 


JUNE  17,  1971 


2905 


that  we  have  a  very  different  kind  of  planet 
now.  We  seem  to  be  so  far  away,  all  we 
can  talk  about  is  insignificant  little  things 
—a  little  bit  of  pollution  in  that  lake  or  that 
river  which  is  being  polluted  by  that  industry. 

We  realize  that  this  is  just  a  very  small 
part  of  a  huge  problem  which  is  world-wide, 
and  we  wonder  what  the  Province  of  Ontario 
should  be  doing  in  relation  to  these  much 
larger  concepts.  That  is  what  I  want  to 
talk  about  tonight.  It  may  not  be  what  is 
usually  talked  about  on  the  budget  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario  but  I  think,  surely,  a 
government  has  to  be  thinking  in  terms  of 
this   relationship  to   a  world  problem. 

Perhaps  it  was  well  discussed  by  one 
author  when  he  compared  the  earth,  really, 
to  a   spaceship. 

The  closed  economy  of  the  future  might 
be  called  the  spaceman  economy,  in  which 
the  earth  has  become  a  single  spaceship, 
without  unlimited  reservoirs  of  anything, 
either  for  extraction  or  for  pollution;  and 
in  which,  therefore,  man  must  find  his  place 
in  a  cyclical  ecological  system  which  is 
capable  of  continuous  reproduction  of 
material  form  even  though  it  caimot  escape 
having  inputs   of  energy. 

The  essential  measure  of  the  success  of 
the  economy  is  not  production  and  consump- 
tion at  all  but  the  nature,  extent,  quality 
and  complexity  of  the  total  capital  stock, 
including  in  this  the  state  of  the  human 
bodies  and  minds  included  in  the  system. 
In  the  spaceman  economy,  what  we  are 
primarily  concerned  with  is  the  stock  main- 
tenance, and  any  technological  change  which 
results  in  the  maintenance  of  a  given  total 
stock  with  a  lessened  throughput  is  clearly 
a  gain. 

What  we  are  talking  about,  then,  in  the 
departmental  system  is  a  structure  of  inter- 
related and  dependent  components.  In  other 
words,  what  we  have  to  think  in,  in  terms  of 
this  province,  this  nation,  this  continent  and 
this  world,  is  a  steady-state  economy. 

If  you  take  a  look  at  this  budget  in  its 
widest  sense,  it  is  still  an  obsession  with 
growth,  it  is  still  the  belief  that  growth  will 
produce  jobs;  that  if  we  produce  enough 
jobs,  therefore,  we  will  have  an  exDanded 
industrial  production— an  expanded  industrial 
production  we  expect  will  produce  jobs  and 
we  will  have  people  who  can  buy  two  cars 
instead  of  one,  three  refrigeTators  instead  of 
two.  So  the  whole  growth  syndrome  is  a 
continuing  thing  in  the  mind  of  this  govern- 
ment. 


One  cannot  help  wondering  if  this  govern- 
ment cannot  at  least  think  in  terms  of 
future  planning  with  a  world  concept.  One 
of  the  ironies,  one  of  the  tragedies  of  our 
whole  society  at  the  present  time,  is  the  utter 
obsession  we  have  with  dividing  powers.  The 
leader  of  our  party  spent  the  last  three  days 
out  in  Victoria  watching  the  song-and-dance 
routine  that  was  going  on  between  the  Prime 
Minister  and  the  Premiers  of  the  provinces. 
What  a  way  to  conduct  the  most  important 
national  debate— behind  closed  doors  where 
the  people  of  this  country  cannot  understand, 
cannot  have  an  opportunity  to  hear  the 
byplay,  the  back  and  forth,  all  of  the  nuances, 
all  of  the  sophisticated  fears  of  the  various 
provinces,  but  simply  have  to  be  told  what 
the  outcome  of  all  this  is,  hopefully  what  the 
outcome  will  be  in  the  next  few  weeks. 

We  are  still  involved  and  this  almost  seems 
to  be  forgotten  in  the  whole  question  of  what 
the  role  of  the  national  state  will  be  vis-a-vis 
some  form  of  world  government.  I  guess  we 
do  not  talk  about  the  world  government  and 
the  United  Nations  and  the  have-nots  in  the 
third  world  in  this  Legislature  very  much,  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  about  time  we,  in 
this  Legislature,  did  start  talking  about  this  a 
good  deal  more.  We  are  so  concerned  with 
the  microcosm,  we  do  not  seem  to  understand 
that  we  are  part  of  a  macrocosm.  Unless  we 
can  attune  our  policies  to  what  are  surely  the 
policies  for  survival  of  an  entire  continent, 
of  a  entire  civilization,  then  really  what  we 
are  doing  is  self-defeating. 

When  it  really  comes  down  to  it,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  am  sure  every  member  in  this 
House  realizes  dt,  we  have  to  get  off  the 
growth  technique.  The  first  place  we  have  to 
get  off  it  is  in  the  whole  area  of  population 
control.  We  know,  for  example,  that  we,  in 
this  province,  are  responsible  for  education. 
We  know  that  what  we  must  tell  the  young 
people  who  are  coming  to  the  schools  of  this 
province  is  that  there  must  be  a  full-scale 
effort  to  reduce  the  size  of  families.  This  is 
far  more  important  than  talking  about  family 
life;  it  is  far  more  important  than  our  con- 
cern with,  you  might  say,  the  whole  question 
of  sex  education.  What  we  are  talking  about 
here  is  the  survival  of  our  humanity  and  yet 
we,  in  this  province,  have  nothing  in  our 
school  system  which  will  provide  young  peo- 
ple with  a  recognition  that  this  is  the  name 
of  the  game. 

If  you  look  at  the  economic  tack  in  our 
schools,  it  is  still  growth,  production,  con- 
sumption, waste.  One  of  the  things  we  have 
to  talk  about  is  providing— 
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Mr.  Sargent:  No  enough  quorum  here  to 
keep  going. 

Mr.   Pitman:   —full  birth  control   informa- 
tion- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Only  got  six,  nine  people  in 
the  House. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —and  materials  for  people  in 
our  society.   We  have  no  other  choice;   we 
have  no  other  choice.  Another  area- 
Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  whip  going  to  do 
about  it? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Another  area  is  the  whole 
question  of  the  conservation  ethic.  Surely, 
what  this  province  should  be  doing— I  say  to 
the  member  from  Niagara,  this  really  does 
not  bother  me  very  much- 
Mr.  Sargent:  But  the  member  should  have 
someone  to  listen  to  him,  though. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  We  are 
listening. 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  I  wish  to  say  to  the  hon. 
members  is  this:  that  this  province  has  a 
responsibility  for  the  whole  area  of  how  we 
deal  with  waste  in  our  society.  T^  is  not  a 
federal  problem. 

Mr.  A.  Carrulhers  (Durham):  Where  do  we 
get  the  money? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Why  is  this  government  not 
giving  massive  grants  for  recycling. 

Well  the  hon.  member  asks  where  do  we 
get  the  money?  For  a  government  that  has 
put  $23  million  into  Ontario  Place,  I  do  not 
think  I  would  even  mention  the  subject  of 
money. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  There  is  the  payoflF.  We 
will  get  every  cent  plus  back. 

Mr.  Pitman:  There  agaan,  see,  the  member 
for  Durham  obviously  has  not  understood 
what  I  am  talking  about. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Socialist  thinking. 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  are  talking  about  matters 
of  high  priority.  Certainly,  if  you  mean  by 
paying  off  we  will  be  able  to  get  money  back 
from  the  people  of  Ontario  which  they  have 
made.  They  will  therefore  ask  for  a  higher 
salary,  so  they  can  get  more  entertainment 
from  the  government  of  Ontario.  If  you  mean 
that  cycle,  yes,  it  will  pay  off.  It  will  pay  oif 
but  it  will  not  pay  off  in  terms  of  priorities. 


When  I  say  to  the  hon,  member  from 
Durham,  if  the  member  for  Durham  regards 
socialism  as  survival,  I  suppose  we  have  to 
accept  that.  But  I  hope  he  realizes  what  he 
is  saying.  I  would  say  that  when  you  put 
that  priority,  as  I  tried  to  previously  in 
another  debate,  when  you  put  that  priority  of 
$23  million— building  an  island  out  in  Lake 
Ontario— with  the  complete  loss  of  the 
Niagara  Escarpment  which  could  have  been 
got  for  $5  million  less,  then  I  wonder  about 
a  government  and  its  priorities.  I  wonder  if 
the  member  for  Durham  would  wish  to 
coonment  on  that  kind  of  priority. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  will  be  done! 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  hope  he  will  join  in  this 
debate;  indeed  I  do.  I  can  assure  him  that  he 
may  be  able  to  see  an  effective  relationship 
between  those  priorities,  but  his  children  will 
not  be  able  to  and  the  people  who  come 
after  him  will  not,  if  indeed  we  do  lose  the 
Niagara  Escarpment  or  if  we  have  to  pay 
$200  million  or  $300  million  for  that  escarp- 
ment land,  which  could  have  been  secured 
for  $18  million  just  a  few  years  ago. 

I  want  to  suggest  that  this  province  does 
have  a  responsibility  for  something  which  is 
as  important  as  maintaining  those  elements 
in  our  economy,  instead  of  allowing  all  these 
elements  simply  to  become  wast  in  our  econ- 
omy. 

You  know  we  seem  to  be  so  tied  up  with 
the  small  things.  We  are  trying  to  find  what 
one  plant  is  polluting.  We  are  even  trying  to 
get  ^e  minister  to  put  through  some  kind  of 
legislation  on  non-returnable  bottles  and  try- 
ing to  get  the  packaging  industry  to  cut  down 
on  the  amount  of  paper  and  the  amount  of 
cardboard  that  it  uses.  We  are  trying  to  get 
even  the  smallest  amounit  of  response  in  teims 
of  conservation,  the  conservation  ethic,  in  our 
society. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  It  will  all  be  done. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  by  Tories. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Oh.  yes,  it  will. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  all  over. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Surely,  what  we  need  in  this 
society  is  a  government  which  is  prepared  to 
say,  "From  now  on,  we  are  not  in  the  game 
of  allowing  wastage—of  garbage  you  onigbt 
say-^f  burying  ourselves  in  garbage;  we  axe 
going  to  recycle  throughout  the  entire  prov- 
ince, and  we  are  not  going  to  allow  another 
drop  of  water  to  go  into  the  lakes  and  rivers 
of  idiis  province  wihich  have  been  polluted  by 
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one  indusitry  or  ianotHaer.  We  are  going  to 
make  a  full-scale  effort."  Surely,  this  is  our 
responsibility  as  the  richest  province  in  Can- 
ada, as  a  part  of  the  richest  civilization  in 
history  and  certainly  as  one  of  the  niosit 
prosperous  parts  of  the  western  world. 

It  is  very  easy  for  people  to  say,  "We  do 
not  need  to  have  population  control  m  our 
country.  Look  at  all  the  lands  that  are  empty 
to  the  north." 

Of  course,  that  is  an  illusion.  It  is  a  myth. 
This  country  cannot  support  200  million  or 
300  million  people,  as  has  been  suggested  by 
certain  geophysicists  in  the  past.  It  can 
support  not  many  more  than  we  have  now, 
not  that  many  more.  Certainly,  it  is  very  easy 
to  say— why  not  wait  until  the  other  world, 
the  third  world,  begins  to  practise  this  w*hole 
question  of  population  control. 

May  I  say  this,  first,  if  we  are  the  ones 
who  are  going  to  point  tihe  way,  we  had  better 
start  right  now  here.  Besides  that,  in  terms  of 
wastage,  we  produce  more  gaitjage— 10,  15, 
20,  60  times  more  waste  in  garbage-^^han  a 
person  in  India  or  a  person  in  Africa,  or  in 
any  of  these  countries  of  the  third  world.  In 
terms  of  energy  consumption,  in  megawatts, 
whereas  we  take  up  something  like  70  mega- 
watt hours,  a  persion  in  India  takes  up  2.7. 
There  is  another  area  which  surely  is  the 
responsibility  of  this  province.  What  is  Ontario 
Hydro  doing  about  the  wthole  business  of 
directing  its  attention  to  a  steady  state 
economy  instead  of  its  essential  development 
and  increase  in  effort  to  continue  growth  and 
to  increase  growth,  to  increase  consumption, 
encouraging  people  to  put  buildings  up  where 
the  lights  stay  on  all  night,  encouraging 
companies  to  use  more  and  more  electricity 
instead  of  recognizing  that  every  single  exten- 
sion of  energy  that  is  used  is  lost. 

In  fact,  one  could  well  say  that  we  are  now 
coming  to  the  end  of  the  road  in  this  area. 
We  have  just  about  reached  all  we  can  in 
hydro  power.  We  have  gone  about  as  far  as 
we  can  so  far,  in  terms  of  expense,  because 
of  expense  and  nuclear  power. 

We  are  not  depending  more  and  more  upon 
thermal  power  and  we  all  know  that  it  is  the 
most  wasteful  method  of  securing  energy.  I 
think  we  get  something  like  a  15  per  cent 
recovery  of  energy  by  thermal  power.  And 
you  know,  with  all  the  spinoffs  in  terms  of 
pollution,  all  the  spinoffs  of,  and  mass  abuse 
of,  what  are  becoming  less  and  less  accessible 
resources- 
Mr.  Sargent:  This  is  a  pretty  wide-ranging 
speech. 


Mr.  Pitman:  Indeed  it  is.  I  think  we  are 

probably  for  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  should  be  budget,  should 
it  not? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Well  I  suggest  to  the  member 
for  Grey-Bruce  that  it  is  a  very— I  hold  these 
speeches  on  education  or  on  municipal  affairs, 
I  suppose  that  perfnaps  I  sihould  have  given 
them. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Pretty  dull! 

Mr.  Pitman:  But  before  this  session  closes 
I  would  like  to  put  on  the  record  some  of 
those  things  which  a  New  Democratic  govern- 
ment would  be  concerned  about;  not  just  with 
adjusting  the  microcosm  but  trying  to  tie  the 
Province  of  Ontario  into  the  needs  of  humanity 
itself,  right  across  this  continent,  right  across 
this  entire  earth. 

I  think  that,  surely,  must  be  the  kind  of 
philosophy  which  a  government  which  is  con- 
cerned with  the  future  has.  Perhaps  when  it 
is  looking  back  it  does  not  concern  itself 
with  these  things;  but  certainly  this  gov- 
ernment will,  and  I  mean  by  that  the  govern- 
ment which  we  will  have  in  this  province  in 
a  few  months! 

Well  I  want  to  say  there  are  many  things 
which  we  in  this  province- 
Mr.  Yakabuski:  When  the  member  is  mak- 
ing that  speech  in  Windsor  next  September 
we  are  going  to  steal  his  seat  in  Peterborough. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  for  Renfrew  South 
has  the  most  vulnerable  seat  in  this  House! 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  about  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  taxes,  the  tax  on  corporations? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  leader  of  the  NDP  sure 
knows  how  to  hurt  a  guy! 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  understand  now  what  we 
do,  we  give  tremendous  advantages  to  any 
company  that  will  spend  its  assets  trying  to 
con  every  person  in  this  province  to  buy  its 
products.  We  are  overwhelmed  by  this 
activity  of  advertising. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  A  great  deal- 
Mr.  Pitman:  We  give  tax  advantages  for 
advertising!  Is  it  not  time  we  began  to  take 
a  look  at  an  industry  which  is  essentially 
creating  a  society  which  cannot  survive, 
which  is  determined  to  make  us  waste  our 
resources,  which  is  determined  to  make  us 
consume  and  pollute  and  wreck  our  ecology? 
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Should  we  not  be  concerned  about  a  phas- 
ing down,  a  de-emphasis;  should  we  not  be 
changing  our  tax  policies  in  this  province  as 
well  as  in  this  nation,  and  be  zeroing  in  on 
an  industry  whose  only  real  justification  is  to 
make  people  buy,  to  give  people  wants, 
desires  and  status  symbols  which  that  industry 
has  decided  are  the  wants,  desires  and  needs 
which  people  mus't  have? 

Would  it  not  be  public  policy,  should  it 
not  be  public  policy,  in  view  of  the  direction 
of  our  planet  and  our  society,  that  we  should 
be  moving  in  terms  of  taxes  into  that  kind  of 
activity  and  trying  to  de-emphasize  that  kind 
of  activity  in  our  society? 

I  would  certainly  think  so!  And  certainly  I 
would  think  that  a  government  which  this 
party  leads  would  be  concerned  about  a 
matter  such  as  that. 

Well  I  was  going  to  say  a  good  deal 
more  about  that  particular  area.  Perhaps  I 
might  say  a  bit  more  about  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  planning.  One  of  the  problems  that 
we  have  now  is  that  the  present  government 
has  made  such  a  mess  of  it  over  the  past  four 
years  that  the  word  is  now  beginning  to  lose 
any  sense,  any  meaningful  sense. 

What  we  in  this  party  mean  by  planning 
is  very  simple.  We  mean  providing  direction, 
providing  a  goal;  how  many  people  are  to 
participate,  what  the  goal  should  be  and  how 
we  should  get  there,  allowing  step  by  step 
participation  which  is  meaningful  and  real. 

And  planning,  I  suggest  Mr.  Speaker,  has 
been  exactly  the  opposite  force  for  this  gov- 
ernment. If  you  take  a  look  at  the  area  of 
regional  govenmient,  economic  development, 
health  services,  education  services,  one  finds 
complete  lack  of  goal,  a  complete  lack  of 
concept  of  goal  on  the  part  of  the  people 
of  this  province.  And  no  help  from  this  gov- 
ernment, simply  a  series  of  stages  outlined  by 
a  government  going  towards  this  goalless 
future,  which  are  unacceptable,  which  are 
fragmented,  which  are  distorted,  which  are 
meaningless.  That  is  what  I  mean  by  having 
distorted  the  whole  concept  of  effective  plans 
for  the  Province  of  Ontario! 

I  must  say  I  smiled  When  I  read  the 
comments  of  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs 
in  a  speech  he  made  just  some  weeks  ago.  It 
was  a  speech  he  made  on  March  15  of  this 
year  in  which  he  said: 

The  white  paper  tabled  on  April  5,  1966,  known  as 
Design  for  Development  was  the  first  step  toward  the 
top  of  this  mountain  that  I  have  referred  to.  At  that 
time  we  had  at  least  crawled  to  the  foothills  and 
were  headed  in  the  right  direction,  loday  we  are 
approaching  the  sununit. 


If  regional  development  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  is  at  the  summit,  heaven  help  us. 

In  this  valley  of  indecision  this  government 
was  even  prepared  to  use  the  term  "regional 
development"  in  a  Speech  from  the  Throne 
presented  at  the  beginning  of  this  session. 
There  is  blessed  little  about  regional  devel- 
opment or  regional  activity  in  the  budget,  in 
fact  we  are  all  playing  that  very  low  key. 

If  you  look  at  Carleton,  if  you  look  at 
Niagara,  if  you  look  across  this  province  you 
see  nothing  but  chaos,  the  chaos  of  local 
governments  which  do  not  know  what  is 
happening  to  them.  They  do  not  know 
whether  they  should  plan  on  a  township  level, 
on  a  several-township  level,  on  a  county  level, 
on  an  intercity  level,  on  a  regional  level— they 
do  not  know  what  to  do,  and  are  given  no 
money  to  do  anything  anyway. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Oh,  oh! 

Mr.  Pitman:  The  member  for  Durham 
can  groan  if  he  wishes,  but  I  ask  the  mem- 
ber for  Durham  how  much  money  does  the 
township  receive  for  planning? 

I  think  the  member  will  find  very  quickly 
that  this  is  not  the  case;  he  will  find  there 
are  no  grants  under  the  municipal  structure 
to  provide  a  planning  office  or  to  provide 
official  plans  or  to  provide  those  obvious  tools 
which  a  township  must  have  if  it  as  to  plan 
its  future  effectively. 

So  there  we  ihave  it!  That  as  the  kind  of 
state  which  I  am  afraid  this  government  has 
led  us  into  over  the  past  number  of  years. 

In  the  area  of  education  this  government 
has  tied  us  into  buildings,  buildings,  buildings; 
and  facilities  and  more  and  more  facilities.  It 
is  an  inflexible  programme,  and  what  was 
needed  was  greater  flexibility. 

Oh  dt  is  tough  being  a  government  in  a  fast 
changing  society.  That  is  why  a  government 
which  is  in  power  today  musit  be  aware,  con- 
tinuously aware,  of  what  is  going  on,  of  the 
direction  of  all  the  various  opportunities,  the 
various  options  which  are  present;  and  must 
be  keeping  options  open  as  well  as  moving 
to  provide  what  are  obviously  the  necessities 
of  an  expanding  society. 

And  so  I  say  Mr.  Speaker— I  will  take  no 
more  of  the  time  of  this  House— I  simply 
wanted  to  place  on  record  what  I  think  of 
the  atmosphere,  the  flavour,  the  taste  of  a 
New  Democratic  Party  government.  It  is  a 
government  Which  can  plan,  which  would 
look  ahead  sensitively,  which  would  see  things 
that  are  'happening  and  the  direction  society 
is  taking,  not  just  in  a  narrow,  microscopic. 
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T'oronto-'based,  Toromto^bsessed  way,  but  in 
a  provincial  national,  indeed,  a  world  and 
planetary  sense. 

It  is  a  govenmient  whidhi  will  act  decisively 
at  the  point  when  action  must  be  taken,  but 
not  before  it  has  given  people  an  opportunity 
to  participate  at  the  point  where  participation 
is  meaningful.  We  do  not  wait  luitil  after  the 
plan  has  been  completed,  after  the  concept 
has  been  hardened  and  then  wander  about 
and  task  them  what  they  think  about  it!  Nor 
do  we  give  them  the  opportunity  to  plan 
when  there  is  no  goal,  there  is  no  direction, 
there  is  no  real  opportunity  for  meaningfully 
adding  to  the  sum  total  of  opinions  and  direc- 
tions and  values  that  are  needed  before  the 
govemment  takes  action. 

We  intend  to  provide  this  province  wiith  a 
government  which  can  plan  and  act;  but  most 
of  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  govemment  which  is 
sensitive  and  compassionate.  This  we  promise. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  rising  to  participate  in  this  debate  may  I 
first  express- 
Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Here  oomes 
the  vision  of  the  future  with  a  vengeance. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  This  is  really  practical 
knowledge  I  am  going  to  try  and  impart  to 
t!he  hon.  meanber,  sir.  But  Mr.  Speaker,  in— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh  the  member  is  going  to 
have  a  hard  time,  because  I  am  going  to  be 
after  him. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough):  The  hon. 
member  will  not  survive  this  budget  speech, 
he  will  not  make  it  through  to  the  end. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Let  me  say  a  few- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Dur'haan  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Let  me  say  a  few  Avords. 
This  is  the  first  opportunity  I  have  had  to 
participate  in  either  the  Throne  or  the  budget 
debate  and  I  would— 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mighty  glad 
to  have  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  First  opportunity?  The  hon. 
member  is  the  whip.  He  could  have  partici- 
pated in  the  Throne  Speech  to  his  heart's 
content. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  That  is  right,  but  I  wanted 
to  give  everybody  else  the  opportunity 
before— 


Mr.  Lewis:  Sure  the  hon.  member  did— 
generous  fellowl 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes,  sure.  But  I  do  want 
to— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  were  waiting  for  the  hon. 
omember,  looking  forward  to  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  this  the  wind  up? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  want  to  express  my  appre- 
ciation, Mr.  Speaker,  to  your  ofiice  and  to  the 
Deputy  Speaker.  They  showed  real  ampar- 
tiality  and  have  conducted  the  affairs  of  the 
office  with  great  dignity;  I  think  it  has  been 
appreciated  by  all  members  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  at  this  time 
to  express  a  personal  tribute,  and  I  think  I 
express  the  opinion  of  all  members  in  this 
House  when  I  say  that  we  all  have  respected 
and  appreciated  the  contribution  the  hon. 
member  for  Hamilton  West  (Mrs.  Pritchard) 
has  made  to  this  House  with  long  experience 
in  municipal  adminisitration  behind  her  and 
great  dedication  to  the  people  of  her  own 
community,  her  own  riding  and  to  the  city 
of  Hamilton.  I  am  sure  the  people  of  that 
area  have  shown  in  the  last  few  weeks  their 
sincere  appreciation  for  the  work  of  this  lady 
over  the  years. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Gov- 
emment should  have  done  likewise;  excellent 
cabinet  material! 

Mr.  Carruthers:   I  would  say  to  the  hon. 

member  that  the  govemment  has  followed  her 
advice  on  a  number  of  occasions,  and  that  is 
why  we  have  good  progressive  govemment 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  has  the  member  got 
against  women  cabinet  ministers? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  is  people  like  the  hon. 
member  for  Hamilton  West  who  have  pro- 
vided the  type  of  individual  representation 
in  this  House  that  has  made  possible  good, 
progressive  govemment  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  has  the  member  got 
against  women? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Not  a  thing. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  could  the  member  for 
Hamilton  West  not  be  a  cabinet  minister? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  am  not  the  maker  of  the 
cabinet. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  Pretty  shoddy  treatment! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  But  I  do  have  a  great  deal 
of  respect  and  I  want  to  say  this— 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  The  Liberal 
leader  says  we  have  got  too  many  now. 

Mr.  Carruthers;  —to  the  members  of  the 
House,  that  I  personally  appreciated  very 
much  the  contribution  the  member  for 
Hamilton  West  made  and— I  am  sure  the  hon. 
member  for  Wellington  South  will  agree  with 
me— to  our  committee  on  ageing.  She  played 
a  very  important  role  in  that  committee  and 
I  think  we  must  recognize  the  contribution 
she  has  made  on  behalf  of  the  women  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  to  the  legislative 
assembly. 

Mr.  Worton:  I  think  the  member  should 
have  been  recognized  over  there. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  She  has  been  recognized. 
I  am  recognizing  her  right  now. 

Mr.  Worton:  Cabinet  material,  I  mean. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  want  to  pay  as  high  a 
tribute  as  I  possibly  can  to  her  eflForts. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  would  not  pre- 
sume to  speak  on  behalf  of  all  the  women 
in  the  province  when  he  says  that. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Well,  the  member  would 
not  say  she  is  speaking  on  behalf  of— 

Mr.  Lewis:  For  some! 

Mr.    Carruthers:    The    member    for    Scar- 
borough West  was  not  here  tonight  for  all 
of  her  speech- 
Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  I  respect  her  contribu- 
tion. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  think  she  was  speaking 
on  behalf  of  women  generally  and  she  made 
a  very  fine  speech.  It  is  too  bad  the  member 
missed  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Agreed. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  know  there  is  going  to 
be  a  reaction  on  this,  but  I  also  want  to  pay 
tribute  to  the  past  administration  under  the 
former  Prime  Minister  of  this  province  (Mr. 
Robarts). 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  almost  forgot 
that  one. 


Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes,  we  cannot  help  but 
recognize  the  great  progress  this  province 
made  under  his  administration. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  know  that  the  member  for 
Durham  yearns  for  those  days  again;  those 
old  secure  times. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Oh  no! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  You  will  recall,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  massive  volume  of  legislation  was  passed 
during  the  administration  of  the  member  for 
London  North  (Mr.  Robarts). 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  compared  with  this  one, 
does  the  member  notice  a  massive  volume  of 
legislation? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Well,  we  have  only  just 
started. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  started?  We  are  in  the 
middle  of  June! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  has  seen  some  good  legislation 
and  is  going  to  see  more. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  should  think  so. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes.  It  was  legislation  of 
a  productive  nature,  just  the  same  as  we  are 
going  to  produce  during  this  session. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Just  like  the  Spadina  Express- 
way and  things  like  that.  That  is  great! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Some  of  it  included  in- 
creased financial  aid  to  sdhcx)l  boards,  equali- 
zation of  eduoational  opportunities  for  the 
young  people  of  this  province.  I  think  the 
memlbers  have  to  recognize  that.  A  new 
system  of  community  colleges  was  estaib- 
lished— 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  does  the  member  mean, 
equal  opportunity  of  education? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes,  I  mean  equal- 
Mr.   Sargent:   Only  three  per  cent  of  the 
Idds  in  my  riding  ever  get  to  university. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Everybody  has  an  equal 
opportunity  for  education  in  this  province 
today  and  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  knows 
it.  Sure  he  does! 

Mr.  Sargent:  Oh  baloney!  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Why  does  the  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  not  go  back  to  school? 
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Mr.  Sargent:  I  oould  not  pass  itihe  entrance 
today. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  mertiber  for  Durham  can- 
not take  it,  his  voice  is  cracldnig. 

Mr.  Camithers:  No,  it  is  okay.  The  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce  is  a  droput  from  grade  3. 

Mr.  Randall:  The  member  went  to  the  best 
reform  schools  in  town. 

Mr.  Camithers:  We  have  increased  grants 
for  hospitals,  healtii  services,  and  introduced 
a  Medicare  programme. 

We  had,  I  want  to  say  here,  the  finest 
medical  programme  under  OMSIP,  I  think 
this  province  oould  possibly  have  had.  Of 
course,  the  new  Medicare  programme  was 
imposed  upon  us— it  was  of  a  socialist  nature 
—by  the  federal  govermnent. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  member  changing 
for  then? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  only  good  thing  the  gov- 
ernment did. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  will  never  hold 
Dui^ham  that  way.  Those  days  are  gone,  my 
frieaid. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  will  hold  Durham  all 
right,  and  ithe  member  need  not  worry  about 
it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Those  days  are  gone,  just  a 
little  nostalgia.  The  member  is  sounding  like 
Leslie  Frost.  Doug  Moffatt  is  breathing  down 
your  neck,  my  friend.  He  is  nipping  the  mean- 
ber's  heels. 

Mr.  Camithers:  No  matter  how  he  may  try, 
the  member  will  not  make  much  of  an  impact 
in  Durham.  I  will  look  after  Durham, 

Mr.  Randall:  The  hon.  member  for  Soar- 
borough  West  ds  going  to  throw  literature  to 
the  animals. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  in  Durham. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  do  not  live  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Well  I  think  you  must 
build  on  the  past,  my  hon.  friend;  I  build 
on  the  past. 

That  is  the  trouble  with  you  people,  you  do 
not  build  on  ithe  past;  you  want  to  go  ofiE  on 
all  different  tangents.  I  just  listened  to  the 
member  for  Peterborough  (Mr.  Pitman)  a  few 
minutes  ago.  A  beautiful  sermon  that  you 
could  hear  in  revival  meetings  sometime,  but 


as  far  as  practical  statements  are  concerned  it 
was  completely  lacking.  Now  I  will  go  on. 

With  the  comprehensive  legal  aid  plan 
which  has  certainly  been  of  great  benefit  to 
the  people  of  this  province,  the  enactment  of 
a  human  rights  code- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  all  the  fbimer  Prime 
Minister's  stuff. 

Mr.  Camithers:  And  do  not  forget  the  first 
extension  of  a  rapid  transit  system  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario;  and  this  is  just  the  begin- 
ning of  a  great  commuter  system  within  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  all  died  in  February.  We 
are  in  the  new  part  now,  try  to  keep  up  to 
the  present. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  will  be  there  in  a  minute. 

The  establishment  'of  a  minimum  wage 
level,  the  creation  of  a  province-wide  network 
of  more  than  100  provincial  parks. 

We  hear  our  friends  across  the  way  yelling 
about  provincial  parks  and  the  Niagara 
Escarpment.  I  want  to  tell  you,  my  dear 
friends,  that  we  have  some  very  fine  locations 
in  the  county  of  Durham  which  the  govern- 
ment has  under  consideration  and  have 
already  bought.  The  Niagara  Escarpment  is 
not  the  only  beautiful  spot  in  this  province, 
because  we  have  the  finest  piece  of  real 
estate  in  Canada  right  in  Durham  county. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  ds  that? 

Mr.  Camithers:  Take  a  trip  down  into 
those  hills  of  Durham  and  Northumberland 
and  see  where  the  ibeauty  of  this  province 

really  is. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  roUing  hills  of  Durham. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  suggest— members  know 
what  it  is,  the  hon.  member  for  Peterborough 
knows  what  it  is  like  and  he  appreciates— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  land  is  this— the  rolling 
hills  of  Dur^ham? 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  rolling  halls  of  Durham 
and  Northumberland. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  put  the  member  in 
dharge  of  them  after  this. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Renowned  in  story,  in 
history  and  in  poetry. 

An  hon.  member:  Did  tJhe  member  build 
those  hills? 
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Mr.  Camithers:  No  1  did  not  build  them, 
but  I  grew  up  among  them  and  I  am  very 
proud  that  I  did. 

We  have  bad  increased  grants  to  munic- 
ipalities, replacement  of  the  means  test 
approach  to  welfare  by  a  system  based  on 
the  needs  of  the  individual;  development  of 
slow  growth  areas  through  the  provision  of 
many  millions  of  dollars  of  grants  to  foreign 
and  domestic  industry.  I  get  tired  of  listening 
to  this  tirade  on  foreign  takeover,  because  the 
coanmunities  in  my  riding  of  DuTham  were 
built  with  American  capital.  The  town  of 
Port  Hope  itself  was  founded  on  American 
capital. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  It  was  the  mem- 
ber's leadership  candidates  who  talked  about 
that. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Just  take  that  out  and  that 
town  has  had  it 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  much  American  capital 
did  they  bring  in? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  They  brought  in  plenty  of 
American  capital.  It  was  built  on  American 
capital. 

Mr.  Randall:  It  would  be  a  graveyard  with 
lights  without  that  capital. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  member  knows  better 
than  that.  He  is  a  private  enterpriser  himself. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  they  did  not  bring  the 
money  in  here;  they  borrowed  it  from  us. 
They  certainly  did! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  for 
Durham  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  is  not  doing  a  very  good 
job. 

Mr.  Young:  Look  what  he  is  doing  with  it, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  heard  down  in  the  com- 
mittee on  Labour  about  the  rationalization 
of  industry,  the  American  industries  in  this 
country  are  closing  down  and  taking  all  their 
industries.  Well  this  is  dependent  entirely,  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  on  the  markets;  and 
the  great  market  is  in  the  United  States— 220 
million  people. 

Under  the  member's  programme  it  would 
just  be  the  same,  unless  they  are  going  to 


keep  a  lot  of  industry  going  with  no  markets. 
We  have  got  to  develop  an  export  trade,  and 
as  soon  as  Ottawa  wakes  up  we  will  get  some 
results  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  worked  10  years  ago,  but  not 
today. 

Mr.   Carruthers:  The  member  knows  how 

socialism  is  working- 
Mr.   Lewis:    It  is   an  old   voice   from   the 

past. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Would  the  member  like 
to  live  in  Mexico,  I  suppose,  with  that 
standard  of  living? 

Mr.  Le\vis:  It  is  a  sad  voice— holding  hands 
with  Leslie  Frost! 

Doug  MofFatt  is  just  in  the  member's  foot- 
steps there!  He  is  inching  ahead  of  him  with 
every  day  that  passes.  The  member  will 
never  make  it  again. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Is  that  right?  I  had  not 
noticed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  the  swan  song  for 
the  old  member  for  Durham. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  would  hate  to  tell  the 
NDP  leader  what  he  confided  in  me,  because 
I  am  a  good  friend  of  his.  Maybe  I  will  tell 
him  privately. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  share  confidences.  Put 
it  on  the  record  and  I  will  see  what  I  can 
dream  up. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  do  not  like  to  embarrass 
people. 

We  have  had  a  very  extensive  and  com- 
prehensive housing  programme  for  low- 
income  families  and  again  may  I  say  my 
riding  has  benefited  materially  and  we  have 
bad  a  very  fine  programme  of  senior  citizens' 
and  family  housing  development  in  that  com- 
munity. 

Mr.  Randall:  The  best  of  both  Americas. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  hon.  member  is  running 
that  pretty  well. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes,  we  have  senior 
citizens  and  students,  and  regardless  of  the 
criticism  levelled  by  the  opposition  this  pro- 
gramme has  resulted  in  80,000  housing  units 
being  completed  or  under  development  since 
1965,  and  housing  starts,  I  understand,  are 
up  over  70  per  cent  this  year. 
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Mr.  Young:  The  member  for  Welland  (Mr. 
Momingstar)  made  that  speech  quite  a  while 
ago.  He  is  going,  he  carmot  stand  it. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Has  he  left? 

Mr.  Young:  He  is  going,  he  cannot  stand 
it. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  We  have  done  a  great 
deal,  and  I  am  particularly  proud  of  the  fact 
that  this  government  has  done  a  great  deal 
for  the  citizens  as  far  as  housing  is  con- 
cerned; these  are  the  people  who  really 
appreciate  the  housing  programme  of  this 
government. 

Mr.  Pitman:  That  is  the  public  sector. 

Mr.  Young:  That  is  socialism  and  do  not 
forget  it. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Oh  yes,  but  these  are 
people  who  have  contributed  to  the  economy 
of  this  country  over  a  long  period  of  years— 

An  hon.  member:  We  all  have. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  —through  private  enter- 
prise, and  they  are  entitled  to  a  little  bit  of 
consideration  in  their  senior  years. 

Mr.  Young:  The  member  for  Don  Mills 
would  like  that. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  But  I  am  a  little  disturbed 
by  the  reaction  of  some  of  the  people  in  our 
family  housing  and  wonder  whether  they  do 
appreciate  what  government  is  doing  for 
them. 

Mr.  Young:  Ontario  housing  is  private 
enterprise? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  speaking 
of  the  senior  citizen  housing  I  would  like 
to  be  permitted  to  mention  the  fact  that  this 
coming  week  will  be  senior  citizens  week. 
As  you  all  know  I  have  introduced  a  bill  on 
two  occasions  in  this  House  to  establish  senior 
citizens  week  and  the  coming  week  will  see 
many  programmes  in  operation  throughout 
this  province.  The  member  for  Peterborough 
is  going  to  have  a  very  fine  programme  this 
coming  week— a  very  nice  church  service  next 
Sunday— and  this  is  true  throughout  all  our 
communities,  I  think.  It  will  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  public  the  great  contribution 
that  our  senior  citizens  have  made  to  this 
province  and  to  this  country. 

I  was  privileged  a  few  days  ago  to  present 
some  flags— the  Canadian  flag  and  the  Union 
Jack  and  a  picture  of  Her  Majesty— to  a  group 


of  senior  citizens  on  behalf  of  the  Rt.  Hon. 
John  Diefenbaker,  a  very  outstanding  Cana- 
dian, and  I  assure  you  those  people  as  senior 
citizens  share  wdth  him  the  great  concem  that 
we  all  feel  for  the  future  of  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  the  greatest  contribu- 
tion that  the  member  for  London  North 
made  was  in  the  field  of  national  unity.  We 
have  just  completed  another  Dominion- 
provincial  conference  in  Victoria  and  we  hope 
the  results  of  that  may  prove  to  be  beneficial 
based  on  that  first  conference  that  was  called 
by  the  member  for  London  North  as  Prime 
Minister  of  Ontario.  We  hope  that  finally  we 
sihall  be  able  to  bring  to  this  country  the  right 
to  govern  ourselves  without  reference  to 
Westminster. 

The  Confederation  Conference  of  Tomor- 
row in  1967— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Prime  Minister  does  not 
seem  to  have  the  same  vision  at  all,  not  the 
same  imagination  that  the  former  Prime 
Minister  had. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  We  have  had  enough  of 
that  socialist  doctrine  for  a  while. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  talking  about  the  con- 
ference in  Victoria. 

Mr.  Sargent:  If  the  hon.  member  likes 
self-government,  what  does  he  think  the  city 
of  Toronto  feels  like? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  city  of  Toronto  was 
never  better  off. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Probably  like  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Their  economy  has  been 
taken  away. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  hon.  member  knows 
better  than  that. 

But  the  conferences  that  followed  have 
stressed  Canadian  unity  and  they  have 
pointed  the  way  for  a  stronger  confederation. 
Plutarch  in  his  "Lives"  raised  the  argu- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker,  as  to  whether  the  ship  in 
which  Theseus  sailed  home  from  Crete  was 
the  same  ship  as  that  in  which  they  set  out, 
for  they  renewed  many  of  the  timbers  in  that 
ship  and  put  in  new  and  stronger  planks  in 
their  place.  Similarly,  a  comparison  can  be 
made  with  this  party  which  forms  the  gov- 
ernment of  this  province  today- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  knows  what 
happened  to  Theseus?  He  went  down  the 
drain. 
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Mr.  Carruthers:  —in  its  policy  of  seeing 
that  Ontario  endures. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Come  on  out  of  dream- 
land! 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Pretty  weak 
stuff. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  is  stronger  than  anything 
the  hon.  member  has  presented  yet.  I  do  not 
want  to  boast,  but  I  have  listened  to  him. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Where  in  Plutarch  did  the 
member  find  this? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  statesmanship,  launch- 
ed in  1943  under  the  hon.  George  Drew,  has 
over  the  years  renewed  many  planks  in  that 
platform  and  has  been  given  a  fresh  and  a 
vigorous  image.  Today  under  a  new  and 
vigorous  young  leader  (Mr.  Davis),  it  forges 
ahead  with  renewed  energy  to  new  goals. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  A  great  statement! 

Mr.  Deans:  Who  writes  that  stuff? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Barnacles  and  seaweed. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  Whoever  writes  that  stuff  will 
go  down  in  history. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  member  knows  who 
writes  that  stuff?  I  am  just  quoting  that  from 
history. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  have  the  happy  privilege  of 
representing  the  people  and  serving  the 
people  of  Durham  county,  and  in  spite  of 
what  the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West 
says  I  vvill  be  continuing  to  serve  the  people 
of  Durham  county,  I  think,  for  a  few  years 
ahead. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  will  see  about  that. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  But  1  am  not  boasting 
about  that— 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Pride 
goeth  before  a  fall! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  No;  it  is  not  pride.  It  is 
the  fact  that  I  have  tried  and  endeavoured  to 
give  the  ibest  service,  and  1  think  the  people 
of  Durham  aj^preciate  that. 

Mr.  Good:  Pride  goeth  before  a  fall. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Physician  heal  thyself. 

Mr.  Deans:  Come  on;  this  place  is  dead. 


Mr.  Carruthers:  That  county  forms  a  very 
historic  and  integral  part  of  the  united  coun- 
ties of  Northumberland  and  Durham.  I  say 
these  counties  are  unique  and  that  they 
present  an  example  of  one  of  the  best 
balanced  economies  in  the  province- 
Mr.  Deans:  Delicately  balanced. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  A  rural-urban  area,  com- 
prising some  1,363  square  miles,  it  has  enjoyetl 
a  well-balanced  economy  over  the  years  and 
with  orderly  development  the  area  can  and 
should  prove  to  be  one  of  the  best  in  the 
province. 

There  has  been  considerable  concern  in  the 
united  counties,  and  particularly  in  the  county 
of  Dunham,  over  the  development  as  far  as 
regional  government  is  concerned.  We  all 
realize,  we  all  appreciate,  the  fact,  I  think, 
that  we  must  look  forward  to  municijxU 
reform.  There  is  concern  in  those  united 
counties,  because  over  the  years  in  the  munic- 
ipalities there  has  been  a  great  co-operative 
feeling.  They  have  enjoyed  a  good  financial 
existence.  There  was  the  fear  that  they  were 
going  to  he  swallowed  up  and  that  regional 
government  was  going  to  be  imposed  upon 
them. 

We  all  know  that  the  OAPAD  study  is 
dead  at  the  present  time,  or  has  been  delayed. 
As  I  said  before,  we  all  appreciate  the  fact 
that  we  must  have  reform  in  municipal  gov- 
ernment. In  my  OAvn  opinion,  it  must  come 
through  an  evolvement  of  municipal  adminis- 
tration. We  have  many  municipalities  in  which 
I  think  our  people  are  ready  for  this.  We 
have  many  municipalities,  not  only  in  Durham 
and  Northumberland,  but  in  the  other  coun- 
ties as  well,  where  a  consolidation  and 
amalgamation  could  take  place,  and,  through 
co-operation  even,  a  great  deal  could  be  done 
without  the  necessity  of  regional  government 
itself.  We  have  a  very  fine  system  of  county 
roads,  in  addition  to  our  highway  systems. 
Each  municipality,  as  I  said  before,  is  in  a 
good  financial  position.  Frankly,  I  hesitate 
to- 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  slowed  him  down. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  feel  that  the  time  is  not 
right  yet  for  regional  government  in  that  area, 
and  i>articularly  without  the  consent  and  the 
consensus  of  opinion  of  the  people  of  those 
areas,  because  in  regional  government,  part  of 
the  county  would  be  thrown  into  the  Oshawa 
centre,  part  into  Peterborough,  and  Northmn- 
berland  into  Belleville.  You  can  appreciate 
the  fact  that  half  the  municipalities  have  lived 
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together    and    worked    together    over    many 
years— 

Mr.  Sargent:  So  the  member  is  against 
regional  government  now? 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  aan  not  against  regional 
government,  'but— 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  certainly  is! 

Mr.  Camithers:  But  I  think  it  should  evolve. 
I  think  it  should  evolve  through  consolida- 
tion and  amalgamation,  because  you  must 
agree  that  many  municipalities  are  too  small 
at  this  time  to  provide  the  services  the  people 
require.  I  think  the  people  are  prepared  to 
accept  the  evolvement,  but  they  are  not  ready 
to  have  a  complete  regional  government. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Hear,  hear.  That  is  for  the 
record  in  Hansard.  Get  that! 

Mr.  Camithers:  We  must  wait  and  see  how 
other  regional  governments  perform. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  hear  a  great  deal  today 
about  inflation  and  the  unemployment  situa- 
tion. It  is  a  matter  of  concern  in  my  own 
area,  although  I  think  we  have  one  of  the 
lowest  rates  of  welfare  anywhere  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  On'tario.  But  just  as  inflation  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  problem  of  unemploy- 
ment, I  would  say  so  is  the  politically  popular 
topic  of  economic  nationalism. 

Unfortunately,  the  issue  of  economic  nation- 
alism has  become  coloured  by  hysterical 
emotionalism  and  we  have  heard  a  lot  of  it. 
Too  many  people  want  to  toss  foreign  invest- 
ments in  the  waste  paper  basket,  and  our 
friends  over  there  appear  to  be  prepared  to 
do  this  at  the  sacrifice  of  jobs. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  do  not  invest  money 
here. 

Mr.  Pitman:  They  take  it  out. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  Americans  do  not. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Oh  now! 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  just  borrow  it  from  us 
and  take  over  our  economy. 

Mr.  Pitman:  It  is  outflow. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  want  the  member  to 
explain  that  to  me  later. 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  would  be  glad  to.  There 
is  outflow. 

Mr.  Camithers:  We  must  also  consider 
how  this  money  helps  fatten  our  pocketbooks 


and  helps  provide  jobs.  Frankly,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  find  it  very  difficult  to  reconcile  the  opposi- 
tion's "hearts  and  flowers"  concern  over 
unemployment  with,  what  one  might  say, 
featherbrained  economic  nationalism  schemes. 
And  I  am  astounded  at  the  NDP,  particularly 
■this  kindergarten  theory  that  foreign  invest- 
ment is  creating  unemployment  rather  than 
jobs. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Well  it  is  true. 

Mr.  Camithers:  That  is  what  I  read  here. 
That  is  just  ridiculous. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  We 
think  the  member  is  in  the  kindergarten 
category. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Get  facts! 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  have  facts. 

Mr.  Pitman:  He  does  not!  It  is  an  outflow 
of  capital  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Camithers:  But  there  is  a  great  inflow 
of  capital  into  this  country  and  there  is 
continually— 

Mr.  Pitman:  No,  no!  There  is  not. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Well,  come  down  to  my 
area  and  find  out. 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  carmot  do  it  on  an  indivi- 
dual basis. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  tell  the  member  there  is 
a  good  example  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  More  influence  from  Ottawa 
than  Queen's  Park. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  is  a  good  example. 
However,  it  seems  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West,  and  his  followers  over 
there,  have  been  studying  different  textbooks 
over  the  past  few  months,  because  they  just 
do  not  agree.  That  was  shown  at  the  last 
convention  in  Ottawa.  It  was  shown  here  at 
their  convention.  It  was  only  last  October  that 
the  grassroots  followers  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  approved  nationalization  of  all 
energy  resources  at  their  convention. 

"Mr.  K.  C.  Bolton  (Middlesex  South): 
Nonsense!  Absolute  bflge! 

Mr.  Camithers:  That  was  the  policy.  But 
their  new  policy,  changed  by  the  new  leader, 
the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West- 
Mr.    Young:    Why   does    the   member   not 
read? 
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Mr.  Camithers:  —and  the  executive  mem- 
bers of  the  council. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  No  we  do  not. 
We  have  already  been  on  course. 

Mr.  Camithers:  While  the  policy  is  only 
to  nationalize  all  facets  of  the  natural  gas 
industry,  including  pipelines  and  distribution 
companies  such  as  Consumers*  Gas  and  Union 
Gas,  the  hon.  member  said  that  the  party 
would  also  place  in  public  ownership  any 
future  development  of  oil  in  the  province, 
as  well  as  the  uranium  industry. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  the  hon.  member  trying  to 
be  provocative  in  his  final  speech  in  this 
House?  The  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  West 
did  it  nicely. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Yes,  I  admit  I  think  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  West  was  nice 
in  the  House. 

When  the  leader  of  the  NDP  was  asked 
whether  his  economic  nationalism  policies 
would  drive  new  capital  from  Ontario,  he 
blithely  replied:  "That  is  not  our  purpose. 
That  is  not  our  purpose  and  I  do  not  see 
the  risk.  I  do  not  see  the  risk."  And  when  he 
was  asked  what  reaction  he  was  expecting  in 
the  corporate  community  he  just  as  non- 
chalantly said,  "I  do  not  know.  I  do  not 
know." 

Now  let  us  look  at  how  our  socialist  friends 
are  dealing  with  this  critical  issue  of  un- 
employment. No  doubt  they  find  it  almost 
impossible  and  most  embarrassing  to  bear  the 
same  label  as  their  friends  in  Ottawa,  who 
seem  to  feel  that  inflation  has  miraculously 
disappeared  and  that  unemployment  does  not 
matter. 

That  applies  to  all  my  friends  across  the 
way.  They  are  also  trying  to  play  both  sides 
of  the  fence  regarding  foreign  investment  by 
calling  for  at  least  50  per  cent- 
Mr.  Sargent:  What  does  the  member  mean 
when  he  says  it  does  not  matter? 

Mr.  Camithers:  —Canadian  ownership  of 
all  industry  in  major  sectors  of  the  economy. 
However,  how  this  would  be  done,  and  how 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  (Mr. 
Nixon)  plans  to  deal  with  the  ramifications  of 
such  a  policy  is  a  mystery  to  me,  as  it  must 
be  to  all  the  people  of  this  province,  perhaps 
because  he  does  not  know  himself.  I  do 
not  know  how  he  intends  to  do  it. 

While  international,  not  just  American  in- 
vestment   has   helped    build   Ontario    into   a 


place  to  stand  and  a  place  to  grow,  this  gov- 
ernment has  also  put  a  great  deal  of  effort 
into  making  it  into  a  province  of  opportunity. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  people  of  Brantford  under- 
stood. 

Mr.  Camithers:  And  it  is  a  province  of 
opportunity. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  No,  but  the  people  of  Brantford 
understood. 

An  hon.  member:  Right  ! 

Mr.  Camithers:  Yes,  why  do  all  the  people 
flock  into  this  province? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  people  of  Brantford  under- 
stood. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Yes. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  What  happened  there?  Who 
won  that  election? 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  member  may  boast  a 
little  bit  now,  but  just  wait  my  friend. 

An  hon.  member:  That  was  federal.  That 
was  a  federal  by-election. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Watch  Moffatt  there!  He 
might  be  right  behind  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  member  can  fool  some 
of  the  people  some  of  the  time,  but  he  oaimot 
fool  all  the  people  all  the  time. 

An  hon.  member:  Who  said  that? 

Another  hon.  member:  They  try. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  member  is  about  to  find 
that  out. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  member  will  find  out. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  How  many  elm  trees  did  the 
member  cut  dov^Ti  this  winter? 

Mr.  Camithers:  How  many  ehn  trees  have 
I  cut  down?  Well  we  have  done  a  good  job 
in  my  riding.  There  were  a  lot  of  elm  trees 
there,  too.  We  have  a  lot  of  elm  trees.  In 
fact  I  have  not  had  to  cut  any  down  because— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  must  be  quite  an  unem- 
ployment programme  the  member  has  that 
goes  that  far. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  have  an  elm  tree  right 
on  my  ovm  lawm  which  is  still  living,  you 
know. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Because  it  is  on  the  member's 
lawn? 
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Mr.  Camithers:  Yes,  it  is  on  my  property 
and  I  inspired  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Good  for  the  member.  That  is 
what  I  thought. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  While  international,  not 
just  American  investment  has  helped  build 
Ontario,  our  gross  provincial  product,  for 
example,  grew  from  $17  billion  in  1963  to  an 
expected  $37.6  billion  this  year.  You  certainly 
must  appreciate  the  fact  that  that  is  progress, 
and  it  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  people  flock 
into  this  province. 

I  can  just  imagine  what  would  happen— 

Mr.  Pilkey:  It  is  one  of  the  reasons  they 
are  going  to  flock  out. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  —with  an  NDP  govern- 
ment we  would  see  the  people  flocking  out 
of  this  province  just  as  they  have  flocked  out 
of  every  socialist  country. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Look  what  happened  in 
Saskatchewan? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Get  the  facts  now!  What 
happened  in  Saskatchewan? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes,  and  it  has  started  to 
take  place  in  Manitoba. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Tell  us  what  happened  in 
Saskatchewan? 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  member  knows  what 
happened.  They  got  into  industry  in  a  big 
way.  They  got  into  industry  in  a  big  way, 
did  they  not,  under  Tommy  Douglas? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  There  was  a  mass  exodus- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Oh  no;  the  member  knows 
what  the  socialists  did  to  Saskatchewan. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Who  won  the  last  by-election 
in  Manitoba? 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  people  left  and  the 
economy  died. 

Mr.  Bolton:  Do  not  disturb  the  member 
with  the  facts. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  There  is  a  lot  less  unemploy- 
ment in  Manitoba  than  there  is  in  Ontario. 


Mr.  Camithers:  That  is  more  of  the  mem- 
ber's wild  theories. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  These  things  are  not  natural. 
They  are  man-made. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  gross  provincial 
product  has  more  than  doubled. 

Mr.  Deans:  Never  mind.  It  is  a  good  speech 
whoever  wrote  it. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  We  have  more  than 
doubled  the  gross  provincial  product  in  those 
eight  years. 

An  hon.  member:  In  Ontario? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  In  Ontario,  right!  In  On- 
tario! 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  the  member  going  to  mail 
that  speech  out  to  his  constituents? 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  do  not  need  to.  I  have 
told  them  this  many  times  before. 

Mr.  Young:  And  now  finally! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  efforts  of  government 
and  industry  have  helped  Ontario  develop  an 
image  of  prosperity  and  prestige.  Certainly 
they  have.  And  we  have  exploited  this  image 
in  selling  everything  from  aircraft  to  zippers- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  I  will  say  they  exploited  it. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Is  the  mem- 
ber going  to  cover  the  flag?  I  have  been 
waiting  for  the  flag. 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  member  was  not  here 
when  I  spoke  about  the  flag.  I  spoke  about 
the  flag.  I  spoke  about  the  flag  a  few  minutes 
ago. 

Interjections  by  the  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  apologize. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  spoke  about  presenting 
the  beautiful  Canadian  flag  and  the  beautiful 
Union  Jack  and  I  hope  I  am  not  misquoted 
this  time. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  cannot  hear  the  member 
but  it  is  just  the  same  old  socialist  doctrine, 
I  suppose. 


Mr.  Carruthers:  That  is  natural,  is  it  not?  Mr.  Young:  What  is  a  socialist? 


Mr.  Pilkey:  That  is  not  natural.   It  has  a 
good  government. 


Mr.  Pilkey:  Yes,  would  the  member  explain 
that? 


2918 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Interjections  by  ihon.  memibers. 

Mr.  Camithers:  There  are  many  different 
definitions.  None  of  them,  of  course- 
Interjections  by  'hon.  memibers. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  was  speaking  about 
zippers,  and  as  I  say  again  I  think  hon.  mem- 
bers opposite  Sihould  lay  in  a  supply. 

Interjections  'by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  order! 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  value  of  investment  in 
new  plants  and  expansion  which  The  Depart- 
ment of  Trade  and  Developwnent  has  assisted 
in  bringing  into  Ontario  since  1965  is  over 
$2.5  billion— ^and  that  is  not  peanuts.  That  has 
created  over  94,000  jobs  as  my  hon.  friend 
from  Oshawa  knows,  and  some  of  it  in  the  big 
automobile  city  of  Oshawa. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Those  are  the  figures  of  the 
member  for  Don  Mills  are  they  not? 

Mr.  Camithers:  No,  I  did  not  get  these 
figures  from  the  member  for  Don  Mills.  The 
more  than  $50  million  the  Ontario  Develop- 
ment Corporation  has  given  out  in  EIO  and 
time  loans  is  creating  tens  of  tiiousands  of 
new  jobs.  Here  again  this  is  reflected  to  a 
major  degree  in  my  own  riding.  I  do  not  take 
any  credit  for  this,  but  it  has  provided  very 
useful  employment  for  hundreds  of  people 
in  the  county  of  Durham  and  in  the  county  of 
Nor  thmnberl  and . 

We  see  those  towns  prosper.  As  I  said 
before  we  have  one  of  the  lowest  welfare 
rates  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  because  I 
think  we  have  not  only  a  very  fine  country, 
but  we  have  a  very  enterprising,  stable  people 
in  the  united  counties  of  Northmnberland  and 
Dunham. 

Mr.  Deans:  Very  fine  people. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Yes,  very  fine  people. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Grants  to  bring  in  big  com- 
panies is  welfare  to  them. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  do  not  know  w^hat  this  is 
going  to  read  like  in  Hansard.  It  is  policies 
like  these  \Vhioh  encourage  private  enterprise. 

Mr.  Deans:  At  public  expense! 

Mr.  Camithers:  Oh  no! 

My  own  community,  as  I  said  before,  is 
built  on  private  enterprise;  they  are  great 
believers  in  private  enterprise.  Go  back  into 


the  north  end  of  my  riding  and  start  talking 
socialist  doctrine  and  see  how  far  one  gets. 

Mr.  Young:  They  do  not  like  public  schools 
down  there.  They  do  not  like  highways.  They 
do  not  like  churches.  They  do  not  like  any- 
thing socialistic. 

Mr.  Camithers:  They  are  great  churchgoers, 
is  that  part  of  the  socialisit  doctrine? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Nobody  built  them  under 
private  enterprise. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  They  like  to  be  indi- 
vidualists, that  is  Avhy. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  These  have  strengthened 
our  economy  and  provided  many  new  jobs. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  are  all  dreaimers  down 
there. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  hope  the  member's  com- 
muni'ty  is  just  as  fine  a  community  as  mine. 
If  it  is  he  is  living  in  one  of  the  finest  parts 
of  Ontario  as  well.  They  tell  me  it  is  very  nice 
country;  very  much  like  my  own  with  apple 
orchards  and  a  great  variety  of  hfe— 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  for  Durham 
would  enjoy  visiting  there;  it  as  good  and 
dry. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  from  the  lack  of  trying  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Why  does  he  not  build 
a  hotel  there? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  member  is  doing  his 
best  to  change  that,  I  understand. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Without  too  much  success 
though. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Well  the  strengthening  of 
our  econiomy  is  through  private  enterprise, 
which  is  natural  in  all  of  us. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  A  little  EIO  loan  here  and 
there. 

Mr.  Camithers:  We  are  all  private  enter- 
prisers. Even  the  members  opposite  are  private 
enterprisers.  They  just  cannot  get  away  from 
it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  is  in  the  privacy  of  our 
hearts. 

Mr.  Young:  It  is  in  the  proper  place. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Whidh  are  made  of 
stone. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  is  inherent  in  all  of  you. 
And  that  is  what  this  country  was  built  on. 
We  only  have  to  look  at  what  is  happening 
in  the  socialist  coimtries  around  the  world. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Whidh  one? 

Mr.  Young:  Sweden,  for  example? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Well,  let  us  taike  Sweden. 
It  as  on  the  downgrade. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  You  would  not  trade  the 
standard  of  living  that  you  have  in  this  prov- 
ince with  any  country  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  hon.  member  for 
Durham  would  address  the  members  of  the 
House  through  the  Ohair  we  might  possibly 
get  through  his  address. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker,  1 
will  endeavour  to  adhere  to  your  wishes. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  You  will  not  be  around  to 
do  that  when  you  listen  to  that  kind  of 
doctrine. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  That  is  one  of  the  ex- 
amples, and  if  other  socialist  countries  are 
any  indication,  well  our  friends  across  the 
way  would  follow  that  example  and  destroy 
that  natural  urge  to  desire  to  do  something 
for  yourself,  which  we  as  free  enterprisers 
enjoy. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Would  the  member  explain 
that  $50  million  forgiveable  loan?  What  kind 
of  initiative  is  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Carruthers:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.    Pilkey:    That    will    really    give    him 
initiative  all  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Dur- 
ham invites  the  kind  of  reaction  that  he 
receives  but  I  would  ask  the  members  to 
give  him  the  courtesy  of  hearing  his  speech. 


Mr.  Carruthers:  We  already  have,  as  an 
example,  the  Soviet  Union's  economic  par- 
ochialism. They  said  they  would  even  create 
an  effective  car  industry,  and  they  had  to 
invite  Ford  and  Chev  to  create  it  for  them. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Where 
did  the  member  spend  this  $50  million? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  member  is  curious  too? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  would  ask  the  hon.  mem- 
ber not  to  embarrass  me. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  does  he  know?  He  did  not 
write  the  speech. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Fifty  million  dollars  in  one 
riding. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Members  are  not  allowed  to 
heckle  from  the  back  row. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  less  than 
25  years,  and  using  democratic  capitalistic 
principles,  Japan  has  moved  from  a  feudal 
economy  to  become  one  of  the  world's  lead- 
ing industrial  countries- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  What  about  Germany? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  —with  an  outstanding 
growth  rate.  Germany  as  well.  Free  enter- 
prise! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Socialist  government! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  So  as  you  can  see,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  the  capitalistic  system's  superior 
capacity  for  economic  progress  that  has  put 
us  light  years,  and  I  say  light  years,  ahead  of 
the  socialists  in  any  country. 

Nevertheless,  although  this  government  be- 
lieves in  maintaining  a  healthy  climate  for 
foreign  as  well  as  Canadian  investors  as 
essential  to  our  economy,  it  also  recognizes 
investment  should  be  encouraged,  and  steps 
have  been  taken  by  this  province,  even  in 
the  last  few  days,  to  encourage  Canadian 
investment.  Preference  will  now  be  given 
to  Canadian-owned  business  seeking  grants 
and  loans  under  the  various  inceptive  pro- 
grammes, and  this  province  is— 


Mr.  Sargent:  Makes  a  good  speech  though.  Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Pilkey:  Go  ahead,  I  will  not  say  any 
more. 


Mr.     Carruthers:    Now    if    the    member's 
friends  in  Ottawa  would  do  so^  we  might  be 
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able  to  maintain  a  larger  percentage  of  Cana- 
dian economy.  Now  in  addition,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  debenture  capital  fund  would  be  estab- 
lished to  assist  in  the  financing  of  small 
businesses  which  have  exceptional  potential 
and  which  involve  greater  risks  than  are 
acceptable  on  conventional  loans. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  how  many  loans  has  this 
government  made? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Additional  assistance  vvdll 
be  provided  to  small  businesses  to  develop 
technology  in  products.  Increased  emphasis 
will  be  placed  on  helping  industry  in  such 
areas  as  environmental  services,  transporta- 
tion and  data  processing.  Furthermore,  Mi. 
Speaker,  the  government  will  convene  the 
conference  on  foreign  investment  which  will 
be  taking  place  within  the  next  few  weeks. 
The  conference  will,  no  doubt  purely  and 
unemotionally,  study  the  effects  of  participa- 
tion in  our  economy  by  international  investors, 
so  that  solutions  do  not  race  ahead  of 
adequate  and  imemotional  analysis. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  number  of  occasions 
our  friends  in  Ottawa  have  indicated  that 
inflation  is  now  under  control.  Then  the  next 
week  we  find  it  has  reared  its  ugly  head  again 
and  the  government  in  Ottawa  is  forced  to 
correct  its  statements;  it  is  only  supposedly 
imder  control. 

After  an  18  months'  fight  it  still  remains  a 
very  stark  possibility  in  this  country  of  ours. 
During  those  18  months  it  has  always  been 
a  stark  possibility  lying  in  wait,  to  raise  its 
ugly  head  onoe  the  government  has  eased  its 
restrictions. 

Mr.  Trudeau  and  the  Liberal  government 
at  Ottawa  are  faced  with  making  new 
decisions.  As  the  Prime  Minister  indicated  in 
a  speech  at  Niagara  Falls  a  few  weeks  ago 
it  would  appear,  according  to  Mr.  Trudeau, 
that  we  are  going  to  resort  in  the  long  run  to 
price  and  wage  controls. 

Although  a  major  degree  of  responsibility 
for  the  present  unemployment  must  rest  on 
the  doorstep  of  Ottawa,  there  are  many  other 
factors,  Mr.  Speaker,  which  have  had  an 
important  bearing  on  the  unemployment 
situation.  I  think  we  are  all  involved.  An 
analysis  of  the  problem  reveals  that  many 
changes  in  government  policy,  social  changes 
and  external  factors  have  played  an  important 
role  in  bringing  about  the  distressing  un- 
employment conditions  of  today. 

First  of  all  the  action  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment in  deliberately   creating   unemploy- 


ment in  order  to  stop  inflation  certainly  was 
the  major  factor. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Poppycock! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  They  admit  it  themselves, 
do  they  not? 

Mr.  Ruston:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member,  not  being 
in  his  own  seat,  will  refrain  from  any  com- 
ment. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  was  a  foregone  conclu- 
sion from  the  stort  that  the  policy  was  wrong. 
I  think  we  all  would  recognize  that  it  could 
not  succeed,  and  time  has  proved  this  to  be 
correct.  Now  after  months  of  hardship  faced 
by  unemployed,  increased  costs  to  munic- 
ipalities and  a  staggering  reduction  in  pro- 
duction, the  go\'emment  at  Ottawa  finds  itself 
rig'ht  back  wfheie  it  started  and  faced  with 
making  new  decisions. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  member  for  London  North 
was— 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  recent  rise  in  the  cost 
of  living  in  the  past  few  days  indicates  the 
problem  that  faces  all  of  us. 

The  fallacy  of  voluntary  guidelines  iaatio- 
duced  by  the  government  ds  certainly  now 
recognized.  When  it  was  opposed  by  both 
labour  and  management  the  government  re- 
fused to  recognize  the  dangers  that  faced 
them,  althoug'h  it  should  be  clear  to  them  that 
it  was  unworkable. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville); 
How  about  this  government's  five  per  cent 
civil  service  guideline? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  cost  of 
government  is  another  major  factor.  It  is  a 
cost  which  has  to  be  supported  by  a  heavy 
tax  iburden,  and  I  think  this  is  a  situation 
that  we  have  got  ourselves  in,  and  our  socialist 
friends  would  like  to  get  us  in  deeper,  because 
government  is  an  expensive- 
Mr.  Deans:  That  is  nonsense;  utter  non- 
sense! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  In  the  member's  mind 
maybe,  ibut  not  in  the  minds  and  hearts  of  the 
people. 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  plain  simple  nonsense. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Well  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
latest  research  indicates  that  32.5  per  cent  of 
the  gross  national  product  in  Canada  is 
accounted   for  by   government   expenditure— 
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32.5  per  cent  of  our  gross  national  product  is 
accounted  for  by  government  expenditure- 
Mr.    B.    Newman:    Tliat   is   the   member's 
figure. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  —which  may  be  oamx>ared 
to  30  per  cent  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Nothing  close  to  reality 
though. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Oh  yes  it  is. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  is  around  26  per  cent. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  This  withdrawal  of  capital 
from  the  private  field— <and  I  eonphasize  this 
fact^this  withdrawal  results  in  a  direct  decline 
in  the  productive  capacity  of  private  enter- 
prise. The  backbone  of  the  country,  w'hioh  is 
private  enterprise,  is  carrying  the  burden,  a 
very  large  burden- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  really  believes 
that,  I  think. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes.  The  productive  middle 
class  of  this  country  is  carrying  a  very  heavy 
tax  burden. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  certainly  are,  the  member 
is  right,  ihe  is  absolutely  right. 

Mr.  Young:  They  ihave  been  tired  of  carry- 
ing more  than  their  fair  share  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  middle  class  group  of 
this  country  is  carrying  too  heavy  a  burden 
of  taxation  already  and  the  indications  are 
that  a  greater  burden  is  going  to  be  placed 
upon  them. 

I  Mr.  Deans:  What  about  the  poor?  They  are 

carrying  a  pretty  heavy  burden  too. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  The  only  people  who  get 
away  with  it  are  the  member's  friends. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  And  we  are  doing  every- 
thing we  possibly  can  to  encourage— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  govemanent  t^es  money 
from  the  poor  and  gives  it  to  the  corpora- 
tions. It  is  a  good  policy.  It  is  about  $50 
million.  Where  does  the  memfcer  think  diey 
got  it? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Mr.  Speaker,  back  again  in 
that  wonderland  of  socialist  schemes. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  This  government  is  looking 
after  the  mining  companies  well. 


Mr.  Carruthers:  The  xapidly  growing  labour 
force,  particularly  in  thiose  parts  of  Ontario 
where  there  are  limited  job  opportunities,  has 
increased  the  jobless  ranks  significantly;  and 
we  have  one  of  the  largest  growing  labour 
forces  in  Canada,  in  fact  on  the  North  Ameri- 
can continent. 

It  should  be  noted  tfcat  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  the  number  of  employed  men  in 
January,  1971,  was  35,000  lower  than  in 
December  of  the  previous  year;  and  we  had 
the  same  record  announced  yesterday,  that  we 
still  have  a  lower  niunber  of  people  employed 
than  we  had  in  May  of  last  year. 

It  is  significant,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  note  that 
the  number  of  employed  women  rose  by 
9,000  in  the  same  period,  and  I  am  sure  the 
member  for  Hamilton  West  would  be  glad 
to  know  this. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  she  were  here.  Why  does  the 
member  not  let  her  read  it? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  One  wonders  what  the 
future  holds  with  respect  to  employment  for 
the  heads  of  families,  when  the  number  of 
employed  women  rose  by  9,000  and  in  that 
same  period  the  number  of  employed  men 
dropped  by  35,000.  That  is  rather  significant 
is  it  not?  Rather  significant! 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  member  explain 
what  he  means?  The  number  of  employed 
men  dropped  by  35,000?  You  mean  unem- 
ployed surely?  You  have  said  it  five  times. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  am  sorry.  The  nmnber 
of  employable  men. 

Mr.  Deans:  Ah,  now  we  are  getting  some- 
where. The  member  should  write  his  own 
speeches. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  It  is  particularly  disturbing 
to  note  that  the  greatest  reduction  in  employ- 
ment is  occurring  in  younger  age  groups. 

Mr.  Deans:  Run  through  it  again. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  will  run  through  it  again. 

I    said    the    number    of    employed    men    in 

January- 
Interjections  by  ihon.  members. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  should  not  have  paid 
any  attention  to  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  Let  us  start  over  again.  This 
does  not  make  any  sense. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Yes  it  does.  Does  the 
member  want  me  to  go  over  it  again? 
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Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  Go  over  it  again  please. 
Start  back  about  seven  pages,  okay? 

Mr.  Camithers:  The  number  of  employed 
men  in  January,  1971— that  is  the  number  of 
men  employed,  you  understand  that— that  is 
35,000  less  than  in  December  of  the  previous 
year.  And  the  number  of  women  employed 
rose  by  9,000  in  the  same  period. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  very  bad! 

Mr.  Camithers:  As  I  said  before,  one 
wonders  what  the  future  holds! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Despite  the  employment— 
if    we    still    regard    ourselves    as    heads    of 
families,  one  wonders- 
Mr.  Deans:  The  member  has  only  got  14 
minutes. 

Mr.  Camithers:  As  I  say,  it  is  particularly 
disturbing  that  the  greatest  reduction  in  em- 
ployment is  occurring  in  the  under-age 
groups— 14,000  among  the  14  and  19-year- 
olds,  and  11,000  among  the  20  to  24-year- 
olds,  as  shown  by  the  January,  1971,  records 
for  a  monthly  period. 

Mr.  Deans:  Tell  us  about  the  government's 
programme  to  compensate  for  this! 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  am  just  coming  to  that. 
Mr.  Deans:  Oh,  good.  I  can  hardly  wait. 
An  hon.  member:  Fourteen  minutes. 
Mr.  Carruthers:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Good:  The  note  says:  "If  you  quit,  we 
will  adjourn." 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Huston:  The  speech  is  not  very  good. 
The  member  might  as  well  quit. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  The  lack  of  productivity 
is  due  to  a  number  of  causes.  We  live  next 
door  to  a  country- 
Mr.  Deans:  Never  mind.  We  do  not  under- 
stand it  either,  so  do  not  feel  badly  about 
it. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  doing 
the  best  I  can.  I  realize  that  I  have  certain 
handicaps,  among  them  that  group  across  the 
way. 


Mr.  Deans:  Listen,  with  handicaps  like  us 
how  can  the  member  succeed?  I  agree. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Keep  it  up!  The  member 
for  Durham  is  doing  fine. 

Mr.  Camithers:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  lack  of 
productivity  is  due  to  a  number  of  causes.  We 
live  next  door  to  a  country  with  the  highest 
standard  of  living  in  the  world,  and  we,  as 
Canadians,  want  the  same  standard,  in  spite 
of  what  our  socialist  friends  would  like  to  do 
to  us. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  does  the  member  keep 
adding  that? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Unfortunately  in  order  to 
obtain  that  standard,  we  must  produce  at 
competitive  costs  and  we  must  be  able  to  do 
that.  I  am  afraid  this  is  one  of  our  problems 
with  the  foreign  market,  for  example,  in 
motor  cars.  The  foreign  manufacturers  are 
encroaching  on  the  market  in  this  country  to 
what?— 25  per  cent  now  in  the  motor  car 
industry.  It  certainly  gives  us  something  to 
be  concerned  about.  Are  we  really  pricing 
ourselves  out  of  the  market? 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  not  the  fault  of  the  worker 
though.  The  worker  in  Canada  is  as  produc- 
tive as  or  more  productive  than  his  counter- 
part in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Camithers:  I  did  not  say  it  was— 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  is  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  just  said  the  lack  of  pro- 
ductivity is  due  to  a  number  of  causes,  and 
maybe  one  of  them  is  that. 

Our  failure  to  maintain  a  cami>etitive  posi- 
tion has  resulted  in  increased  imports  and  a 
resulting  reduction  in  employment.  Our  failure 
to  compete  dn  the  markets  of  the  world  and 
at  home  is  a  major  contributing  factor  to  the 
uneanployment  situation. 

I  understand  the  steel  company  on  the  west 
coast  is  about  to  shut  down  because  it  cannot 
compete  with  its  Japanese  competitor.  This 
is  happening  every  day. 

I  was  listening  last  night  to  the  news  and 
what  do  they  say?  Some  400  industries  in  this 
province— they  may  be  large  or  small— indi- 
cated they  had  given  notice  they  may  be 
closing  down.  Now  that  as  a  pretty  bleak 
future  for  a  province  and  a  country  where 
the  natural  resources  have  hardly  been 
scratched. 

Mr.  Deans:  Wha:t  does  the  member  recom- 
mend then? 
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Mr.  Carruthers:  I  ain  coming  to  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  Cotild  the  member  come  to  it 
soon  because  we  are  aknost  at  10:30? 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  think  I  can  make  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  our  failure  to  compete  in  the 
markets  in  the  world  and  at  home  is  a  major 
contributing  factor  to  the  unemployment  situa- 
tion. Total  Canadian  imports  in  1970  were 
about  $14  billion.  Over  60  per  cent  of  those 
imports,  or  nearly  $9  billion,  were  end 
products  which  required  very  little  or  no 
finishing.  Ten  years  ago  this  figure  was  50 
per  cent,  and  w'hat  is  particularly  disturbing, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  about  40  per  cent  of  these 
end  products  imported  are  motor  vehicles, 
their  parts  and  their  engines.  The  effect  on 
an  industry  wthich  is  one  of  the  greatest 
employers  of  both  skilled  and  non-skilled 
labour  is  very  serious  and  my  friend  from 
Oshawa,  if  he  were  present,  would  recognize 
this  fact. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  leads  to  another  aspect  of 
the  unemployment  situation— Canada's  posi- 
tion as  a  trading  nation.  This  country  is  com- 
mitted to  a  policy  of  free  world  trade,  which 
is  good  and  which  we  all  support,  but  it  must 
be  based  on  the  acceptance  by  either  nations 
that  they  -will  purchase  all  of  our  manu- 
factured products.  It  is  a  two-way  street.  The 
high  cost  of  production  in  this  country  leads 
one  to  think  that  we  are  pricing  ourselves  out 
of  the  world  market. 

Mr.  Femier:  They  are  not  manufacturing 
enough  goods  here. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  would  be  helpful  if  we 
finished  the  products  ourselves. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Siimonett  (Frontenac-Addington): 
Be  quiet.  The  member  might  learn  soimething. 
I  am  not  sure,  but  he  might. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  the  member  were  speaking  I 
would  not  learn  anything.  From  the  member 
for  Durham  I  might;  I  am  waiting. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Talking  of  the  General 
Agreement  on  Tariffs  and  Trade,  the  answer 
must  lie  in  putting  our  lown  house  in  order, 
with  a  better  understanding  between  labour 
and  management.  I  am  not  accusing  either 
one,  but  I  say  in  the  fu'ture  there  must  be  a 
better  understanding  between  management 
and  labour  as  to  the  direction  in  which  we 
are  heading  in  order  that  greater  production 
at  competitive  costs  may  be  obtained. 


The  significant  burden  of  taxation  imposed 
on  Canadian  citizens  in  order  to  provide 
costly  social  programmes  is  another  contribu- 
ting factor.  Secondary  industry,  for  example, 
provides  a  very  large  and  a  very  great  pro- 
portion of  job  opportunities,  yet  the  corpora- 
tion income  tax  in  this  country  is  at  a  52  per 
cent  level  compared  with  the  United  States, 
our  dhief  competitor,  with  a  45  per  cent  level. 
In  Japan,  which  is  making  great  inroads  into 
our  motor  car  and  electrical  markets,  the 
corporation  tax  is  from  26  to  35  per  cent. 
In  France  it  is  50  per  cent;  and  in  Italy,  49.5 
per  cent. 

It  is  little  wonder,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in 
these  countries  there  is  full  or  under-employ- 
ment— and  there  is,  full  or  under-employment. 

One  result  of  the  high  costs  of  government 
in  this  country,  supported  by  excessive  taxa- 
tion, is  sharply  increased  imemployment 
figures.  The  federal  government  announced 
just  recently  plans  to  increase  its  payroll  by 
8,000  employees,  raising  the  total  public 
service  employment  to  approximately  250,000 
people.  This  only  results  in  increased  taxation 
to  support  a  bureaucracy  which  does  little  or 
nothing  to  create  new  jobs;  and  tihis  is  just 
exactly  what  you,  my  friends,  are  trying  to  do 
—create  a  greater  bureaucracy. 

Mr.  Deans:  Who  me? 

Mr.  Ruston:  This  government  is  hiring  them 
every  day. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  member  has  the  wrong 
guy,  it  is  not  me. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  I  meant  him. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh  him! 

Mr.  Carruthers:  What  is  perhaps  more 
sinister  is  the  withdrawal  from  ithe  Ontario 
economy— and  I  say  withdrawal  from  the 
Ontario  economy— of  millions  of  dollars  to 
bolster  another  non-creative  form  of  govern- 
ment involvement.  I  refer  to  the  proposed 
broadening  of  the  unemployment  insurance 
programme  to  include  all  workers  except  those 
self-employed.  This  means  that  some  1,200,- 
000  more  Canadians— and  mostly,  again  my 
friends,  in  the  middle-class  group— will  be 
paying  premiums  up  to  $62  per  year. 

In  Ontario  alone,  and  we  always  seem  to 
bear  the  brunt  of  the  taxation  burden,  85,000 
teachers  will  contribute  and  their  emplo3'ers 
will  contribute  $48  for  each  teacher  in  this 
province.  The  result  will  be  an  approximate 
contribution  to  the  federal  coffers  of  $8.5 
million  from  that  profession  alone. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  will 
very  shortly  find  a  convenient  place  to  con- 
clude his  address  or  to  adjourn  the  debate 
or  both. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Thank  you,   Mr.  Speaker. 

The  cost  to  school  boards  alone  will  be 
serious.  The  cost  to  school  boards,  and  of 
schools  boards  too,  will  be  serious  and  could 
result  again  in  increased  taxation  to  the 
people  of  this  province. 

The  important  fact  is  that  this  withdrawal 
from  the  private  sector  of  a  very  large  sum 
of  money  that  could  be  used  directly  in  the 
creation  of  new  jobs  so  badly  needed  at  this 
time  is  very  serious. 

After  being  channelled  through  govern- 
ment bureaucracy,  the  effectiveness  of  this 
$8.5  million  is  very  largely  dissipated.  The 
need  is  for  greater  gross  capital  in  the  econ- 
omy itself,  and  for  government  participation 
in  the  free  working  of  the  economy  to  l>e 
reduced  to  a  minimum. 

Certainly  the  very  significant  loss  of  pro- 
duction through  strikes  is  another  important 
factor  in  the  unemployment  situation.  Canada 
lost  7.7  million  man-days  in  strikes  in  1970, 
a  record  high  compared  with  five  million  in 
1966  and  1968;  again  I  say  management  and 
labour  must  get  together  and  do  something 
about  this.  In  a  young  country  like  this  we 
cannot  afford  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  ask  the  hon.  member 
either  to  conclude  his  address  or  adjourn  the 
debate,  because  this  House  adjourns  at  10:30 
unless  there  is  a  previous  order  or  another 
order,  and  we  now  have  four  minutes  before 
adjournment  time. 

Mr.  Carruthers  moves  the  adjournment  of 
the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  tomor- 
row there  will  be  a  continuation  of  the  budget 
debate  speakers  who  have  indicated  a  desire 
to  take  part;  and  then  the  estimates  of  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  will  go 
before  the  House. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  the  House  adjourns,  I  want  to  ask  the 
House  leader  if  there  is  no  way  we  could 
understand,  reasonably  conclusively,  what  the 
House  business  is  going  to  be,  at  least  12 
hours  in  advance.  This  is  the  third  time  this 
week  that  we  have  had  the  same  difficulty  of 


having  a  commitment  from  the  House  leader 
of  certain  business  to  be  conducted  on  the 
following  day  only  to  have  it  changed  at  the 
last  moment. 

I  was  informed  today,  upon  asking  the 
House  leader  what  the  order  of  business  was 
to  be,  that  Municipal  Affairs  estimates  would 
not  start  until  Monday.  I  find  it  very  difficult 
to  plan  any  kind  of  a  schedule.  I  have  other 
commitments  that  I  cancelled  for  Monday  in 
order  to  be  in  the  House  for  these  estimates. 
It  is  very  difficult  to  plan  one's  other  com- 
mitments that  go  hand  in  hand  with  com- 
mitments in  this  House  unless  we  can 
understand  what  we  are  going  to  be  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  fully 
appreciate  the  difficulty  which  the  hon.  mem- 
ber experiences  and  relates  to  the  House. 
When  I  announced  the  budget  debate  would 
continue  today  after  the  conclusion  of  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Tourism  and 
Information,  my  understanding  was  that  there 
were  a  number  of  members  of  the  House 
who  wished  to  take  part. 

I  find  there  are  no  members  from  the 
opposition  party  and  there  ds  one  speaker 
from  the  New  Democratic  Party.  A  number 
took  part,  but  the  budget  debate,  after  all, 
does  come  to  an  end  and  I  do  not  think  the 
House  wants  to  sit  here  idle.  I  did  announce 
that  following  conclusion  of  those  budget 
speeches,  which  I  thought  on  the  information 
I  had  would  run  through  toimorrow,  we 
would  then  not  need  to  go  to  the  estimates 
of  Municipal  Affairs  until  Monday. 

Tomorrow  morning— actually  I  do  not 
think  the  hon.  member  needs  to  be  greatly 
concerned  because  I  think  what  will  happen 
after  the  question  period  is  that  we  will  have 
the  opening  remarks  of  the  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs  (Mr.  Bales)  and,  I  trust,  the 
reply  from  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  (Mr. 
Nixon)  or  a  spokesman  for  that  party  and 
the  New  Democratic  Party.  These  will  prob- 
ably occupy  the  morning. 

But  the  House  leader  can  only  present  to 
the  House  those  items  of  business  which  the 
House  wants  to  deal  with  and  which  are 
ready,  and  if  the  budget  speakers  are  not 
prepared  to  carry  on  the  budget  debate  the 
House  leader  cannot  conjure  up  items  other 
than  those  that  are  on  the  agenda. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:31  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  morning  as  guests  we 
have  in  the  east  gallery  students  from  Savard 
Public  School  in  Englehart  and  from  Massey 
Public  School  in  Massey  and  in  the  west 
gallery  students  from  John  G.  Althouse  School 
in  Islington  and  Bellmoore  Pubhc  School  in 
Binbrook.  Later  this  morning  we  will  have 
the  medical  English  class  from  The  Depart- 
ment of  the  Provincial  Secretary  and  Citizen- 
ship of  this  government. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South);  Did 
somebody  send  a  guest  invitation  to  the 
cabinet? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  have  thought  the 
hon.  member  would  have  addresed  us  in 
French  on  this  occasion  on  his  return  from 
the  National  Assembly. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Oh,  here 
is  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  A.  F.  Law- 
rence). Jolly  good! 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  ( Grey-Bruce) :  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  on  a  matter  of  public  importance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Unfortunately,  at  this  mo- 
ment, there  is  no  place  in  the  orders  of  the 
day  for  public  importance  matters.  If  the 
hon.  member  has  a  point  of  order  or  of  per- 
sonal privilege,  he  may  have  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  last  night  there  were  not  enough 
members  in  the  House  to  form  a  poker  game. 
We  have  come  to  the  point  where  this  govern- 
ment is  so  completely  disorganized  no  one 
knows  what  is  going  on.  There  is  no  one 
here  to  run  the  government.  Either  we  should 
abolish  the  sittings  or  they  should  shape  up 
or  ship  out,  because  we  are  getting  fed  up 
with  no  one  being  in  the  House. 

Last  night  there  were  two  members  of  the 
government  and  about  four  of  the  opposition. 
The  member  for  Durham  (Mr.  Carruthers) 
made  a  good  speech  and  no  one  was  here 
to  hear  him.  It  is  getting  pretty  sickening 
and  it  shows  how  disorganized  this  group 
is.  Something  should  be  done  about  it.  I 
call  upon  you,  Mr.   Speaker,  to  make  some 
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rulings,  so  that  the  whips  should  get  organ- 
ized and  get  this   thing  moving  properly. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria-Haliburton): 
On  the  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  last 
night,  which  the  hon.  member  is  talking 
about,  there  were  11  members  of  all  parties 
sitting  in  committee  in  concurrent  session 
with  this  House.  Yesterday  we  had  a  quorum 
call  in  this  House,  which  I  think  is  a  serious 
matter,  when  we  had  11  members  in  that 
committee  and  approximately  16  in  this 
House,  which  made  more  than  the  20,  or 
a  quorum.  I  am  wondering  if  you  will  not 
take  this  under  advisement  and  consideration, 
sir. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  attendance  in  this  House 
yesterday  was  deplorable,  and  even  if  there 
were  11  members  in  a  committee  that  does 
not  explain  where  the  other  100  members 
were,  because  at  one  time  there  were  no 
more  than  nine  members  in  this  House.  I  was 
quite  upset  about  it,  as  Mr.  Speaker  and  I 
had  intended  drawing  it  to  the  attention  of 
the  Prime  Minister  ( Mr.  Davis )  on  his  return. 

I  take  that  as  a  good  point  or  order  and 
I  certainly  have  the  matter  in  mind. 

Hon.  A,  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  can 
I  speak  to  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Point  of 
order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Just  as  a  matter  of  in- 
formation, yesterday  afternoon  the  legislation 
commdittee,  which  involves  a  number  of  mem- 
bers of  cabinet,  was  sitting  steadily  through 
until  last  evening. 

There  was  a  special  meeting  of  cabinet 
involving  all  the  ministers.  We  sat  until  mid- 
night or  later,  so  that  through  the  evening 
session  I  would  like  the  House  to  know  that 
the  ministers  were  not  idle.  They  were  very 
deeply  and  seriously  engaged  and  they  were 
available  within  the  precincts  of  this  building, 
a  few  doors  away. 
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I  just  do  not  want  the  members  to  get 
the   impression   that— 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  minister  taking 
Wednesday  off  for  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  the  mem- 
bers should  get  the  impression  that  there  was 
idleness  because  the  ministers  were  not  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  is  off  all  day 
Wednesday. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Minister,  at  4:10  yesterday  afternoon  there 
were  two  government  members  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order!   Order! 

I  agree  entirely  with  the  House  leader 
as  far  as  the  cabinet  stands.  We  all  know 
that  there  were  very  serious  conferences  this 
week  and  we  all  know  that  the  cabinet  was 
busy  last  evening.  I  do  not  refer  to  them  at 
all.  But,  after  all,  there  are  besides  that, 
another  100  members  if  we  take  10  or  12 
off  that. 

In  all  seriousness,  my  fellow  members,  I 
think  that  those  who  make  speeches  in  this 
House  on  the  budget  debate  are  entitled  to 
the  attendance  and  attention  of  a  few  more 
of  us. 

Did  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  or 
someone  have  a  point  of  order  down  there? 

Mr.   Shulman:    A  discouraged   one. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral   questions. 


FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  House  leader.  Since  I  note  in  the  press 
that  the  Premier  will  be  in  Sudbury  on 
Monday  and  Tuesday,  is  there  anyone 
presently  in  the  House  who  can  give  us 
any  up-to-date  statement  about  what  hap- 
pened in  Victoria?  I  think  that  this  is  a  mat- 
ter of  the  utmost  public  importance  and  I 
would  be  quite  prepared  to  revert  to  minis- 
terial statements,  or  handle  it  any  way,  be- 
cause I  think  we  want  to  know  what  went  on 
and  hopefully,  there  is  some  cabinet  minister 
who  can  tell  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
can  assure  the  member  for  Downsview  that 
the  Prime  Minister  will  be  making  a  state- 
ment with  respect  to  the  constitutional  con- 
ference and  I  anticipate  that  statement  will 
be  made  Monday. 


Mr.  Singer:   Monday  afternoon. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Monday  afternoon.  I 
think  the  Prime  Minister  may  not  be  in  the 
House  today  on  account  of  the  funeral  of 
Mrs.  Robarts,  the  mother  of  the  former 
Premier. 


REPORT  OF  ROYAL  COMMISSION 
ON  BOOK  PUBLISHING 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Attorney  General.  Could  the  At- 
torney General  advise  us  as  to  whether  or 
not  there  is  any  activity  in  his  department 
directed  to  some  of  the  implications  emanat- 
ing from  the  Rohmer  report? 

Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  elucidation,  we 
have  been  trying  to  ascertain  from  the  Min- 
ister of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs 
if  there  is  more  in  the  Rohmer  report  than 
meets  the  eye.  Specifically,  I  asked  yesterday 
if  there  was  any  police  investigation  going 
on  and  he  passed  that  question  to  the  Attor- 
ney General,  who  is  now  here. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Mr.  Speaker— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point 
of  order.  I  did  not  pass  the  question  to  the 
Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  the  minister  like  to  fill 
him  in  now  before  he  steps  into  the  fray? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  no.  I  said  so  far 
as  I  was  aware,  there  were  none— that  I  had 
not  completed  reading  the  material  that  I 
had,  the  background  material,  and  that  I  had 
not  consulted  with  the  Attorney  General 
about  the  matter  because  of  that. 

So  I  did  not  pass  the  question  to  him.  I 
went  on  to  say  that  even  if  the  police  were 
engaged  in  investigation  I  did  not  think  it 
would  be  in  the  public  interest  or  in  the 
interest  of  security  to  aimounce  to  the  public, 
through  this  chamber,  what  the  police  were 
doing. 

So  I  did  not  pass  on  any  question.  Let 
that  not  be  said. 

Mr.  Singer:  Subject  to  whatever  correc- 
tion, I  ask  the  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  In  answer  to  the  first 
question  whether  there  is  any  activity  in 
my  department  relating  to  the  report,  the 
second  interim  report  of  the  Rohmer  com- 
mission, the  answer  is  obviously  yes. 
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We  have  had  a  hand  in  the  preparation  of 
the  bill.  We  have  had  a  hand  in  the  opinions 
that  have  been  given  in  relation  to  the  bill 
in  the  first  instance. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  do  not  think  the  Attorney 
General  knows  what  is  going  on. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  have  the 
same  feeling  about  the  hon.  member,  too, 
so  we  are  even.  In  relation  to  the  second 
aspect  of  it,  obviously  this  is  a  matter  that 
not  be  discussed  publicly. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary question,  since  we  are  being 
asked  to  consider  legislation  emanating  from 
a  report  that  raises  several  questions  and 
since  we  have  been  trying  to  get  answers  to 
those  questions,  would  the  Attorney  General 
not  agree  that  it  is  fair  and  reasonable  that 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  be  told  what 
the  real  dimensions  of  the  problem  are? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
answer  to  that,  may  I  just  say,  first  of  all, 
obviously,  it  is  the  government's  belief  that 
such  a  bill  is  required,  otherwise,  it  would 
not  be  presented  to  the  members  of  the 
Legislature.  Obviously,  the  members  of  the 
Legislature  are  not  put  just  on  blind  faith 
to  accept  the  government's  opinion  only. 
But  the  reasons  for  the  bill  have  been  and 
will  be  discussed  further  in  this  House  by 
the  members  of  the  executive  council  whose 
responsibility  it  is  to  present  those  reasons 
for  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supplemen- 
tary, would  the  Attorney  General  think  it 
not  a  reasonable  thing  to  allow  Mr.  Rohmer 
to  appear  before  the  legal  and  administration 
committee,  so  that  we  can  get  whatever 
word  there  is  directiy  from  Mr.  Rohmer? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Apart  altogether 
from  what  my  personal  opinion  is  of  what 
is  reasonable  or  not,  and  for  what  it  is  worth, 
I  do  not  think  that  that  is  a  reasonable 
request  simply  on  the  basis  that  this  is  a 
government  bill.  It  is  up  to  the  government 
spokesman  and  representatives  to  indicate 
during  the  passage  or  non-passage  of  that 
bill  by  this  House  as  to  what  they  feel  the 
reasons  are. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Attorney  General  obvi- 
ously does  not  believe  we  have  a  right  to 
know.  Is  the  Attorney  General  concerned 
at  all  about  the  possible  role  that  any 
organized  group  of  criminals  might  be  play- 
ing in  the  paperback  distribution  business? 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  sorry;  I  missed 
the  first  part. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  the  Attorney  General  aware 
or  concerned  about  any  possible  role  that 
organized  criminal  groups  may  be  playing 
in  the  paperback  book  distribution  business? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Am  I  aware,  or  do 
I  have  any  concern? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  Would  the  Attorney 
General  tell  us  if  he  is  aware  and  the  extent 
of  his  concern? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes;  I  am  aware 
and  the  extent  of  my  concern  is  that  I 
recommend  that  the  bill  be  brought  in. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  there  any  criminal  action 
contemplated? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  At  the  moment, 
right  now?  No. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  am  I  not  right,  although  I  was 
not  here  at  the  time— I  do  not  think  the 
Attorney  General  was  either— that,  when  the 
bill  was  introduced,  the  rationale  for  the  bill 
was  to  prevent  a  corporate  takeover,  an 
American  corporate  takeover,  of  Canadian 
book  distribution  first? 

All  right.  Am  I  not  now  to  understand 
that  the  rationale  has  changed,  yesterday 
and  today,  that  the  existence  of  possible 
criminality  figured  largely  in  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  bill.  Is  that  not  what  the  Minister 
of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  and 
the  Attorney  General  have  been  saying  yes- 
terday and  today? 

Hon.   Mr.  Wishart:   No  change! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker, 
yes;  that  is  what  we  have  been  saying. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes;  that  is  what 
we  have  been  saying.  There  has  been  no 
change  in  the  rationale.  That  is  what  the 
member  said.  The  question  of  the  leader 
of  the  NDP  groups  was  phrased  in  a  very 
negative  manner  there. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  very  positive  one. 

Hon.   A.   F.   Lawrence.   No,  no;   it  was   a 
negative  manner.  He  said- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  admit  it  induced  some  con- 
fusion. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No;  there  is  no 
confusion.  We  know  what  we  are  doing. 
The  answer  is  yes;  there  has  been  no  change 
in  the  rationale. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  what  does  the  Attorney  General 
mean  when  he  says  that  he  is  aware  of 
criminal  activity  in  the  book  distribution 
field? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  the  question 
was  am  I  aware,  as  I  understood  it;  am  I 
aware  that  there  is  a  potential  danger  in  the 
book  distribution  field,  and  I  am  concerned? 
The  answer  to  that  was  yes,  obviously,  be- 
cause this  deals  with  the  question  of  mono- 
poly, foreign  control.  It  deals  vkdth— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Foreign  control  does  not  al- 
ways involve  criminal  element. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  but  when  you 

deal- 
Mr.    Singer:     There    are    a    few    honest 

foreigners. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  your  view. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  When  you  tie  in 
with  this,  certain  aspects  of  distribution  of 
pornographic  literature,  the  whole  thing 
obviously  is  worrisome  enough,  coupled  with 
the  concentration  in  foreign  hands,  for  us  to 
bring  in  such  a  bill. 

Really,  Mr.  Speaker,  these  matters,  I 
would  assume,  are  matters  that  should  be 
debated  and  discussed  in  the  House  on 
second  reading,  and  in  committee  on  the 
biU. 

Mr.   Lewis:   Not  at  all;   that  is  not  your 

presimiption  to  make. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  discussed  that  angle  of 
it  at  an  earlier  date  when  the  hon.  minister 
was  present  at  the  conference  elsewhere.  I 
allowed,  as  I  am  allowing  today,  a  certain 
amount  of  discussion  and  when  I  feel  it  has 
gone  far  enough,  I  vdll  announce,  as  I  did 
then,  that  they  are  proper  questions  for 
second  reading. 

The  member  for  High  Park  has  a  supple- 
mentary? I  think  we  will  have  one  from  the 
member  for  High  Park  and  then  we  will  pass 
it  back  to  the  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  minister 
suggesting  that  pornographic  literature  in 
this  province  is  being  distributed  by  organ- 
ized crime? 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  did  not  sug- 
gest that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

LORD'S  DAY  ACT  PROSECUTION 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Attorney  General.  Could  the 
Attorney  General  explain  the  apparently  in- 
congruous action  invoved  in  his  approval  of 
the  prosecution  of  Collectors'  Corner  for 
carrying  on  business  on  Sunday,  while  his 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Tourism,  in  a 
booklet  entitled  "Ontario  Events"  says,  *Tt 
is  a  good  thing  for  the  citizens  to  know  that 
similar  actions  are  going  on  in  Thornhill, 
Richmond  Hill,  Woodbridge  and  Aberfoyle"? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  conflict.  This  discretion  in  the  Attor- 
ney General  to  prosecute  for  offenses  against 
The  Lord's  Day  Act  is  one  that  I  personally 
dislike  intensely. 

For  this  reason  my  predecessor  in  this  ofiBce 
asked  the  Law  Reform  Commission  to  bring 
in  a  report  on  Sunday  observance,  which  is 
being  studied  now  within  the  government 
and  hopefully  will  be  acted  upon  before  too 
long  in  some  manner,  shape  or  form  by  the 
government  and  presented  to  this  House  for 
discussion.  In  the  meantime,  the  Attorney 
General  is  still  stuck  with  these  requests  for 
prosecution   by   the   local   pohce   authorities. 

I  can  tell  this  House  that  in  no  case  where 
the  hmitation  period  has  not  expired  has 
there  been  a  request  for  me  from  the  local 
police  authorities  to  prosecute— since  I  got 
into  this  office  in  any  event— imder  The 
Lord's  Day  Act,  have  I  not  consented  to  the 
prosecution.  Again  it  is  one  of  these,  in  my 
mind,  antiquated  procedures  and  the  request 
has  to  come  from  the  local  police  authorities, 
and  then  there  is  the  discretion  in  the  Attor- 
ney General  as  to  whether  or  not  the  prose- 
cution should  take  place. 

In  all  cases,  I  have  exercised  my  discre- 
tion, as  I  say.  Where  the  limitation  has  not 
expired,  I  have  approved  of  those  prosecu- 
tions simply  because  I  feel  that  where  the 
local  police  themselves,  for  their  reasons,  be- 
lieve that  such  a  prosecution  should  take 
place,  they  are  better  judges  of  the  situation 
than  I  am. 

Hopefully  this  whole  mess  is  going  to  be 
cleared  up  sometime  or  other  in  the  near 
future  when  the  legislation  is  brought  for- 
ward.  That,   of  course,   will  require   federal 
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consent  as  well.  This  is  not  just  a  problem 
that  is  excusive  to  the  Province  of  Ontario; 
obviously  it  is  right  across  the  country. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Could  the  Attorney  General  please  advise 
what  sense  it  makes  when  he  allows  the 
prosecution  of  one  business  and  his  colleagues 
invite  the  people  of  Ontario  to  go  to  other 
businesses  in  different  parts  and  break  the 
same  law  as  the  Attorney  General  has  just 
had  a  part  in,  in  a  prosecution? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes.  As  I  said, 
presumably  there  are  reasons  at  the  local 
level,  at  the  local  police  level,  for  those 
prosecutions  to  take  place.  When  they  come 
in,  I  exercise  the  discretion  I  have  so  far  as 
approving    those    prosecutions    is    concerned. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  law  is  an  ass  and  the 
Attorney  General  is  making  it  more  of  an 
ass. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Like  the 
member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  to  say  that  the 
Attorney  General  is  an  ass? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  he  is  making  more  of  an 
ass  of  the  law  than  ever  before. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, why  he  will  not— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade 
and  Development ) :  The  member  will  ac- 
comphsh  that— 

Mr.  Lewis:  —why  he  is  waiting  on  the 
implementation  of  the  Law  Reform  Gom- 
mission  proposals? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Simply  that  my  plate 
at  the  moment  is  pretty  filled  with  a  number 
of  other  things.  There  simply  has  not  been  the 
time— and  I  assume  will  not  be  the  time  this 
session,  unless  we  want  to  sit  right  into  July 
and  August— to  bring  in  the  type  of  compre- 
hensive legislation  suggested  by  that  Law 
Reform  Commission  report. 

In  indicating  that,  I  am  not  indicating 
either  that  the  government  will  necessarily 
follow  that  Law  Reform  Commission  report. 
I  am  saying  to  you  there  has  not  been  the 
time  this  session— it  was  only  handed  to  me 
about  IVz  months  ago  at  the  most— there 
simply  has  not  been  the  time  to  come  up 
with  the  comprehensive  study  of  that  report 
and  the  implications  that  would  arise  as  a 
result  of  any  legislation  based  on  that,  not 
only  at  this  level,  but  at  the  federal  level 
as  well. 


Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Does 
the  hon.  minister  mean  to  say  that  with  the 
full  report  and  recommendations  before  him, 
he  is  prepared  to  delay  on  it,  but  continue 
rather,  to  lock  himself  into  what  he  himself 
calls  an  antiquated  procedure  of  discretion- 
ary prosecutions  which  are  offensive  to  the 
minister  and  irrelevant  publicly? 

How  much  more  than  six  or  eight  weeks 
does  the  hon.  minister  need  to  formulate 
legislation  when  he  has  got  a  full  report  in 
front  of  him  and  many  months  of  discussion 
preceding  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  are  a  number 
of  implications  arising  not  only  at  this  level 
of  government  but  at  another  level  of  govern- 
ment from  that  report. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Is 
the  Attorney  General  prepared  to  advise  us 
that  he  accepts  in  principle  the  recommenda- 
tions made  in  that  report? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  just  said  a  minute 
ago,  no,  I  am  not. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  he  have  any  opinion 
about  the  report? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  is  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  will  be  forth- 
coming when  the  legislation  is  presented. 


ALLEGED  MISTREATMENT 
OF  DON  JAIL  INMATE 

Mr.  Singer:  In  a  year  or  two?  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  another  question  of  the  Attorney 
General.  Has  the  Attorney  General,  or  any  of 
his  oflBcials,  investigated  the  allegations  made 
by  Paul  Rimstead  in  a  series  of  two  articles 
in  the  Telegram,  concerning  what  would 
appear  to  be  the  most  inhuman  treatment 
given  to  a  man  named  Thomas  Subject  in 
the  Don  Jail?  If  the  Attorney  General  is  not 
aware  of  this— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  will  have  to  take 
that  one  as  notice. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right,  because  the  allega- 
tions in  these  two  articles  are  most  serious 
in  nature.  I  was  hoping  to  get  the  Minister 
of  Correctional  Services  (Mr.  Apps)  but  he 
has  not  been  here  and  I  think  this  demands 
immediate  attention. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  the  hon.  member 
would  send  over  the  material  he  has  I  would 
be  glad  to  look  at  it  and  take  the  question 
as  notice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  completed 
his  questions? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  PAPERBACKS 
AND  PERIODICALS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  your  per- 
mission I  would  like,  by  way  of  a  new  ques- 
tion, to  refer  to  an  earlier  theme  very 
briefly,  as  I  am  still  confused  in  my  own 
mind.  To  the  Attorney  General:  Has  the 
Attorney  General  present  awareness  of  either 
criminal  involvement  or  control  of  activity 
in  the  book  distribution  field,  which  resulted 
in  the  legislation  introduced— in  whole  or  in 
part  in  the  legislation  introduced  by  govern- 
ment—present awareness,  not  theoretical 
awareness,  but  present  awareness? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  sorry? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Has  the  minister  a  present 
awareness  or  a  present  knowledge  of  criminal 
activity  in  the  book  distribution  field  in  On- 
tario, which  resulted,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
in  his  legislation  being  introduced? 

Hon.  A.  F.   Lawrence:   No. 

Mr.   Lewis:   Okay. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  That  is 
better  than  saying  yes. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  that  is  not  what 
I  said  yesterday. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  minister 
has  no  such  awareness,  why  has  he  tolerated 
the  roughing  up  of  bookstore  clerks— pictures 
of  which  he  has  been  shown— by  police  offi- 
cers  when   no   charges   were  laid? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  think  those  two 
questions  are  quite  separate  and  apart.  1 
do  not  think  that  they  are  the  same  question 
at  all. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  will  ask  a  new  question,  if 
I  may  when  I  have  a  chance,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 


ROUGH  TREATMENT 
OF  BOOKSTORE  CLERKS 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  which  came  spontaneously  to 
mind.  Why  has  the  Attorney  General  allowed 
the  roughing  up  of  store  clerks  in  this  area 
when  no  charges  have  subsequently  been 
laid? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  This  matter  is  being 
investigated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Inasmuch  as  the  Attorney 
General  has  said  this  matter  is  being  investi- 
gated for  some  weeks  now,  does  he  intend 
to  take  any  early  action?  It  is  at  least  10 
days  or  two  weeks  since  he  has  had  the 
picture  sent  to  him. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  that  is  abso- 
lutely untrue.  The  hon.  member  showed  me 
those  pictures  one  night  in  the  House  just 
last  week,  I  am  sure. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  could  be  10  days  ago, 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  sorry,  it  was 
about  a  week  ago. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  was  10  days  ago. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  was  about  a  week 
ago- 

Mr.  Singer:  Let  us  quibble. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —and,  as  the  hon. 
member  is  aware,  I  have  not  been  in  this 
jurisdiction  this  week  until  yesterday  after- 
noon. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  the  minister  mean, 
"this  jurisdiction"?  Does  he  mean  arresting 
store    clerks? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lav^TTence:  I  mean  this  police 
jurisdiction. 


AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  WEST  INDIES 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture,  if  I  may:  Have  the  Canada  Man- 
power people  been  in  contact  with  the  On- 
tario Agriculture  Minister  about  the  import- 
ing of  I  believe,  1,000  agricultural  workers 
from  the  West  Indies  to  work  on  the  Niagara 
fruit  and  vegetable  farms?  Has  the  minister 
some  observation  about  that,  in  view  of  the 
unemployment  levels  in  that  part  of  the 
world? 
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Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  arrange- 
ments that  have  been  worked  out  with  the 
Canada  Manpower  people  to  have  people 
come  in  from  the  West  Indies  is  a  continua- 
tion of  the  programme  that  has  been  in 
existence  for  a  number  of  years.  It  is  worked 
out  in  co-operation  with  our  department, 
Canada  Manpower  and  the  various  agricul- 
tural commodity  groups  in  the  respective 
areas  to  be  served. 

The  reason  those  who  wish  these  people 
to  come  in  from  the  West  Indies,  very 
simply  is  because  they  are  a  very  dependable 
source  of  labour;  they  are  doing  an  excellent 
job,  and  have  proved  so  in  the  past.  I 
believe  there  is  a  reduction  in  the  number 
this  year.  I  am  not  sure  what  the  percentage 
figures  are.  They  are  available,  in  compari- 
son with  other  years,  but  I  do  not  have 
them  at  my  disposal  at  the  moment. 

I  am  sure  that  a  good  deal  of  thought 
was  given  to  the  availability  of  other  help 
as  well.  But  there  has  not  been  the  assurance 
in  other  years  that  help  was  available  at 
the  time  it  was  required— that  is,  the  day 
that  it  was  required,  not  a  week  hence.  This 
is  one  of  the  reasons  why  this  very  depend- 
able and  excellent  source  of  labour  has  been 
allowed  to  come  into  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  for  a  moment  doubt 
that  the  West  Indian  workers  are  reliable 
and  dependable  workers,  but  at  a  point 
when  unemployment  in  Ontario  was  175,000 
in  the  middle  of  May,  does  not  the  minister 
feel  that  we  could  profitably  put  1,000 
people  to  work  in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  possible,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  I  am  siu-e  the  Manpower 
ofiBcers  have  not  found  themselves  inundated 
with  people  who  wish  to  work  at  stoop 
labour. 

Mr.  Lewis:  At  what?  Oh,  at  stoop  labour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  At  stoop  labour,  which 
is  kind  of  labour  that  is  involved  here;  it 
is  the  handling  of  crops  that  have  to  be 
picked  and  handled  by  hand.  One  of  the 
difficulties  we  have  had  in  the  past  is  to  find 
those  people  who  are  willing  to  work  at 
that  kind  of  work. 

Mr.   Speaker:  A  further  supplementary? 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  these  extra 
1,100  people  are  going  to  cost  the  producers 


a  lot  more  money  because  of  housing  they 
have  to  supply  for  them,  there  must  be 
more  liaison  with  this  department  insofar  as 
as  screening  the  labour  market  to  provide 
an  equal  force  here  from  our  labour  force. 
Has  the  minister  done  anything  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes.  This  has  been 
worked  out  very  closely  with  the  Canada 
Department  of  Manpower.  The  two  work 
together  very  closely.  It  is  an  excellent 
working  arrangement. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  we  are  still  going  to 
bring  them  in? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  this  not  an  admission  that 
we  cannot  find  1,100  people  here  to  do  this 
kind  of  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  would  not  say  it 
was  an  admission.  But  we  do  have  a  pro- 
gramme that  has  been  carried  on  for  a 
number  of  years,  and  as  I  pointed  out  earlier, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  found  that  these  men 
do  an  extremely  good  job  of  the  work  that 
is  provided  for  them.  They  are  excellent 
and  dependable  workers. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  the  minister  saying  in 
effect  that  Ontario  labour  could  not  do  the 
job? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  are  saying  tliere 
has  not  been  the  response  to  that  kind  of 
labour  availability  in  the  past  that  we  would 
have  hoped  there  might  have  been. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  has  this  department 
done  this  year  to  try  and  find  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  This  year?  I  cannot 
say,  right  at  the  moment,  that  we  have  gone 
into  any  advertising  campaign.  But  there  are 
a  very  great  number  of  people  who  will  be 
employed.  For  instance,  in  the  southwestern 
Ontario  com  area  there  will  be  jobs  pro- 
vided for,  I  believe  it  is  something  like  4,500 
students,  in  addition  to  what  has  been  avail- 
able in  the  past.  This  is  for  com  detasseUing. 
There  are  many,  many  students  who  are  em- 
ployed in  these  various  fields,  particularly  in 
the  tobacco  harvest  where  most  of  the  labotir 
for  tobacco  harvesting  is  provided  by  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  But  other  fruit  areas, 
where  people  get  out  and  pick  strawberries, 
for  instance,  we  have  not  really  found  that 
there  has  been  an  overflow  of  people  wanting 
to  get  into  that  kind  of  work. 

The  fact  is  that  we  have  had  over  a  num- 
ber  of  years,    Mr.    Speaker,    a   farm   labour 
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housing  project  that  has  gone  on  in  Ontario, 
where  we  contribute  a  certain  amount  to  the 
establishment  of  quarters  that  are  satisfac- 
tory and  that  meet  the  approval  of  the  local 
medical  officer  of  health  and  the  local  people 
in  the  municipality,  which  will  provide  living 
facilities  for  labour  during  the  summer 
months.  Those  facilities  are  already  there. 
The  farmers  want  them.  I  see  no  reason  why 
we  should  deny  them  this  source  of  labour. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Finally,  then- 
Mr.   Speaker:   These  are  sufficient  supple- 
mentaries   from   this   member.    The    member 
for  Wentworth  has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  A  supplemen- 
tary question:  Can  I  ask  the  minister  whether 
there  has  been  any  efiFort  made  to  find  stu- 
dent labour  to  do  this  kind  of  work,  and 
whether  there  has  been  any  programme  at 
all  that  has  taken  the  knowledge  that  this 
work  is  available  into  the  high  schools  and 
the  universities  to  find  if  there  are  people 
who  are  eager  and  willing  to  do  this  kind  of 
work  for  the  money  that  is  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  cannot  say  definitely 
one  way  or  the  other,  but  I  do  know  that  the 
Canada  Manpower  offices  do  make  available 
the  opportunities  for  farm  labour  employ- 
ment. 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  minister  be  pre- 
pared to  find  out  just  what  has  been  done  in 
the  way  of  making  available  information  in 
regard  to  this  work,  including  the  money 
that  can  be  earned  and  the  money  that  is 
going  to  be  spent  in  bringing  the  workers 
from  the  West  Indies  to  Canada  and,  then, 
inform  the  House  of  the  extent  of  the  pro- 
gramme that  has  been  undertaken? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Oh  yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  be  pleased  to  look  into  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  way  of  a  supplementary  question,  are  the 
employers  mainly  corporate  organizations  that 
import  the  people  for  this  particular  purpose? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  they 
are  not.  There  could  be  one  or  two  corporate 
entities  involved,  but  they  are  very  few. 
These  are  mostiy  farmers  who  are  fruit  farm- 
ers or  vegetable  farmers  who  require  this 
kind  of  labour. 


Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way 
of  a  supplementary  question,  are  they,  in 
fact,  farmers  who  are  tied  now  into  the  fruit 
and  vegetable  corporate  activities  of  the  can- 
ning business? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  not  necessarily. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 


LOWERING  OF  VOTING  AGE 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Attorney  General, 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask  a 
brief  question  of  the  hon.  Attorney  General, 
which— 

Mr.  A.  W.  Downer  ( Dufferin-Simcoe ) :  I 
am  very  sorry. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No;  it  is  all  right.  The  member 
for  Dufferin-Simcoe  is  obsessed  with  this 
question  himself. 

Can  the  Attorney  General  confirm  the  very 
strong  rumours  that  the  voting  age  and,  in- 
deed, age  of  majority  is  about  to  be  lowered 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  can  he  give 
us  his  personal  reflections  on  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  This  matter  is  under 
the  active  consideration  of  the  government 
at  the  moment. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Remember  the 
minister's  words  during  the  leadership  cam- 
paign? 

Mr.  Singer:  No  wonder  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral has  so  many  questions. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  right.  We 
have  a  lot  of  questions. 

Mr.  Singer:  No  answers,  but  lots  of  ques- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 


FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL 
CONSTITUTIONAL  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  provincial 
Treasurer:  Can  some  of  the  background 
documents  to  the  constitutional  conference 
now  be  tabled  in  the  Legislature  so  that  we 
may  know  the  formal  positions  taken  by  On- 
tario? 
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Hon,  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  I  do 
not  think  there  were  that  many  background 
papers  necessarily.  There  were  obviously 
some  papers  within  the  government  but  I 
do  not  think  it  would  necessarily  be  appropri- 
ate to  table  them.  The  Prime  Minister  did 
release  the  statement  which  he  made  on 
social  policy.  I  do  not  think  beyond  that 
there  are  any  further  papers  which  might 
appropriately    be    released. 

I  am  informed  this  morning  that  we  will 
have  sufficient  copies  of  the  charter  for  all 
members  on  Monday. 


HOUSE  BUSINESS 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker 
—the  last  question— of  the  House  leader. 

Can  the  House  leader  give  the  House  any 
indication  whatsoever  of  the  plans  for  sit- 
tings over  the  next  week  or  two  or  three  or 
four?  What  is  the  House  leader's  intent 
about  a  recess,  if  any,  about  adjournment,  if 
any,  about  estimates,  and  so  forth.  I  really 
think  that  we  might  usefully  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  can  furnish  some  in- 
formation, Mr.  Speaker,  which  may  be  useful. 
I  understand  that  the  private  members'  hour 
on  Monday  will  come  to  an  end,  that  we 
will  not  be  pursuing  that.  I  believe  that  has 
been  arranged  by  the  whips  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  consent  of  their  parties.  So,  on 
Monday  we  will  do  the  ordinary  business  of 
the  House  straight  through  until  the  6 
o'clock  hour. 

As  to  the  holiday  which  comes  on  July  1, 
which  I  believe  is  a  Thursday,  the  plans, 
again  I  believe  concurred  in  and  arranged 
by  the  whips  and  with  the  knowledge  of 
members,  are  that  we  will  sit  on  the  Wednes- 
day, June  30.  It  is  proposed  to  sit  until  1 
o'clock  on  that  day  and  then  adjourn  lo 
return  on  the  Monday,  so  that  on  the  holiday, 
Thursday,  and  on  the  Friday  the  House  will 
not  be  in  session. 

As  to  the  other  business  of  the  House  it 
will  just  be  the  regular  business.  We  have  a 
substantial  amount  of  legislation  on  the  order 
paper  in  various  stages.  We  will  be  dealing 
with  that.  I  have  indicated,  I  think,  the 
arrangements  with  respect  to  estimates.  I  can 
repeat  those. 

Education  will  be  going  to  committee.  As 
for  Municipal  Affairs,  I  understand  that  when 
the  budget  debate,  which  will  continue  this 
morning,  concludes— at  whatever  time  it  does 
conclude— it  will  be  followed  by  the  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  presenting  his  estimates 


and,  I  take  it,  the  conunents  of  the  opposite 
parties.  That  is  a  shght  variation  from  what 
we  had  hoped  yesterday,  that  the  budget 
debate  would  take  up  this  morning.  It  would 
appear  that  not  a  sufficient  number  of  mem- 
bers have  shown  an  inclination  to  speak,  at 
least  today.  The  rest  of  the  business  of  the 
House  will  just  continue  in  the  processing 
of  the  legislation  which  is  on  the  order  paper. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  then, 
is  it  the  government's  intention  to  carry  right 
through  until  estimates  have  been  concluded 
and  all  bills  have  been  concluded  at  what- 
ever termination  date  in  July  it  may  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  hardly  be  so 
expansive  in  my  language  as  that.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  necessarily  the  government's  in- 
tention that  every  piece  of  legislation  on  the 
order  paper  would  have  to  be  concluded, 
nor- 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  all  under  active  con- 
sideration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —nor  would  it  be 
necessary,  really,  as  members  know,  to  com- 
plete all  the  estimates.  I  am  hopeful  that  we 
may  find  the  time  to  do  that.  Of  course, 
it  depends  how  much  time  they  take  to  do 
it,  but  it  is  not  essential  that  we  complete 
every  item  of  business  now  showing  on  the 
order  paper. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  government  has 
options   open  in  all   directions. 

Mr.  Lewis:   A  continuing  shambles. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the  members 
would  allow  Mr.  Speaker  to  inquire  of  the 
House  leader  about  Wednesday,  June  30. 
He  said  the  House  would  sit  until  1  o'clock 
and  normally  on  Wednesdays  the  House 
does  not  sit  and  I  am  wondering  if  the 
members  are  to  be  in  the  House  or  to  be 
in  committee  that  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  thinking  is  that  the  committee  work 
will  be  suspended,  if  it  is  not  concluded, 
and  that  the  members  will  be  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Until  1  a.m.? 


COMMITTEE  ON  METRIC  SYSTEM 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  A  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Trade  and  Development:  I  won- 
der if  he  will  consider  setting  up  a  committee 
on  the  metric  system  similar  to  the  one  the 
federal  government  has  set  up. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  this  is  a  matter  which  has  been  under 
study  in  my  department,  in  co-operation  with 
the  federal  government,  for  some  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Provincial  Secretary  has 
the  answer  to  a  question  asked  the  otiher  day 
which  we  should  have  now. 


SPECIAL  ENGLISH  TESTS  FOR 
NEW  CANADIANS 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview 
asked  a  question  about  the  use  of  tests  being 
given  to  new  Canadians  regarding  their  level 
of  education. 

In  reply  I  might  say  that  the  citizenship 
branch  of  the  department  does  provide  its 
own  general  language  achievement  test  for 
students  in  English  classes  and  issues  a  cer- 
tificate to  successful  candidates. 

The  Michigan  test,  to  which  the  hon. 
member  made  specific  reference,  is  intended 
for  the  use  of  imiversities  in  assessing  the 
ability  of  foreign  students  to  follow  normal 
lectures  in  English.  It  has  been  used  for 
many  years  by  universities  throughout  North 
America  and  in  many  other  parts  of  the  world 
as  a  criterion  for  admitting  foreign  students 
to  courses  given  in  English. 

In  Ontario  this  test  is  administered  by  the 
University  of  Toronto  and  the  Toronto  Board 
of  Education  by  special  arrangement  with 
the  University  of  Michigan.  The  test  is 
specific  in  that  it  is  meant  for  the  academic 
student. 

It  should  be  noted  that  all  attempts— includ- 
ing the  Michigan  test— to  measure  objectively 
the  general  language  capacity  of  speakers  of 
a  second  language  have  only  been  partially 
successful.  However,  it  has  been  found  that 
you  can  measure  a  certain  area  of  language 
and  the  present  trend  in  testing  is  to  devise 
limited  areas  covering  specific  language  areas. 

The  citizenship  branch,  in  co-operation 
with  The  Department  of  Education  and  repre- 
sentatives of  the  community  colleges,  is  now 
preparing  testing  materials  with  limited  objec- 
tives to  be  used  in  community  colleges 
throughout  the  province. 

The  branch  has  also  prepared  specific  tests 
for  an  experimental  language  course  for 
doctors.  This  is  now  being  conducted  in  co- 
operation with  the  University  of  Toronto  and 
Canada  Manpower.  The  hope  of  the  citizen- 
ship branch  is  that  it  will  lead  to  more 
specialized  courses  with  specialized  tests  for 


other  professions  or  trades  and  I  believe 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  some  time  later  this  morn- 
ing, or  in  the  building  presently,  some  60 
doctors  taking  this  course  are  visiting  us. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce, 
unless  there  are  supplementaries. 


OFFTRACK  BETTING 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Attorney  General.  I  realize  that  he  and 
the  provincial  Treasurer  have  had  a  bard 
week,  but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  in  less  than 
one  month  about  2,000  employees  of  the 
racing  industry  will  be  losing  their  jobs  by 
the  closing  of  the  tracks,  is  the  minister  in  a 
position  to  state  the  govenmient's  poHcy 
on  the  offtrack  betting  control  and  policing. 
And  secondly,  in  his  studies,  does  he  plan 
to  use  the  facilities  of  the  Liquor  Licence 
Boards  across  Ontario  as  district  'betting 
ofiices? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  while 
in  Victoria  this  week,  I  had  the  opportunity  of 
having  further  discussions  with  the  Minister 
of  Justice.  The  Minister  of  Justice  now  cer- 
tainly knows  our  opinions  and  our  policies  in 
respect  of  this  matter.  He  has  this  in  writing 
and  it  has  been  given  to  him  verbally.  How- 
ever, the  difficulty  simply  is  that  the  Minister 
of  Justice  in  Ottawa  has  to  deal  not  just  with 
the  Attorney  General  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  he  has  to  deal  with  the  Attorney 
General  of  all  of  the  provinces.  And,  while 
there  has  been  no  active  request  to  me  so  iax 
to  start  making  public  statements  at  all,  the 
very  distinct  feeling  I  have  from  him  is  that 
this  is  a  matter  that  should  be  talked  over 
with  him  by  all  of  the  Attorneys  General  at 
the  same  time.  Until  I  have  some  clarifica- 
tion—which I  have  asked  for  from  him— re- 
specting this  matter,  I  really  think  that  it 
would  be  fairer  to  the  federal  government  for 
me  not  to  engage  in  any  more  public  dis- 
cussion or  pubHc  debate  in  this  House  about 
the  matter. 

U  the  ihon.  member  can  really  please  show 
some  patience  with  me  on  this,  I  am  sure  the 
answers  to  his  specific  questions  will  be  forth- 
coming before  long,  or  at  least,  our  policy  in 
this  regard  wall  certainly  be  m^ade  clear  to 
him  and  to  the  House.  But  in  the  meantime, 
I  really  feel  bound  that  I  should  not  indicate 
as  yet  to  this  House  what  I  have  indicated  to 
the  federal  government  simply  because  the 
federal  Minister  of  Justice  wants  to  discuss 
OUT  views  with  the  other  Attorneys  General. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  So  in  effect,  then,  the  offtrack 
betting  establishments  across  Ontario  will  go 
unpoliced  until  when?  And  secondly,  is  the 
Attorney  General  in  contact  with  the  Ontario 
Jockey  Club  to  not  close  their  track? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  am  glad  the 
hon.  member  brought  that  point  up,  that  the 
offtrack  betting  offices  at  the  moment  are  go- 
ing unpoliced,  because,  of  course,  they  are 
being  policed.  Where  we  have  evidence, 
where  the  police  have  evidence,  that  the 
present  Criminal  Code  is  being  broken— or 
there  are  allegations  that  it  is  being  broken- 
prosecutions  are  taking  place  almost  daily. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  we  have  no  way  of  know- 
ing. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  have  no  w^ay  of 
k-nowing  what?  That  the  Criminal  Code  is 
being  broken? 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  the  money  gets  to  the 
track;  where  the  money  goes.  There  is  no 
record  at  all. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  these  are 
questions  that  are  being  decided  almost  daily 
in  the  courts, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  a  question  for 
the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  we  are  running  short 
on  time  and  I  think  this  should  be  sufficient 
questions. 

Mr.   MacDonald:   The   Minister  of   Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South 
has  the  floor. 


REPORT  OF  FRANCHISES  COMMITTEE 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Since  48  hours  or  more 
have  elapsed  from  the  conclusion  of  the 
minister's  estimates,  is  he  in  a  position  to 
indicate  to  me  what  the  government's  policy 
will  be  with  regard  to  franchises? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  I  mentioned  in  the  estimates,  and 
perhaps  once  since,  that  I  just  received  dur- 
ing the  estimates- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  I  said  I  would  give  the 
minister  48  hours. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  I,  of  course 
cannot  be  quite  limited  by  the  restrictions 
the  hon.  member  puts  upon  me  as  to  time. 
I  received  that  report,  which  is  quite  a 
substantial  report,  during  my  estimates.  I 
think  I  will  be  announcing  a  policy  and 
tabling  the  report  perhaps  very  shortly. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Is  the  minister  aware  of  the  fact  that 
Arrow  Petroleums  Limited  in  Windsor  is 
now  serving  eviction  notices  on  retail  licen- 
sees, because  they  refuse  to  accept  an 
agreement  which  forces  them  into  retail 
price  maintenance,  in  other  words,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  federal  combines  legislation? 

Mr.  Huston:  Ask  the  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville  (Mr.  B.  Newman).  He  asked 
that  a  few  days  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  have  a  fairly  com- 
plete awareness  of  what  has  been  taking 
place  in  that  matter. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  final  supplementary: 
How  long  does  the  provincial  minister  tole- 
rate franchises  in  this  province  which  are 
in  violation  of  the  federal  law? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  know  that 
that  is  a  fact,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  I  have 
a  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development.  Oh,  he  has  gone. 
Sorry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 


UNEMPLOYMENT   INSURANCE 
FOR  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt:  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Treasurer.  Has  the 
government  decided  to  cover  all  its  employees 
under  the  unemployment  insurance  scheme? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  decision  has  not 
yet  been  reached  on  that  matter. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
When  is  that  decision  expected?  Shortly? 
In  the  fullness  of  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  the  fullness  of 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary:  Does  the 
minister  know  roughly  what  the  cost  of 
such  a  programme  would  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  cost  will  depend 
to  a  great  extent  on  what  rate  we  are 
charged,  and  that  is  a  matter  which  we  are 
obviously  considering.  Provincial  service  is 
a  low  turnover  and  there  is  some  reason  to 
suggest  that  we  will  have  a  low  rate.  But 
that  is  a  matter  which  we  are  discussing  with 
the  government  at  Ottawa  at  the  present 
time,  and  that  is  one  of  the  reasons  why 
we  have  not  arrived  at  a  final  decision  as 
to  whether  we  should  go  in  or  not. 

It  is  our  understanding,  just  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  member,  that  most  of  the 
other  provinces  are  of  the  same  opinion.  I 
think  several  of  them  have  decided  to  stay 
out  of  the  plan  entirely.  Our  concern  is, 
of  course,  that  we  do  have  a  number  of 
seasonal  and  casual  employees.  Somehow  or 
other,  in  the  long  run,  they  are  going 
to  be  covered  either  under  federal  unem- 
ployment insurance  or  perhaps  by  some 
scheme  that  we  may  have  to  work  out 
ourselves.  I  think  the  cost  is  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of— this  is  just  off  the  top  of  my 
head— let  us  say,  $5  million.  That  is  a 
ball-park  estimate.  But  it  depends  on  the 
experience  and  the  ratings  which  are  given. 
If  you  add  it  all  up,  the  cost  to  the  province 
for  the  school  boards  and  municipalities, 
where  we  share,  is  something  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  $20  million. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary:  I  gather 
that  one  of  the  actions  being  considered  is 
the  possibility  of  setting  up  the  government's 
own  scheme? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  think  very 
seriously,  but  we  are  looking  at  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  My  minister  is  gradually  dis- 
appearing from  view,  just  as  my  question  is. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Minister  of  Labour  is  here. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  pleased  to  see  that  the 
Minister  of  Labour  is  here. 


LAYOFFS  AT 
STANDARD  COIL  PRODUCTS 

Mr.  Lawlor:  While  the  minister  is  taking 
his  seat,  Mr.  Speaker,  If  I  may,  is  the  hon. 
minister  aware  of  the  extensive  layoffs  taking 


place  at  Standard  Coil  Products  (Canada) 
Limited,  whereby  certain  tuning  devices  for 
TV,  which  were  developed  and  refined  in 
this  country,  are  being  shipped  down  to 
Mexico  for  manufacture? 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  No; 
Mr.   Speaker,   I   am  not  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  A  supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  look  into  the  situation  and  rectify 
it  instanter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  will  look  into  the 
situation,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Lewis:   And   rectify   it  instanter? 

BACKLOG  OF  COURT  CASES 
IN  NIAGARA  REGION 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Attorney  General  and  Minister 
of  Justice:  Is  the  minister  aware  of  the 
present  backlog  of  court  cases  waiting  to  be 
heard  in  the  provincial  courts  in  the  Niagara 
region?  Would  the  minister  take  the  neces- 
sary steps  to  extend  the  sittings  of  the  pro- 
vincial courts  in  the  town  of  Fort  Erie,  and 
particularly  Ridgeway,  on  a  day-to-day  basis 
from  June  1  to  September  15  to  speed  up  the 
court  cases? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  very  con- 
cerned to  hear  that  there  is  a  backlog  of 
cases.  Could  the  hon.  member  tell  me  what 
types  of  cases  they  are?  My  information— I 
try  to  check  on  almost  a  weekly  basis  with 
my  oflBcials  about  this  matter;  we  want  to 
keep  on  top  of  this— my  information  was  that 
anywhere  in  the  province,  the  only  real 
backlog  of  cases  at  the  moment  was  in  rela- 
tion to  drug  prosecutions  which  are  outside 
our  control.  What  type  of  cases  is  the  hon. 
member  indicating  there  is  a  backlog  of? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Speaker,  tliis  deals 
with  the  village  of  Crystal  Beach  in  the  town 
of  Fort  Erie. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  what  in  Cr>'stal 
Beach? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Crystal  Beach— it  is  a  tour- 
ist area— this  deals  with  traffic  violations  and 
other  charges  under  The  Liquor  Control 
Act  and  that.  It  takes  a  matter  of  about 
two  or  three  months,  perhaps,  to  process 
them  and  then  September  comes  by  and 
there  are  no  persons  around  to  come  before 
the   courts. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  have  not  heard  of 
this  backlog.  I  am  surprised  about  it  and  I 
will  check  into  it  right  away. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Check  into  Hansard  last 
year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period  has 
expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  presented  the  annual 
report  of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Employees' 
Retirement  System. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  there  some  independence 
day  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  will  be  one 
next  week. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  optimistic 
about  it?  Surely  there  is  something  he  can 
do  that  is  purely  political  for  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  member's  insensi- 
tivity  will  keep  him  on  that  side. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order  for  the  report 
of  the  committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  is  completely  insen- 
sitive. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Can  the  minister  not  find  an>' 
flag  to  wave  today? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  We  have  a  committee 
report  which  the  members  should  hear. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  It  is  mother- 
hood day  in  Tanganyika! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  NDP  leader  has 
a  rock  for  a  heart. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  ( Victoria-Haliburton ) 
from  the  standing  legal  administration  com- 
mittee reported  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved, 

that  supply  in  the  following  amounts 
and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  The  De- 
partment of  Labour  be  granted  to  Her 
Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  March 
31,  1972: 

Department  of  Labour 

Departmental  administration 

programme    $  3,679,000 

Safety    and    technical    services 

programme    5,326,000 


Industrial  relations  programme  1,915,000 
Manpower   development 

programme    12,707,000 

Human   Rights    Commission 

programme    498,000 

Employment   Standards 

programme    1,549,000 

Athletics  Commission 

programme    211,000 

Mr.   Speaker:  Motions. 
Introduction   of  bills. 

Mr.      D.      Jackson      (Timiskaming):       Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:   Yes,  introduction  of  bills? 
Mr.  Jackson:   Mr.   Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  under- 
stand government  bills  always  have  priority, 
and  I  try  to  make  sure  there  are  none  before 
calling  on  private  members.  The  member  for 
Timiskaming. 

WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  ACT 

Mr.  Jackson  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  amendment 
provides  that  a  total  disability  allowance  paid 
to  a  workman  will  not  be  reduced  when  his 
disability  becomes  x>aTtial  until  suitable  em- 
ployment is  reasonably  available. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  23rd  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
MUNICIPAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  The  De- 
partment of  Municipal  Affairs.  Does  the 
minister  have  an  opening  statement? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  Wast):  I  thought 
we  were  going  to  complete  the  budget  today? 
On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairaian.  I  take  it 
then,  to  the  House  leader,  that  the  budget 
\^'ill  not  be  completed  this  morning?  We  have 
now  again  changed  the  order. 
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Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Ajffairs):  I  guess  the  hon. 
member  was  not  here  last  evening  when  I 
went  through  all  this  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  just  heard  it  today. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  was  announced  in  the 
House  last  night. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  House  leader  answered  a 
question  today  and  said  he  was  finishing 
budget  and  going  to  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Apparently  there  are  no 
speakers  to  go  on  to  budget,  so  it  is  finished. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  the  man  is  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  consistent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  sitting  in  his  seat.  He 
was  in  mid-budget— 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  South):  He  can 
speak  for  himself.  The  member  does  not  have 
to  speak  for  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
you  no  doubt  are  aware,  the  House  is  in  rela- 
tively genial  chaos.  We  do  not  know  from 
day  to  day  or  hour  to  hour  in  what  order  the 
minister  will  have  things  introduced.  I  think 
some  control  should  be  exercised  on  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  no  comment  on  that— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  did  not  think  you  would. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  I  am  pleased  to  come  before  the 
House  with  the  estimates  of  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs.  I  was  away  on  Tuesday 
but  I  was  inflicted  with  some  of  the  bugs 
that  are  affecting  some  people  these  days. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  come  be- 
fore the  House  today  with  the  estimates  of 
my  department.  I  beUeve  that  in  Municipal 
Affairs  we  are  doing  useful  and  essential 
work  for  the  people  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry  that  he  has  just 
left  the  House,  but  before  proceeding  I 
would  like  to  acknowledge  the  work  of  my 
predecessor  in  this  portfolio  ( Mr.  McKeough ) . 
As  you  all  know,  he  launched  a  number  of 
broad  programmes  concerning  the  reform  of 
taxation  in  Ontario  and  the  restructuring  of 
municipal  government.  He  did  a  great  deal 
to  improve  and  upgrade  the  department  and 


substantial  progress  was  made  during  the 
tenure  of  his  ministry.  I  shall,  of  course,  do 
my  best  to  assure   continued  progress. 

I  wanted  to  pay  tribute  to  and  recognize 
the  work  of  the  staff  of  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs.  The  responsibilities  of 
the  department  have  grown  rapidly  in  recent 
years  and  the  staff  has  adapted  to  the  in- 
creasing responsibility  with  enthusiasm.  Much 
credit  is  due  them  for  the  success  with  which 
the  programmes  have  been  carried  out. 

I  want  to  deal  in  my  brief  remarks  with 
the  municipal  tax  reform  and  the  restruc- 
turing of  the  relationship  between  the  Ontario 
government  and  the  municipalities  of  the 
province.  As  a  member  of  a  municipal  coun- 
cil for  a  few  years  and  more  recently  as  a 
member  of  the  government,  particularly  in 
this  portfolio,  I  fully  appreciate  that  mu- 
nicipal government  is  a  very  complex  field 
of  public  policy. 

The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  is 
a  department  that  has  a  vital  role  to  play  in 
the  total  and  complex  governing  process,  and 
in  the  reshaping  of  that  process  to  ensure  that 
it  can  respond  to  modern  needs. 

In  the  past  few  years  there  have  been 
dramatic  changes  in  all  areas  of  our  society 
and  these  changes  have  not  left  our  system 
of  government  unaffected.  The  municipal 
people  are  searching  for  new  structures  to 
enable  them  to  provide  services  to  their 
citizens. 

For  example,  the  Association  of  Counties 
and  Regions  of  Ontario,  in  their  publication 
entitled  "Guide  Line  for  Action  1970," 
recommended  that  "the  need  for  local  govern- 
ment reform  be  recognized  and  that  the  basic 
system  of  local  government  in  Ontario  be  a 
two-tier  one,  wdth  the  county  or  region  as 
the  second  tier  and  the  city,  borough,  town- 
ship or  village  as  the  first  tier." 

Since  becoming  minister  I  am  more  con- 
vinced than  ever  that  we  must  work  to  bring 
relevance  and  strength  back  to  our  local 
governments.  A  major  programme  to  this 
end,  of  course,  is  the  development  of  re- 
gional governments. 

This  programme  is  necessary  to  maintain 
the  relevance  of  local  government  to  people 
and  their  local  needs,  and  it  is  also  essential 
to  the  successful  application  of  more  rational 
provincial-municipal  financial  relationships. 

These  relationships  must  assure  provincial 
and  local  taxpayers  that  economies  of  scale 
can  be  achieved  in  the  provision  of  local 
services  that  are  heavily  supported  by  the 
provincial  Treasury.  ^£*s«*»5; 
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Perhaps  most  important,  there  must  be 
local  structures  of  government  that  can  re- 
late to  new  communities  and  the  problems 
of  rapid  urbanization  over  a  wide  area.  Be- 
cause public  funds  are  limited,  these  new 
local  goverrmients  must  be  in  a  position  to 
recognize  the  limits  of  their  resources  and  to 
set  priorities  widiin  those  limits  for  their 
regions.  The  present  fragmented  structure 
is  really  not  capable  of  this. 

We  are  currently  studying  new  forms  of 
local  government  in  Sudbury  and  Waterloo. 
I  made  the  initial  proposals  in  March  and 
asked  for  responses  from  the  municipalities 
and  the  residents  involved.  Since  that  period 
we  have  had  a  very  gratifying  response  from 
both  areas  and  I  expect  that  more  submis- 
sions will  be  received  in  the  near  future. 

In  its  barest  outline,  regional  government 
is  a  system  of  local  government,  not  a  set 
of  policies.  It  is  local  people  working  under 
a  new  system  to  establish  policies  that  will 
answer  many  of  the  questions  now  referred 
to  my  department. 

One  thing  I  think  most  people  in  Waterloo 
and  Sudbury  are  agreed  upon  is  that  annex- 
ations or  the  status  quo  are  not  the  answer 
to  the  problems  facing  their  areas. 

Having  said  this  I  want  to  emphasize  that 
in  developing  the  new  structures  we  must 
be  aware  of  the  experience  and  practice 
in  those  regional  governments  already  estab- 
lished. 

My  staff  is  in  close  consultation  with  the 
ofiBcials  in  Ottawa-Carleton,  Muskoka,  York 
and  Niagara.  In  the  review  of  these  new 
regional  governments  we  must  determine 
those  problems  that  are  provincial  govern- 
ment responsibilities  and  those  which  are 
clearly  matters  properly  to  be  resolved  by 
local  government. 

My  staff  have  been  busy  reviewing  the 
problems  facing  the  Niagara  region.  The  city 
of  St.  Catharines  put  forward  the  view  that 
it  considered  certain  inequities  were  emerg- 
ing in  the  operation  of  the  regional  munici- 
pality of  Niagara. 

At  the  same  time,  the  city  circulated  a 
resolution  to  the  province  and  all  municipali- 
ties requesting  the  withholding  of  the  imple- 
mentation of  regional  governments. 

While  the  staff  members  working  on  the 
Niagara  question  have  not  completed  their 
review,  as  a  vital  part  of  it  they  have  had 
meetings  with  most  of  the  municipalities,  and 
the  St.  Catharines  representatives  approached 
these  meetings  in  a  very  responsive,  positive 
and   helpful   way. 


In  these  circumstances,  I  want  to  empha- 
size that  while  the  review  of  the  estabhshed 
regional  governments  is  continuing,  we  are 
not  suspending  our  activity  in  the  Sudbury 
and  Waterloo  areas.  The  evidence  is  un- 
mistakable that  new  forms  of  local  govern- 
ment, new  approaches  to  local  decision-mak- 
ing, are  required  to  effectively  deal  with  local 
problems. 

My  department  will  continue  to  work  with 
the  local  representatives  and  residents  to 
work  out  the  details  of  suitable  and  neces- 
sary changes  in  local  government  in  those 
areas.  The  present  local  governments  in  Sud- 
bury and  Waterloo  cannot  respond  adequately 
to  the  insistent  and  urgent  developmental 
pressures.  We  have  to  work  with  them  to 
find  new  solutions. 

The  experience  gained  in  other  areas  in 
which  new  political  structures  are  operating 
has  and  will  continue  to  aid  us  in  designing 
new  regional  governments.  But  each  area  is 
unique  and  we  must  work  toward  solutions 
that  are  appropriate  for  that  particular  area. 
Because  of  this  I  see  no  useful  purpose  being 
served  by  holding  up  urgent  reforms  in  some 
areas  until  other  areas  declare  success.  Surely 
this  is  a  static  and  unrealistic  approach  to  a 
situation  that  is  anything  but  static. 

Certainly,  in  a  programme  as  complex  as 
local  government  reform  and  one  in  which 
the  provincial  government  recognizes  the  need 
for  local  commitment  to  it,  the  progress  is 
not  always  going  to  be  at  an  even  pace. 

No  new  initiatives  have  been  taken  in  the 
Peel-Halton  area  since  my  predecessor  an- 
nounced in  March,  1970,  that  the  govern- 
ment was  not  proceeding  to  legislation  at 
that  time.  The  government  to  this  date  has 
not  seen  a  sufficient  meeting  of  minds  on  the 
Steele  report  or  the  Plunkett  report  or  its 
own  proposals  on  the  specific  shape  and 
form  tliat  local  government  should  take 
there   in  the  future. 

Certainly  the  goverrmient  recognizes  the 
need  for  reform,  and  as  the  Toronto- centred 
region  concept  is  refined,  I  am  confident  that 
the  need  for  strong  local  government  in  the 
area  will  be  reaifirmed  and  new  initiatives 
for  reform  will  be  taken. 

After  the  serious  effort  of  many  local 
leaders  and  residents,  the  study  of  local 
government  reform  in  the  Oshawa  area  has 
come  to  a  standstill.  This  means  simply  that 
we  shall  have  to  renew  our  efforts  to  define 
and  structure  local  responsibility  so  that  im- 
portant area  decision-making  can  be  achieved. 
I  have  written  to  the  executive  administrator 
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of  the  Oshawa  Area  Planning  and  Develop- 
ment Study,  and  through  him  to  all  munici- 
palities and  other  interested  parties  in  the 
area,  asking  them  to  give  me  their  con- 
sidered views  as  to  the  future  of  local 
goverrmient  in  the   area  east   of  Toronto. 

I  have  given  a  brief  progress  report  of  our 
regional  government  programme,  and  I  want 
to  stress  that  we  have  an  equal  interest  in 
those  new  regional  governments  that  are  now 
operating. 

Turning  to  the  matter  of  fiscal  relation- 
ships, these  of  course  are  important,  but  I 
hope  they  are  not  viewed  as  an  end  in 
tliemselves  but  rather  as  a  useful  tool  to  help 
us  to  solve  problems  facing  local  government. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  its  municipal  tax  reform 
programme  the  government  has  two  main 
objectives.  The  first  is  to  reduce  the  use 
of  real  property  tax  as  compared  with  other 
tax  sources.  The  second  is  to  secure  an  equi- 
table distribution  of  tlie  real  property  tax 
among  various  classes  of  taxpayers.  Imple- 
mentation of  these  policies  began  in  1968 
with  the  introduction  of  the  residential  prop- 
erty tax  reduction  programme.  Since  then,  a 
number  of  other  measures  have  been  intro- 
duced to  give  selective  relief  to  taxpayers 
upon  whom  property  tax  bears  heavily.  I 
would  refer  particularly  to  the  farm  tax  re- 
duction programme  and  to  the  property  tax 
relief  paid  to  elderly  persons  in  receipt  of 
guaranteed  income  supplement. 

The  government  has  also  broadened  the 
property  tax  base  by  abolishing  the  exemp- 
tion of  mineral  processing  facihties  and  by 
permittiaig  the  limited  taxation  of  university 
property.  As  announced  by  the  provincial 
Treasurer  in  his  recent  budget,  the  govern- 
ment intends  to  continue  this  process,  extend- 
ing this  programme  to  community  colleges 
and  by  making  payments  of  grants  in  lieu 
of  taxes  on  provincial  parks.  Such  measures 
are  designed  to  fit  into  the  general  direction 
of  the  government's  programme  of  reform- 
ing the  systems  of  property  taxation  and 
transfer  payments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  must  be  conceded  that 
no  meaningful  reform  of  property  taxation 
can  be  completed  until  all  property  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  has  been  reassessed  on 
a.  uniform  and  consistent  basis.  As  you 
know,  the  province  assumed  the  responsibil- 
ity for  this  some  18  months  ago,  and  I  anti- 
cipate that  all  properties  in  the  province  will 
be  reassessed  on  the  basis  of  market  value 
within  the  next  two  or  three  years. 


While  the  process  of  reassessment  is  taking 
place,  its  impact  on  the  real  property  tax- 
payer is  being  closely  studied.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  stated  that  it  is  not  the  govern- 
ment's intention  to  increase  the  burden  of 
property  taxation  to  the  residential  and  farm 
taxpayers  by  transferring  taxes  from  other 
classes  of  property. 

Therefore  it  is  necessary  to  design  a  system 
of  taxation  which  will  establish  and  main- 
tain a  consistent,  equitable  and  acceptable 
distribution  of  property  taxes  between  the 
classes  of  property  which  have  traditionally 
been  assessed  and  taxed  at  different  levels. 
Research  has  so  far  shown  that  there  are  four 
such  classes;  manufacturing,  commercial,  resi- 
dential and  farming. 

The  government's  intention  to  prevent  a 
shift  of  taxation  to  residential  properties  does 
not  mean  that  there  will  be  no  increases  for 
some  taxpayers  in  this  category.  The  Ontario 
committee  on  taxation  in  its  report  showed 
that  there  was  a  wide  variation  in  the  assess- 
ment of  residential  property  as  compared 
with  market  value.  The  conclusion  of  the 
committee  is  inescapable,  and  it  is  clear  that 
some  residential  property  owners  have  been 
paying  less  than  their  fair  share  of  local  taxes 
while  others  have  been  paying  more.  Where 
there  are  adjustments  to  be  made  in  the 
distribution  of  property  taxes,  tlie  govern- 
ment will,  of  course,  provide  for  a  reasonable 
transitional  period  to  avoid  abrupt  imposition 
of  increases. 

Another  and  possibly  a  more  critical  area 
regarding  municipal  taxation  is  the  future 
expenditure  pattern  of  our  muncipalities. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  in  the  next  decade  the 
increased  cost  pressures  are  going  to  fall  on 
those  services  provided  by  the  municipalities. 
In  this  diflBcult  area  we  are  hopeful  that  re- 
search will  help  to  provide  useful  solutions 
to  the  difficulties  we  face. 

The  Province  of  Ontario,  in  partnership 
with  the  city  of  Toronto,  recently  completed 
a  feasibility  study  on  the  use  of  mathematical 
models  and  computers  to  project  the  prob- 
able effect  of  civic  expenditures  in  advance, 
and  to  determine  the  performance  in  com- 
parison with  predetermined  standards  and 
norms. 

This  technique  of  simulating  alternative 
procedures  and  probable  results  is  widely 
used  in  business  and  is  regarded  as  a  valu- 
able aid  to  decision  making  concerning  the 
future  course  of  events.  As  a  result  of  the 
feasibility  study,  it  has  been  decided  that 
such  a  project  is  necessary  to  our  understand- 
ing of  the  financial  future  of  our  cities  and 
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we  are  proceeding  witli  the   refinements   of 
our  models  and  programmes. 

As  I  indicated  earlier,  it  is  the  govern- 
ment's pohcy  to  reduce  the  impact  of  the 
property  tax,  and  in  order  to  do  so  it  must 
continue  to  increase  transfer  payments  to 
municipahties.  This  will  be  done  by  a  greater 
use  of  unconditional  transfer  payments,  al- 
though there  will  continue  to  be  a  role  for 
specific  grants  to  municipalities  for  particu- 
lar projects  or  in  those  cases  where  provincial 
programmes  and  priorities  are  involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  conclusion  of  the  open- 
ing remarks  I  shall  look  forward  to  the  views 
of  the  critics  of  the  other  parties,  and  indeed 
to  the  views  of  all  members  of  this  House 
during  the  course  of  the  estimates.  As  a 
minister  it  has  always  been  my  policy  to 
assist  members  of  the  Legislature  in  carrying 
out  their  responsibilities,  and  this  is  being 
applied  now  in  this  department  as  in  the 
past.  I  shall  attempt  to  do  my  best  to  provide 
whatever  additional  information,  as  to  the 
programmes  and  budgets  of  the  department, 
the  members  may  require. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  once  again  starting  to  deal 
with  the  estimates  of  The  Department  of 
Municipal  AflFairs  for  the  current  year,  and  I 
would  suggest  that  the  actions  and  the  inac- 
tions of  this  department  affect  the  daily  lives 
of  the  people  in  the  province  perhaps  more 
than  those  of  any  other  department. 

We  must  all  surely  agree  that  the  tre- 
mendous growth  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
has  brought  numerous  problems.  Much  has 
been  written  and  much  research  has  been 
done  to  work  out  the  best  solution  to  the 
problems  of  growth  whidh  now  face  our  prov- 
ince. I  would  like  to  quote  briefly  from  the 
report  "Urban  Canada— Problems  and  Pros- 
pects," by  Dr.  Harvey  Lithwdck,  Who  at  the 
present  time  is  assembling  a  secretariate  for 
the  Secretary  of  State  for  Urban  AJFairs  for 
the  federal  government,  and  he  says: 

Programmes  were  implemented  one  at  a 
time  to  deal  with  single  problems.  It  is 
now  apparent  however  that  policy  makers 
must  realize  there  are  many  forces  at  work 
in  an  urban  complex,  and  especially  in  an 
urban  complex  such  as  Toronto,  so  that  a 
single  policy  to  deal  with  a  single  problem 
in  not  the  answer  to  our  future  solution  to 
these  problems. 


It  is  quite  apparent,  Mr.  Ohairman,  that  in 
the  past  four  years,  wihen  the  burden  of 
change  has  been  most  serious  here  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  that  individual  policies 
by  this  government  have  been  aimed  precisely 
at  alleviating  individual  situations  and  nothing 
more.  This  I  feel  can  no  longer  be  justified 
in  the  light  of  the  complexities  of  1970. 

Dr.  Lithwick  goes  on  to  warn  that  if  action 
is  not  taken  now,  by  the  year  2000,  over  50 
per  cent  of  the  people  in  Canada  w^ill  live  in 
three  large  metropolitan  areas-^Montreal, 
Toronto  and  Vancouver. 

The  idea  of  stopping  growth,  of  course,  is 
unacceptable.  To  begin  with,  many  people, 
for  economic  and  cultural  reasons,  are 
attracted  to  large  cities  and  it  is  here  that 
they  exercise  their  individual  choice,  but  we 
must  now  grapple  with  the  tremendous  de- 
cision that  governments  anust  intervene  to 
manage  growth  patterns  across  our  country, 
and  especially  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
where  growth  is  so  apparent.  It  is  the  manag- 
ing of  this  growth  which  will  be  the  real 
challenge  to  the  government  that  leads  this 
province  through  the  next  10  years. 

Many  people  are  of  the  opinion  that  to 
effectively  make  policy  decisions  fox  the  man- 
agement of  growth  in  urban  complexes,  oflB- 
cials  of  the  municipalities,  the  province  and 
the  federal  government  must  have  as  their 
objective  a  common  goal  which,  through 
mutual  co-operation,  will  have  a  much  better 
chance  of  success.  If  the  change  in  policy 
making  is  to  be  successful  and  the  growth 
patterns  of  Ontario  are  to  be  properly  man- 
aged, then  discussion  among  all  three  levels 
of  government  is  essential. 

The  constitutional  arguments  of  juris- 
diction must  be  solved,  in  my  view,  so  that 
the  financial  resources  of  the  top  level  of 
government  may  be  implemented  to  solve 
some  of  the  pressing  probleans  of  the  city. 
The  problems  of  transportation,  pollution 
control,  and  housing  are  three  of  the  major 
ones  in  this  category. 

Let  me  say  at  this  point  that  in  pollution 
control  problems  alone,  it  is  impossible  for 
many  of  the  small  municipalities  to  properly 
manage  their  pollution  control  problems  by 
the  installation  of  sewer  and  water  facilities 
under  the  present  policies  of  this  government, 
as  they  apply  to  small  municipalities.  I  docu- 
mented in  this  House,  some  few  weeks  ago, 
that  it  was  costing  people,  in  a  small  com- 
munity in  my  area,  $308  to  get  the  same  serv- 
ices which  people  are  getting  in  established 
communities  for  anywhere  from  $40  to  $80. 
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We  are  never  going  to  get  sewer  and  water 
facilities  into  the  smaller  municipalities  of 
this  province  under  existing  proposals  and 
existing  programmes  of  the  government. 

I  feel,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  infusion  of 
co-operation  and  moneys  from  all  three  levels 
of  government  into  the  municipality,  should 
not  mean  that  the  municipality  will  lose  its 
right  to  self-determination  completely.  I  do 
feel  that  local  autonomy  must  be  brought 
back  so  that  elected  officials  at  the  local 
level  may,  within  the  proper  guidelines  as  set 
out  by  the  province  and  federal  government, 
develop  our  municipalities  as  they  see  fit. 

The  demand  for  services  at  the  local  level 
has  always  exceeded  the  abilities  of  the  muni- 
cipality to  provide  them.  This,  of  course,  is 
due  to  the  financial  restrictions  placed  on  the 
municipality  by  our  present  inadequate  tax 
base.  Experience  in  recent  years  has  shown 
that  the  establishment  of  regional  govern- 
ment in  no  way  eliminates  this  problem. 

They  still  lack  the  financial  resources  to 
meet  present  obligations,  let  alone  assume  any 
additional  function,  and  if  the  regional  gov- 
ernment cannot  assmne  any  additional  func- 
tion, what  has  the  purpose  of  it  been?  It 
was  not  brought  into  creation  only  to  main- 
tain the  present  standard  of  living  and  the 
present  quality  of  life,  but  to  add  to  it 
for  the  use  and  betterment  of  the  people 
within  its  facilities;  otherwise  there  is  really 
no  purpose  in  its  being. 

There  are,  of  course,  only  two  solutions. 
The  first  is  the  transfer  of  ihe  responsibility 
for  certain  functions  from  the  municipality  to 
the  province.  The  second,  and  more  accept- 
able, is  the  infusion  of  additional  funds  into 
the  municipal  government.  The  takeover  by 
the  province  of  certain  functions— such  as  the 
administration  of  justice,  the  assessment  and 
in  some  areas,  policing— leaves  the  local  muni- 
cipality with  a  sense  of  frustration  which 
would  no  longer  exist  if  larger  financial  trans- 
fers or  a  large  tax  base  were  established  so 
that  the  municipality  could  carry  on  these 
functions  imder  its  own  jurisdiction. 

I  realize,  of  course,  that  a  more  sophisti- 
cated and  a  larger  unit  of  government  is  re- 
quired to  deal  properly  with  such  matters  as 
assessment  and  policing.  We,  in  the  Libert 
Party,  have  always  argued  that  the  assess- 
ment function  should  not  have  been  taken 
over  by  the  province.  We  feel  that  for  less 
money  the  assessment  of  the  province  could 
have  been  upgraded  in  those  areas  where  the 
need  did  exist.  I  cannot  accept  the  argument 
that  larger  municipalities  Which  had  already 


taken  over  the  assessment  function  were  not, 
in  fact,  carrying  on  properly. 

In  my  own  area,  as  an  example,  I  con- 
sider it  a  waste  of  money  that  the  assessors 
are  now  going  around  remeasuring  every 
building  in  the  city  of  Waterloo.  I  checked 
personally  with  the  assessor  at  my  own  resi- 
dence and  found  that  he  is  not  rechecking 
the  assessment  on  my  house  but  actually  re- 
assessing it  as  though  an  original  assessment 
has  never  been  made. 

The  assessment  existing  within  many  large 
municipalities  has  been  built  up  over  years 
of  measuring  and  remeasuring.  Now,  on  a 
reassessment  basis  across  the  province  we 
have  the  assessors  going  out  and  pretending 
such  measurements  had  never  been  made  in 
th  first  place.  My  submission  is,  respectfully, 
that  there  is  more  chance  of  error  in  your 
assessment  on  a  one-shot  basis  than  there  was 
in  an  assessment  sysem  that  had  been  built 
up  over  many  years. 

The  estimates  for  the  provincial  assessment 
programme  show  a  proposed  expenditure  for 
1971-1972  of  almost  $33  million,  or  about 
$4  per  capita  across  the  province.  When 
checking  with  several  municipalities  I  find 
that  the  cost  per  capita  when  assessment  was 
done  by  the  municipality  was  somewhere  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  $2  per  capita. 

I  am  not  talking  about  the  assessment  that 
was  done  from  the  comer  of  a  kitchen  cabinet 
in  some  farmer's  home  when  it  was  done  on 
a  part-time  basis.  I  am  talking  about  the  cost 
of  sophisticated  assessment  in  many  of  our 
cities  across  the  province.  This  was  in  areas 
where,  in  my  view,  assessment  had  been 
properly  done  and  a  high  degree  of  efficiency 
had  been  attained. 

Last  year  I  asked  the  minister  regarding 
one  area  of  what  I  considered  waste.  That 
was  the  moving  of  our  local  Waterloo  county 
assessment  office  to  the  city  of  Gait.  At  that 
time  I  stated  I  understood  the  long-distance 
telephone  charges  alone  were  over  $1,000  a 
month  because  the  office  is  not  in  the  most 
densely  populated  area. 

The  minister  was  good  enough  to  supply 
me  with  the  information  on  that  particular 
matter.  True,  the  charges  at  that  time  were 
only  $600  a  month,  but  the  last  month  for 
which  I  had  figures  was  September,  1970, 
and  the  assessment  notices  were  not  sent  out 
until  October. 

I  am  sure  the  number  of  calls  from  the 
Kitchener-Waterloo  area  increased  tremen- 
dously after  the  assessment  notices  were  sent. 
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In  fact,  93.4  per  cent  of  the  calls  received  in 
th  Gait  office  originated  in  and  around  the 
Kitchener-Waterloo  area. 

I  would  be  the  first  to  admit,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  I  am  sure  there  were  many  areas 
of  the  province  in  which  the  assessment 
function  was  not  being  carried  out  properly. 
But  an  infusion  of  funds  from  the  province 
to  the  local  municipality,  and  better  super- 
vision by  the  then  district  offices,  could  have 
corrected  this  situation  much  more  easily 
than  the  extravagant  exercise  of  having  the 
province  take  over  the  complete  assessment. 

The  director  of  the  assessment  branch  has 
stated  that  the  fear  that  the  new  system  of 
assessment  would  shift  the  burden  of  tax- 
ation to  householders  from  commercial  prop- 
erties, is  unfounded.  I  find  this  very  difficult 
to  believe.  Either  the  director  has  been  mis- 
quoted or  he  is  not  as  well  informed  as  are 
members  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  if  this  has  meant  that  the  study  of 
assessment  shift  to  residential  property 
which  was  proposed  by  the  former  minister 
last  fall  in  the  Mississauga  and  York  regions 
has  been  called  off? 

I  have  documented  in  previous  speeches 
in  this  House  shifts  of  assessment  that  oc- 
curred when  market  value  assessments  had 
been  completed  in  numerous  municipalities 
across  the  province. 

It  was  not  until  last  fall  that  the  former 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  finally  admit- 
ted that  such  shifts  did  exist  in  fact,  and  he 
was  instituting  a  study  to  see  what  could  be 
done  about  it.  Somewhere  there  is  a  conflict 
between  what  the  director  has  recently  said 
and  what  was  known  to  be  a  fact  as  recently 
as  last  fall. 

We  on  this  side  in  the  Liberal  party  pro- 
test the  erosion  of  local  power  and  autonomy 
as  an  alternative  to  tax  reform.  There  must 
either  be  a  broadening  of  the  tax  base  for 
local  revenue  or  large  infusions  of  uncon- 
ditional grants  into  local  municipalities.  The 
new  regional  governments  have  found  that 
The  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act  has  not 
been  the  solution  to  their  problems  either. 
And  this  is  well  documented  by  the  prob- 
lems now  existing  in  tlie  Niagara  region. 
The  minister  is  well  aware  of  these,  and 
made  reference  to  them.  I  would  hope  that 
he  would  move  swiftly  to  amend  The  Re- 
gional Municipal  Grants  Act  so  that  there 
can  be  fewer  inequities  across  the  new  re- 
gions as  they  are  proposed  and  developed 
in  the  province. 


Since  there  are  close  to  100  different  forms 
of  grants  available  to  municipalities— some 
extremely  small  and  others  quite  large- 
one  can  only  judge  that  the  administrative 
costs  involved,  at  both  the  local  and  pro- 
vincial level,  for  the  processing  and  approval 
of  applications  for  these  grants  must  be 
staggering.  Municipalities  are  forced  to  have 
false  priorities  in  various  programmes  because 
of  the  provincial  grants  structures  involved. 
They  are  naturally  attracted  to  programmes 
which  have  large  provincial  grants.  As  an 
example,  county  health  units  have  lowered 
the  cost  of  health  services  to  the  municipality 
but  the  overall  cost,  including  the  province's 
portion,  has  increased  in  most  instances. 

A  system  of  unconditional  grants  for  many 
of  these  programmes  would  have  many  ad- 
vantages. Administrative  costs  at  both  levels 
would  be  greatly  reduced.  True  priorities  for 
local  spending  would  lie  in  the  hands  of  the 
elected  officials  and  their  decisions  would 
not  be  influenced  by  provincial  grant  scales. 
The  accounting  procedures  would  be  simpli- 
fied. Presently,  I  am  sure,  auditors  from 
numerous  government  agencies  are  in  the 
municipality  almost  constantly  attesting  to 
the  accuracy  of  grant  claims.  They  cover 
much  of  the  same  ground  as  the  local  auditor 
has  conducted  in  his  examination. 

Up  to  the  present  time,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  really  little  or  no  real  tax  reform 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  municipali- 
ties are  still  collecting  as  much  money  for 
education  as  they  do  for  other  services.  The 
credit  of  the  municipahty  must  still  be 
pledged  for  the  installation  of  sewer  and 
water  works.  In  the  final  analysis,  the  part 
over  which  the  municipal  councils  have  con- 
trol is  in  fact  very  Httle.  We  must  move 
more  quickly  towards  the  position  where 
a  property  is  taxed  for  those  services  which 
relate  to  it  and  very  little  else. 

No  municipality  is  properly  serving  its 
people  without  a  good  system  of  roads  and 
traffic  arteries.  The  pro\'incial  government  has 
contributed  50  per  cent  towards  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  this  type  of 
transportation  facility.  Equally  important,  at 
the  municipal  level,  is  a  good  public  trans- 
portation system.  It  is  almost  unbelievable, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  no  municipality  has  re- 
ceived a  provincial  grant  for  the  maintenance 
or  establishment  of  a  public  transportation 
system.  There  is,  of  course,  the  one  excep- 
tion, the  road  bed  of  the  Toronto  subway 
system. 

Municipality  after  municipality  is  required 
to  subsidize  a  very  inadequate  bus  or  trolley 
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system  simply  because  the  province  has 
dragged  its  feet  so  badly  in  this  area.  The 
dramatic  and  political  announcement  of  the 
Premier  ( Mr.  Davis )  last  week,  concerning 
Spadina,  in  no  way  makes  up  for  the  years 
of  neglect  and  shabby  treatment  for  the 
citizens  of  Ontario  who  have  tried  to  estab- 
lish decent  public  transportation  systems 
within    their    own    municipalities. 

I  have  no  illusions  that  the  automobile 
will  be  eliminated  from  our  city  centres;  that 
provincial  grants  for  municipal  transit  is  a 
sound,  economic  move,  one  which  most  of 
us  have  been  talking  about  for  years.  To 
illustrate  my  point,  it  is  interesting  to  note 
that  the  province  financed  $30  million  of 
the  $40  million  Conestoga  Expressway 
around  the  "twin  cities"  in  my  area  and 
pumped  $500,000  into  the  city  of  Kitchener 
and  a  lesser  amount  into  the  city  of  Waterloo 
for  road  maintenance  and  construction.  But 
the  public  utilities  commission  in  our  area 
could  not  get  five  cents'  worth  of  help  to 
extend  as  much  trolley  service  or  bus  service 
to  better  serve  the  citizens  of  our  community. 

Mr.    R.    F.    Ruston    (Essex-Kent):    Shame. 

Mr.  Good:  Let  us  hope,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  Minister  of  Municipal  AflFairs  will 
take  an  active  role  in  the  new  programmes 
and  proposals  of  policy  that  this  government 
will  bring  down  toward  assistance  for  public 
transportation  purposes. 

There  are  many  other  areas  of  concern 
that  can  be  dealt  with  during  the  course  of 
these  estimates.  The  matter  of  taxation  on 
trailers  is  one.  The  present  licensing  system 
is  far  from  adequate,  both  from  the  stand- 
point of  the  municipality  and  from  that  of 
the  people  occupying  the  trailers,  who  are 
disenfranchised  to  a  great  extent  in  that  they 
can  vote   only  for  municipal   councils. 

This  problem  has  been  before  the  govern- 
ment for  over  two  years  in  the  forms  of 
briefs  and  exercises  from  the  people  con- 
cerned, and  nothing  has  been  done.  Many 
people  across  the  province  are  buying  lots, 
which  they  later  find  they  caimot  build  on. 
Something  must  be  done  to  correct  this  situ- 
ation. No  doubt  these  lots  are  carry-overs 
from  days  when  subdivision  control  did  not 
exist  in  that  particular  area.  But  regardless 
of  how  the  lots  are  subdivided,  it  is  unfair 
that  an  unsuspecting  purchaser  finds  that  he 
cannot  receive  a  building  permit  after  he 
has    bought   the   property. 

Instances  of  which  I  am  aware— and  these 
are  in  the  Proton  township  area  near  Flesh- 


erton,  up  in  the  Blue  Mountain  area— require 
that  huge  sums  of  money  must  be  spent  in 
one  instance  to  bring  in  hydro,  to  fill  in  lots, 
to  supply  proper  drainage  facilities,  installa- 
tion of  field  beds  and  septic  tanks.  In  other 
instances,  there  is  no  way  in  which  a  build- 
ing permit  can  be  had  on  lots  which  were 
sold  as  recently  as  last  summer. 

While  I  think  our  legislation  of  this  ses- 
sion has  plugged  the  loopholes  regarding 
present  subdivisions,  I  would  strongly  urge 
the  minister  to  take  the  necessary  action  to 
require  that  sellers  of  any  lots  notify  the 
purchaser  in  writing  as  to  the  availability 
of  a  building  permit. 

We  will  have  an  opportunity  to  discuss 
regional  government  later  in  the  estimates, 
and  I  devoted  considerable  time  to  it  in 
my  Throne  Speech,  but  presently  I  would 
like  to  say  this:  It  is  abundantly  clear  that 
the  government  proposal  for  regional  gov- 
ernment in  my  own  area  leaves  a  lot  to  be 
desired.  Municipalities  are  asking  such  simple 
questions  as,  "What  will  be  the  advantages 
for  my  municipahty  in  this  proposal?  What 
will  be  the  approximate  total  administration 
cost  for  the  region  for  the  whole  two- 
tiered  system  as  against  the  total  adminis- 
trative costs  of  our  present  system?  How  will 
our  area  be  affected  by  the  Municipal  Re- 
gional Grants  Act?"  And  these,  Mr.  Speaker, 
are  questions  that  are  not  being  answered 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  local  muncipalities. 

My  own  endeavours  to  get  involved  in  this 
situation  were  properly  squashed  by  the 
minister  in  his  reply  to  my  letter  when  I 
asked  him: 

I  am  wondering  if  it  is  your  intention 
to  invite  the  three  members  of  the  Legis- 
lature from  Waterloo  county  to  the  meet- 
ings between  yourself  or  members  of  your 
department,  and  the  intermunicipal  com- 
mittee, who  will  be  doing  most  of  the 
negotiations    on   the   setup? 

In  part,  his  reply  is: 

In  reply  to  your  question  about  inviting 
the  three  members  of  the  Legislature  from 
Waterloo  county  to  the  meetings  between 
this  department  and  the  intermtuiicipal 
committee,  I  have  not  considered  this  and 
am  not  sure  that  any  useful  purpose  would 
be  served  by  it. 

This  is  unbelievable,  that  the  members  from 
the  area- 
Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Would 
not  be  able  to  serve  a  useful  purpose. 
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Mr.  Good:  —would  not  serve  any  useful 
purpose  by  sitting  in  on  the  dialogue  between 
the  intermunicipal  committee  and  members 
of  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence   (Kent):   Who  said  that? 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  signed  "Yours  very 
truly,  Dalton  Bales,  Minister,  Department  of 
Municipal  Affairs. 

Mr.   Ruston:    Shame. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Just 
overlook  any  member  if  he  is  not  a  Tory. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  I  was  being  gracious 
about  it,  and  included  our  Tory  member 
from  the  southern  part  of  the  county. 

Mr.  A.  E.  Reuter  (Waterloo  South):  I  will 
represent  you. 

Mr.  Good:  You  will  represent  me?  Well,  I 
am  not  sure  that  the  hon.  member  will 
represent  me  in  the  manner  in  which  I 
would  like  to  be  represented, 

Mr.  Deacon:  No  matter  what  his  good  in- 
tentions are. 

Mr.  Good:  Many  of  the  problems  of  today 
are  directly  related  to  the  neglect  of  this 
government  in  its  planning  responsibihty  of 
>'ears  gone  by.  Over  a  year  has  elapsed  since 
the  Toronto-centered  region  plan  was  un- 
veiled, and  what  has  been  accomplished? 
While  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs 
research  branch  and  the  department  of  re- 
gional development  in  the  Treasury  branch 
decide  who  has  the  ultimate  responsibility 
for  planning,  we  find  that  the  decisions  of 
industry  still  greatly  influence  the  develop- 
ment in  the  province,  and  the  Ontario  Munici- 
pal Board  goes  merrily  on  its  way  making 
planning  decisions  on  an  ad  hoc  basis,  while 
the  government  apparently  is  at  a  loss  to 
know  how  to  implement  its   policies. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  say  a  word 
regarding  Century  City,  that  huge  develop- 
ment northeast  of  the  city  of  Toronto  that 
started  out  with  such  fanfare  and  flurr}'. 
I  understand  five  ministers  of  the  provincial 
government  sat  in  with  the  developers  on  the 
original  planning  of  it;  now,  some  two  years 
later,  what  do  we  find  up  there?  We  find 
complete  chaos.  Mortgages  are  being  de- 
faulted; people  who  left  their  farms  in  good 
faith  find  that  they  cannot  get  any  further 
payments  on  them;  unoccupied  buildings  are 
falling  to  ruin;  properties  being  taken  over 
for  taxes  have  left  the  municipahties  with  a 
very  shrunken  tax  base.  Something  has  got  to 


be  done  in  that  area:  Either  hand  it  back  to 
the  people  and  let  them  salvage  what  they 
can,  or  a  decision  of  some  sort  has  to  be 
made. 

At  the  outset  of  the  plans  for  Century 
City,  my  understanding  is  that  they  even 
wanted  to  set  it  up  as  an  improvement  dis- 
trict so  the  councils  in  the  surrounding  areas 
would  have  no  jurisdiction  or  say  over  what 
went  on  within  the  area.  This  idea  was  then 
dropped,  thank  goodness. 

But  now  we  have  a  worse  mess.  We  have 
these  conditions  existing;  the  local  people 
are  so  frustrated  they  do  not  know  what  is 
happening.  I  would  invite  the  minister  to 
go  up  and  look  after  the  mess  that  is  up 
there.  I  think  the  same  thing  should  apply 
there  as  I  suggested  about  the  3,000  acres 
that  OHC  developed  in  my  area:  give  it 
back  to  the  people;  it  is  the  best  thing  that 
could  happen. 

These  are  many  of  the  problems  facing 
our  province  today;  others  will  be  dealt  with 
in  more  detail  as  we  get  into  the  estimates. 
But  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  feel  we  need 
bold,  new  action  in  the  province.  Within 
the  near  future  we  must  have  a  broad  pro- 
vincial plan,  in  which  and  through  which 
the  municipalities  can  co-operate.  I  hope 
we  are  not  too  late  to  grapple  with  these 
problems,  but  it  is  apparent  that  action  is 
needed  immediately  so  that  our  province  can 
develop  in  a  more  orderly  maimer  and  pro- 
vide the  quahty  of  life  which  the  citizens 
of  Ontario  really  deserve. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  How 
is  the  desk? 

Mr.    Ruston:    Watch   the    desk! 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  need  earplugs  here 
pretty  soon. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  is  the  member's  rooting 
section  there. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going  to 
keep  my  remarks  brief  this  morning.  I  want 
to  deal  with  three  main  problems  as  I  see 
them.  I  am  not  going  to  deal  with  the 
intricacies  of  the  department  during  the 
leadoff,  but  rather  deal  with  those  things 
during  the  discussion  of  the  individual  votes. 

I  want  to  say  that  when  the  minister  took 
over  I  was  pleased.  As  he  knows,  I  was 
never  entirely  happy  with  him  as  a  Minister 
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of  Labour.  I  put  some  of  that  down  perhaps 
to  lack  of  actual  participation  in  the  labour 
relations  field;  I  think  though  that  he  is 
much  better  suited  to  the  portfolio  he  is  in. 

My  understanding  is  that  he  has  a  wide 
experienoe  in  the  area  of  municipal  affairs 
and  municipal  government.  I  hope  that  he 
brings  into  this  portfolio  a  new  breath  of 
life  that  is  desperately  needed  in  this  par- 
ticular department  at  this  time. 

I  have  always  felt  that  the  department 
itself  was  very  good,  I  felt  that  within  the 
department  there  were  very  well  qualified 
people  who  were  capable  of  making  very 
important  decisions  that  would  affect  the 
future  growth  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  think  that  most  of  the  departments- 
most  of  the  internal  departments  of  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs— given  their 
head  could  come  up  with  some  rather  inno- 
vative programmes  that  would  in  many  ways 
meet  the  needs  of  the  major  metropolitan 
areas,  and  perhaps  be  able,  given  the  oppor- 
tunity, to  plan  adequately  for  future  develop- 
ment in  areas  that  have  not  yet  been 
developed. 

I  think  the  stumbling  block  has  always 
been  at  the  level  of  cabinet  and  at  the 
ministerial  level.  I  feel  to  a  great  extent 
the  department  has  been  held  back  by 
ministers  and  by  the  cabinet  not  being  nearly 
progressive  enough  and  not  being  nearly 
daring  enough  in  their  approach  to  the 
changes  that  must  take  place. 

It  must  be  difficult  for  the  minister  to 
take  over  and  then  to  find  his  predecessor 
going  around  the  province  knocking,  as  it 
were,  the  abilities  of  local  government 
leaders;  pointing  out  that  there  is  a  dearth 
of  good  local  government  talent  and  that 
he  is  not  entirely  happy— in  fact  they  are 
not  happy  at  all— with  the  way  in  which 
they  have  developed. 

I  would  have  hoped  that  having  abdicated 
or  been  moved  from  the  portfolio,  he  would 
have  the  good  sense  to  pay  particular  atten- 
tion to  his  ovvTi  matters  and  leave  municipal 
affairs  to  people  who  were  in  that  particular 
field  at  that  particular  time. 

I  want  to  deal  vdth  three  basic  problems. 
I  want  to  deal  with  finance,  with  regional 
government  and  with  land  use.  I  plan  to 
try  to  separate  them  so  that  we  can,  in  an 
answer,  talk  about  them  as  individual  prob- 
lems. I  recognize  very  clearly  that  they  are 
interrelated,  but  I  think  that  they  can  be 
dealt    with    separately    at    least    during    the 


estimates    which    are    the    subject    of    this 
debate. 

I  want  first  to  talk  about  the  reassessment 
programme.  To  begin  with,  I  do  not  think 
anyone  in  this  House  denies  that  the  time  had 
come  to  reassess  properties  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  and  I  think  that  what  the  govern- 
ment has  done,  notwithstanding  the  state- 
ments of  the  Liberal  critic,  is  probably  going 
to  prove  to  be  very  useful,  provided  it  is 
properly  applied. 

On  October  6,  1970,  the  former  Premier 
(Mr.  Robarts)  said  quite  clearly  that  it  was 
not  inconceivable  that  within  five  years,  the 
government  would  turn  back  to  the  munici- 
palities the  assessment  functions.  He  said  this 
in  a  speech  in  Windsor  and  if  the  minister 
is  puzzled  by  it,  the  article  appears  in  the 
Globe  and  Mail.  There  is  also  the  text  of  his 
remarks. 

The  headline  read:  "Robarts  Offers  to  Put 
Assessment  Back  in  the  Hands  of  Municipal- 
ities When  Five-year  Plan  is  Completed." 
One  of  those  years  has  now  passed  and  we 
can  assume  that  we  are  now  within  four  years 
of  this  being  done  and  I  urge  upon  the  mini- 
ster that  it  not  be  done.  I  m-ge  upon  the 
minister  that  it  not  be  done.  It  might  well 
have  been  acceptable  had  you  not  taken  it 
out  of  the  hands  of  the  municipalities,  but 
once  having  done  it,  keep  it  and  operate  it 
in  an  overall  way  so  that  we  do  have  some 
relationship  between  property  all  across  the 
province. 

I  think  that  the  Prime  Minister  at  that  par- 
ticular point  was  yielding  to  political  pres- 
sures of  that  day.  I  suspect  in  five  years  that 
the  political  pressures  of  that  particular  day 
will  have  gone  by  the  board  and  there  will 
not  likely  be  any  return  of  assessment  to 
municipalities. 

Nevertheless,  I  want  to  say  that  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  we  have  relied  to  far  too 
great  an  extent  on  real  property  as  a  means 
of  raising  taxes.  The  relationship  between  the 
market  value  of  a  piece  of  property  and  the 
income  of  the  person  who  owns  it  in  many 
instances  is  obscure. 

I  say  to  you  that  I  fail  to  see  how  we  can 
have  a  progressive  tax  system  if  we  are  going 
to  rely  on  something  called  "the  market 
value"  of  a  piece  of  property  which,  at  that 
particular  time,  is  not  for  sale  and  which  is, 
in  many  instances,  the  entire  holdings  of  one 
individual  and  which  is  not,  in  a  great  num- 
ber of  instances  which  I  will  relate  to  you, 
in  any  way  related  to  the  person's  ability  to 
pay  or  his  ability  to  earn.  Property  tax  is  re- 
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gressive.  It  is  perhaps  one  of  the  most,  if  not 
the  most,  regressive  tax  available  to  govern- 
ment. 

How  does  one  equate  the  property  tax 
structure  and  the  amount  of  tax  levied  with 
the  situation  that  arises  on  the  day  when  a 
person  retires,  for  example?  How  do  you  de- 
termine that,  when  over  the  years,  property 
tax  at  perhaps  a  $400  per  year  level  was  paid 
by  a  person  earning  $8,000  a  year  and  sud- 
denly upon  age  65,  their  earnings  are  cut  in 
half  or  perhaps  even  less?  The  tax  then  be- 
comes considerably  more  proportionately,  in 
terms  of  their  income,  and  it  then  becomes 
an  increasing  burden. 

I  feel,  as  I  have  often  felt  and  long  felt, 
that  we  cannot  continue  to  rely  on  property 
tax  as  the  major  source  of  revenue  from 
municipalities,  the  major  independent  source 
of  revenue  from  municipalities.  All  you  have 
to  do  is  to  take  a  look  at  the  many  factors 
involved,  the  many  instances  that  can  arise, 
to  see  the  inequity  of  the  tax  structure. 

What  happens  if  someone  becomes 
widowed?  The  taxes  remain  the  same  but 
their  income  diminishes  considerably  in  most 
instances,  and  we  find  thait  the  burden  which 
they  have  to  bear  is  unbearable.  They  end  up 
having  to  sell  the  property,  in  many  instances 
not  getting  what  it  is  worth.  Even  if  they  get 
what  it  is  worth  they  must  then  use  the 
money  to  live  during  the  remainder  of  their 
lives,  and  they  are  in  a  situation  where  the 
tax  itself,  the  $400  or  $500  that  they  pay  in 
tax  is  the  diflPerence  between  being  able  to 
survive  at  a  reasonable  standard  and  not 
being  able  to  survive  at  all. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  before  applying 
reassessment  across  this  province,  a  complete 
restructuring  of  the  tax  system  has  to  take 
place.  Before  applying  the  actual  doing  of 
the  reassessment  itself,  for  all  of  the  difficul- 
ties that  it  causes,  for  all  of  the  heartaches 
and  concerns  that  people  feel  about  having 
a  man  wandering  around  their  property,  mea- 
suring it  up  and  peeking  in  comers  and  try- 
ing to  determine  what  it  is  that  they  have 
there  in  terms  of  market  value,  all  of  those 
things  are  aggravations,  but  the  application 
of  the  reassessment  is  the  most  important 
thing.  If  you  do  not  restructure  the  tax  sys- 
tem in  such  a  way  as  to  reduce  considerably 
the  reliance  on  property  tax  by  municipalities, 
before  you  apply  the  reassessment,  you  are 
going  to  find  that  the  tax  shifts  that  will  take 
place  and  the  increases  that  will  be  forced 
upon  many  people  will  be  unbearable. 

I  say  this  to  you  because  I  happen  to  be- 
lieve that  we  look  upon  property  in  an  en- 


tirely wrong  way.  I  do  not  think  that  pro- 
perty, during  the  time  that  you  are  paying 
for  it,  is  much  of  an  asset.  In  fact,  during  the 
period  in  which  the  mortgage  is  being  amor- 
tized, we  find  that  it  is  more  of  a  liability 
than  an  asset,  that  the  costs  of  maintaining 
property— the  costs  of  keeping  it  up  to  date 
and  up  to  standard— are  considerable.  If  you 
spend  the  money  to  maintain  your  property, 
if  you  spend  the  money  to  improve  it,  up  go 
your  taxes.  I  think  that  this  is  wrong,  drasti- 
cally wrong. 

Let  us  take  an  example.  You  can  find  two 
people  each  earning  the  same  amount  of  in- 
come. Let  us  for  the  want  of  a  better  figure, 
choose  $7,000.  One  of  those  people  might  de- 
cide not  to  drink  beer,  to  drive  an  old  oar,  and 
not  to  go  on  vacation,  but  to  put  a  pool  in 
his  backyard,  while  the  other  may  decide  to 
travel  the  Caribbean,  to  go  through  Europe, 
to  drive  a  new  Cadillac,  if  he  could  afford  it, 
or  to  spend  $20  a  week  on  booze.  Why  should 
the  person  who  is  industrious  and  who  wants 
to  put  his  money  into  something  that  he  can 
enjoy  equally  as  well  as  the  other  person 
enjoys  all  of  the  other  luxuries,  be  taxed  in 
addition  to  the  basic  property  tax?  Why 
should  there  not  be  an  allowance,  an  expense 
allowance  on  a  yearly  basis,  whereby  a  person 
can  in  any  given  year  spend  a  certain  per- 
centage of  his  income  on  property  improve- 
ment vdthout  increasing  the  tax?  Why  can- 
not we  establish  that  a  man  might  be  able  to 
si)end  up  to  $1,500  a  year  in  improvements 
to  his  property  without  having  to  pay,  or 
having  to  be  reassessed,  and  having  to  pay 
an  additional  tax? 

I  agree  that,  if  someone  builds  and  doubles 
the  size  of  his  house  for  whatever  reason, 
then  obviously  he  is  going  to  pay  a  little 
more,  because  he  requires  more  service  for 
a  house  of  that  size.  He  will  be  using  it  for 
multiple  family  dwelling,  or  maybe  he  is 
using  it  as  a  rooming  house,  or  those  things. 
But  what  possible  difference  can  it  make  if 
a  person  decides  with  his  own  labour  to  go 
and  buy  eight-by-fouT  sheets  of  mahogany 
plywood  and  go  into  his  basement  and  spend 
his  whole  winter  boring  holes  and  hammering 
studs  and  putting  up  wallboard,  while  his 
friend  buys  a  Ski-Doo  and  travels  the  north 
and  spends  the  equivalent  amount  of  money 
doing  that? 

Why  should  his  property  tax  from  that  day 
on  be  increased?  Why  should  be  pay  more 
every  single  year  for  as  long  as  he  lives  in 
that  house,  which  could  well  be  for  an  entire 
lifetime,  because  he  chose  to  spend  his 
money  doing  something  that  he  enjoys  in  his 
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own  house,  rather  than  to  spend  ihis  money 
out  in  the  recreational  field.  I  think  there  is 
some  inequity  in  this.  I  feel  that  what  we  are 
going  to  find  is,  as  the  reassessment  is  applied, 
unless  these  refinements  are  made,  the  govern- 
ment is  going  to  have  an  uprising.  It  is  go- 
ing to  have  an  uprising  among  the  people. 
They  axe  not  going  to  tolerate  it.  They  are 
not  going  to  accept  the  fact  that  their  hard 
work  and  their  sacrifice  is  going  to  mean 
additional  tax.  They  are  not  going  to  accept 
it. 

Why  should  a  collapsible  pool  under  the 
new  assessment  method  he  taxable,  I  ask  you? 
Why  should  I,  if  I  go  out,  and,  rather  than 
take  a  Florida  vacation  in  the  wintertime, 
decide  to  spend  the  equivalent  amount  of 
money  purchasing  a  collapsible  swimming 
pool  for  my  children,  have  to  pay  more  tax? 
It  is  not  a  permanent  fixture  to  begin  with. 
That  is  point  one.  Secondly,  it  is  obvious  that 
surely  there  has  to  be  some  discretion  in  the 
way  in  which  I  spend  my  money.  Surely, 
there  has  to  be  some  discretion  in  the  way  in 
w'hich  all  of  the  other  taxpayers  spend  their 
money.  I  do  not  agree  that  market  value  in 
itself  is  a  meaningful  statement,  becauses  it 
may  be  decided  by  some  person  looking,  that 
the  house  is  now  worth  a  little  more.  It  is 
worth  a  little  more  only  in  relation  to  all  of 
the  other  properties  and  it  is  worth  a  little 
more,  because  I  spent  money  that  I  earned 
making  it  worth  a  litde  more. 

If  it  were  said  that  I  would  have  to  pay 
tax  on  the  material  to  do  the  job,  okay. 
Just  the  same  as  the  man  pays  taxes  on  his 
Ski-Doo  or  his  mini-cycle  or  his  boat  or 
whatever  it  is  that  he  purchases  with  the 
money  that  he  chooses  to  spend  in  that  way. 
If  it  were  said  that  I  would  have  to  pay 
an  equivalent  amount  of  tax  on  those  mate- 
rials in  order  that  I  contribute  in  a  similar 
way,  c'est  bon.  That  we  could  discuss.  That 
is  the  kind  of  thing  that  can  be  discussed 
and  sorted  out,  but  I  do  not  think  that  you 
could  be  burdening  the  people  of  this  prov- 
ince with  additional  cos>ts  because  they 
happen  to  be,  perhaps,  a  litde  frugal,  per- 
haps have  interests  a  litde  difi^erent  from 
others  and  perhaps  they  are  more  interested 
in  developing  their  particular  property  than 
they  are  in  purchasing  commodities  which, 
in  the  end  result,  are  rather  useless  anyway. 

In  talking  about  the  reassessment  and  the 
tax  structure,  the  citizens  of  the  province 
are  very  concerned.  They  see  young  people 
coming  around  measuring  their  property. 
They  do  not  know  exactly  what  it  is  they 
are   looking   for.    They    fear   that   inevitably 


it  will  result  in  higher  cost  to  them.  And 
there  has  been  little,  if  anything  done  b>' 
the  department  to  allay  these  fears.  Littie, 
if  anything.  I  say  to  you,  that  there  was 
not  nearly  enough  preparation  done.  It  should 
be  pointed  out  to  the  citizens  to  begin  with 
that  the  reassessment  in  itself  does  nothing. 
It  should  have  been,  as  I  said  before, 
refined  considerably  before  it  began,  and 
that  the  reassessment  is  simply  a  tool  of 
determining  how  the  new  tax  structure  will 
be  set  up. 

I  cannot  honestly  tell  my  constituents  that 
I  cannot  tell  the  people  who  write  to  me 
from  across  the  province  that  in  actual  fact 
when  the  reassessment  is  applied  it  will 
not  result  in  additional  costs,  because  my 
guess  is  that  it  will  result  in  additional 
costs.  My  guess  is  that  by  the  year  1974 
or  1975,  when  we  get  around  to  using  the 
reassessment,  it  will  result  in  considerable 
changes  and  no  consideration  will  have  been 
given  to  the  reason  why  those  changes  took 
place. 

I  think,  in  closing  out  the  reassessment 
problem,  we  have  to  take  a  look  at  whether 
or  not  we  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  are 
prepared  to  determine  what  percentage  of 
total  municipal  revenue  will  be  raised  by 
way  of  property  tax.  I  think  we  have  to 
find  other  taxing  methods  notwithstanding 
the  problems  of  the  relationship  between 
the  federal  and  provincial  govenmients  in 
terms  of  using  income  tax.  I  think  we  have 
to  find  other  taxing  methods  notwithstanding 
the  problems  of  the  relationship  between 
the  federal  and  provincial  governments  in 
terms  of  using  income  tax.  I  think  we  have 
to  find  another,  more  progressive,  based  on 
the  income  method  of  raising  the  money 
necessary  to  finance  municipalities.  This 
should  be  made  available  to  them  in  an 
unconditional  way. 

We  have  come  to  the  point  in  our  dealings 
with  municipalities  where  we  can  no  longer 
continue  with  the  conditional  grante.  I  recog- 
nize that  the  government  is  moving,  ever 
so  slowly,  toward  a  greater  degree  of  un- 
conditional grants.  I  think  the  municipal 
autonomy  that  is  so  often  spoken  about  in 
this  House  can  only  be  effective  if  the 
municipality  receives  the  money  from  what- 
ever source,  and  is  permitted  to  spend  it 
on  the  things  which  it  believes  are  impor- 
tant. I  think  you  begin  there. 

The  whole  matter  of  municipal  autonomy 
is  based  almost  entirely  on  financing.  If  the 
municipalities  are  given,  by  way  of  per 
capita  or  any  other  formula,  a  grant  on  an 
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unconditional  basis,  they  will  feel  that  they 
have  autonomy,  provided  they  are  then 
permitted  to  spend  the  money  to  meet  the 
needs  that  they  see.  Otherwise,  we  might 
as  well  operate  the  whole  thing  from  Queen's 
Park. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  They 
do  that  now. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  say  that  if  you  would  make 
some  rather  strong  explicit  statements  show- 
ing (a)  what  is  happening  in  reassessment; 
(b)  what  kinds  of  changes  you  propose  to 
make  in  order  to  ensure  that  an  unfair 
burden  is  not  placed  on  people  who  have 
invested  in  their  property  rather  than  wasted 
their  money;  (c)  if  you  were  to  make  clear 
that  upon  reassessing  there  would  be  a 
considerably  reduced  emphasis  placed  on 
property  tax  and  that,  in  fact,  it  might  not 
account  for  any  more  than  50  per  cent  in 
the  first  instance  of  what  it  presendy  accounts 
for  and  that  the  remainder  would  be  raised 
by  way  of  income;  (d)  if  you  would  make 
it  clear  that  municipalities  would  be  given 
the  money  unconditionally  to  spend  in  the 
way  in  which  they  happen  to  feel  is  neces- 
sary; then  you  would  have  accomplished  a 
lot  toward  reducing  the  regressive  nature  of 
property  tax  and  ensuring  municipal  auto- 
nomy, if  this  is  what  you  want  to  do. 

I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  he  give 
consideration  to  these  things,  because  muni- 
cipal autonomy  becomes  simply  a  word  if 
you  rely  upon  someone  else  to  provide  you 
with  the  money  conditional  upon  certain 
factors  being  met. 

I  also  want  to  say  to  the  minister  in  the 
area  of  finance,  as  I  did  last  year— although 
it  was  not  this  same  minister— that  we  do  not 
make  nearly  enough  use  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  in  terms  of  capital  borrowing.  I 
happen  to  think  that  the  more  people  there 
are  in  the  borrowing  market,  the  greater  the 
fight  for  money  and  the  higher  the  interest 
rates.  We  are  going  to  have  to  reduce  the 
numbers  of  people  buying  in  the  money 
market.  This  can  be  done  by  the  province 
establishing  a  fund— and  there  is  already  a 
fund  but  it  is  not  used  for  these  purposes, 
not  in  larger  metropolitan  areas.  This  can 
be  done  by  the  province  establishing  a  fund 
and  doing  the  borrowing  on  behalf  of  the 
entire  province.  It  is  easier  and  cheaper. 
It  provides  us  with  moneys  that  can  be  made 
a\'ailable  directly  with  whatever  prerequisites 
are  required;  it  also  reduces  the  costs  to 
municipalities. 


It  also  eliminates  a  great  many  people  from 
the  market.  It  would  inevitably  reduce  the 
interest  rates.  I  hope  that  the  minister  will 
consider  expanding  the  existing  municipal 
aid  fund  to  cover  that  particular  problem, 
and  try  to  get  municipalities  out  of  the 
money  borrowing  field.  I  think  it  is  rather 
important. 

In  terms  of  what  has  happened  within  the 
department,  I  refer  you  to  a  statement  made 
by  the  former  Premier,  who  is  not  with  us 
today.  He  made  the  statement  on  October 
6,  1970,  which  is  not  a  long  time  ago.  He 
made  it  in  the  House  and  he  said: 

You  will  recall  that  two  years  ago  the  government 
of  Ontario  embarked  on  a  major  long-term  pro- 
gramme to  reform  the  provincial  system  of  taxation. 
To  assist  the  individual  taxpayer  we  have  three 
principal  objectives. 

1.  To  reduce  the  burden  and  regressive  nature 
or  real  property  tax; 

I  suggest  to  you  that  with  only  a  few  excep- 
tions this  has  not  been  done. 

2.  To   broaden   the   base   of   real   property   tax; 

Again,  with  very  few  exceptions,  this  has  not 
been  done. 

3.  To  ensure  that  the  burden  of  local  taxation 
is  reasonable  when  combined  with  the  total  taxes 
being  carried  by  the  taxpayer. 

I  fear  that  this  has  not  been  done  because 
I  think  that  the  programmes  you  have 
brought  in  have,  in  fact,  been  piecemeal. 
They  have  been  brought  in  in  haste;  have 
been  brought  in  to  meet  a  political  need 
rather  than  to  meet  a  social  need.  I  object 
to  that. 

I  do  not  think  you  can  run  a  government 
that  way.  I  do  not  think  you  can  run  a 
province  like  Ontario  in  that  way.  I  want  to 
say  that  when  you  take  a  look  at  the  pro- 
grammes that  have  been  brought  in  by  this 
government  to  establish  a  residential  property 
tax  reduction  programme,  it  would  have 
been  much  better  to  reduce  property  tax 
by  way  of  a  change  in  the  grant  structure. 

It  would  have  been  much  more  acceptable 
to  municipalities  and  would  have  provided 
municipalities  with  a  greater  degree  of  self- 
reliance  and  autonomy.  What  we  have  done 
here,  in  actual  fact,  in  this  kind  of  handout 
programme  that  we  have  developed,  it  is 
simply  a  political  game  that  you  are  playing. 
The  cost  of  handing  out  the  money,  by 
sending  it  to  the  individual  taxpayer,  surely 
is  much  higher  than  by  apportioning  it  to 
the  municipality  for  their  use.  It  must  be. 
It  has  to  cost  more  to  assess  what  each  indi- 
vidual taxpayer  must  get  than  to  apportion 
it   to  the  municipality. 
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I  want  to  say  to  you  that  I  agree  with 
the  transferral  of  the  cost  of  the  administra- 
tion of  justice  to  the  province  from  the 
municipahties.  I  think  that  was  a  good  move 
and,  in  itself,  was  a  helpful  move.  The  trans- 
ferring of  the  cost  of  assessment  to  the  prov- 
ince from  municipalities,  of  course,  went 
hand  in  hand  with  the  transferral  of  the 
assessment  itself,   and   the   function. 

From  what  I  can  understand,  the  costs 
have  risen  considerably  since  the  time  that 
this  was  done  simply  because  the  reassess- 
ment is  under  way.  It  is  hard  to  judge  at  this 
stage  whether  this  particular  change,  in 
terms  of  cost,  will  be  beneficial.  That  will 
not  be  able  to  be  judged  until  we  come  to 
what  will  be  a  normal  year,  until  all  of  the 
reassessment  has  been  completed,  and  I  do 
not  intend  to  make  any  reference  to  it. 

Regarding  the  increased  proportion  of 
school  expenses  that  is  met  from  provincial 
grants— again,  the  whole  matter  of  education 
does  not  come  into  this  department,  but  the 
whole  matter  of  educational  financing  re- 
quires a  complete  overhaul.  It  is  not  nearly 
enough  to  say  we  will  move  over  a  10-year 
period  or  a  five-year  period  to  60  per  cent 
or  65  per  cent.  If  you,  as  most  of  us  do  here, 
recognize  the  cost  of  edvication  as  being  a 
major  contributing  factor  to  the  spiralling 
cost  of  residential  property  tax,  then  the 
government  ought  to  have  moved,  as  we  said 
some  time  ago,  to  a  position  of  80  per  cent, 
and  it  should  have  done  this  over  the  last 
four  years.  Had  you  begun  in  1967  and  fol- 
lowed through  on  that  kind  of  a  programme, 
we  would  now  have  reduced  considerably 
the  cost  of  residential  property  tax;  we  would 
have  provided  great  relief,  rather  than  the 
piecemeal  relief  you   are  now  providing. 

The  broadening  of  the  municipal  tax  base 
by  allowing  municipalities  to  partially  tax 
university  properties,  is,  I  suspect,  a  window 
dressing.  It  is  like  most  things:  the  cost 
again  reflects  back  on  the  community,  be- 
cause although  the  universities  are  tax-sup- 
ported, they  also  are  supported  out  of  the 
community.  I  think  it  would  have  been  much 
better  had  the  province  assumed  the  total 
cost  and  then  paid  a  total  grant  to  cover 
the  total  cost  of  what  I  will  call  the  pro- 
vincial buildings  and  functions  carried  on 
within   any   one   given   municipality. 

On  the  permission  of  assessment  and  tax- 
ation of  smelters  in  mining  municipalities,  I 
think  enough  has  been  said  about  that 
already.  With  all  of  the  backtracking  and 
sidestepping  that  is  going  on  within  the 
government,   this    has   proved— at    this    point 


at  least— not  to  be  particularly  beneficial. 
There  are  a  few  others,  which  in  themselves, 
limited  the  cost  to  the  local  taxpayer  of 
establishing  new  water  and  sewer  facilities 
and  increased  subsidies  to  cities  and  separated 
towns  for  street  and  road  maintenance  and 
constniction,  both  of  which  are  conditional 
grants  and  each  of  which  is  in  eff^ect  a 
piecemeal  approach  to  total  municipal  finance, 
even  recognizing  that  it  has  cost  over  $400 
million  in  two  years. 

The  approach  is  what  is  wrong;  it  is  sim- 
ply one  of  trying  to  meet  each  new  crisis  with 
another  handout.  That  is  not  nearly  good 
enough,  and  I  strongly  suspect  that  in  spite 
of  all  of  the  protests  from  the  cabinet,  there 
is  little  going  on  in  the  way  of  meaningful 
restructuring  of  the  tax  system  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario.  I  think  that  was  fairly  obvi- 
ous by  the  recent  action  of  the  Minister  of 
Revenue   (Mr.  Winkler). 

I  think  it  was  reasonably  obvious  by  the 
action  in  the  elimination  of  the  five  per  cent 
machinery  tax  that  the  province  is  going 
to  rely  even  more  and  more  heavily  on  the 
individual  taxpayer,  whether  at  the  sales  tax 
level,  the  income  tax  level  or  at  the  realty 
tax  level,  and  I  do  not  think,  from  watching 
what  has  come  out  of  The  Department  of 
Municipal  Affairs,  from  watching  what  comes 
out  of  The  Department  of  Revenue,  and  from 
watching  the  provincial  Treasurer  in  action, 
that  there  is  any  real  effort  being  made  by 
this  government  to  rationalize  the  tax  struc- 
ture. And  I  suggest  to  you  that  if  you  do 
not  do  this,  the  municipalities  wiU  not  be 
able  to  meet  the  commitments  which  they 
have  already  undertaken  and  the  taxpayers 
in  those  municipalities  will  not  be  able  to 
pay  the  burdens  which  you  are  forcing  upon 
them. 

There  has  been  enough  said  anyway  about 
taxation.  I  think  we  all  recognize  that  the 
tax  structure  and  the  financial  structure  of 
municipalities  is  not  adequate.  I  think  we 
recognize  that  change  has  to  be  made.  I 
suspect  it  is  a  matter  of  whether  or  not  you 
are  prepared  to  hasten  the  change  or  whether 
you  are  intending  to  dilly-dally  along  in 
some  piecemeal  way  and  continue  until  10 
or  15  years  from  now  when  the  problem 
will  be  so  large  it  will  be  almost  impossible 
to  resolve. 

I  want  to  talk  to  you  for  a  moment  about 
regional  government.  Regional  government 
has  been  a  bone  of  contention  in  this  House 
for  a  long  time.  No  one  doubts  for  a  moment 
—I  do  not  think  anyone  doubts  for  a  moment 
—the  validity,  at  least  theoretically,  of  setting 
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up  larger  regions  of  administration.  There 
are  any  number  of  very  good  reasons  why 
larger  regions  could  and  should  be  set  up. 
I  want  to  say  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
minister  in  his  opening  statement,  that  he 
had  to  sort  out  the  individual  problems  of 
eadh  area  and  therefore  moved  along  on  a 
day-by-day,  introducing-one-at-a-time  basis. 
I  think  in  order  to  treat  all  of  the  people 
in  the  province  fairly,  it  was  necessary  in 
the  first  instance  to  set  out  the  boundaries 
for  regional  government  right  across  the 
province.  I  have  always  felt  that  and  I  still 
feel  it.  Nothing  that  I  can  see  has  changed 
my  mind.  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  fair  or 
equitable  in  any  sense  of  the  word  to 
establish— 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  brains  trust  will  take  over 
and  do  everything  under  your  scheme.  The 
local  people  do  not  know  what  it  will  be. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  have  got  to  wait  until  we 
get  it  finished.  Under  whose  scheme— his 
scheme  or  mine? 

Mr.  Deacon:  Your  scheme. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mine.  No,  I  think  it  was  en- 
tirely possible.  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre  is  being  facetious,  obviously.  I  think 
it  was  entirely  possible  for  the  government  of 
Ontario,  before  moving  into  the  areas  of  set- 
ting jurisdictional  boundaries,  to  determine 
with  consultation  where  those  boundaries 
should  be  and  then  to  establish  them  right 
across  the  province  rather  tiban  to  establish 
them  piecemeal. 

Because,  when  they  are  estaiblished  piece- 
meal, you  find  it  is  quite  oonceivable  that  a 
person  living  one  block  away  can  be  taxed 
considerably  more  heavily  for  services  that 
he  is  not  getting  than  a  person  living  one 
block  further  over,  because  one  is  in  a  region 
and  one  is  not.  This  has  happened.  And  this 
is  a  basic  problem.  You  cannot  have  equity 
in  the  tax  structure. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Maybe 
they  should  be  on  the  foundation  programme 
that  the  Liberal  party  has  repudiated  from 
the  outset. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  what  we  are  coming  to. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  meniber. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  dazzling,  imagina- 
tive idea  that  could  not  be  absorbed  over 
there. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Which  of  the  municipalities  are 
that  ibad? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Have  you  a  list  of  those  you 
would  exclude? 

Interjections  by  hon.  m^nbers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Have  a  little  order  there. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Do  not  argue;  it  is  a  nice  day. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  think  it  is  a  real  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  trying  to  be  so  careful 
today.  I  want  to  read  you  a  very  short  but 
interesting  article  on  regional  government 
that  I  think  pretty  well  sets  out  some  of  the 
problems  that  have  arisen  over  the  last  two 
or  three  years— the  last  year  and  a  half  at 
least.  It  is  in  a  book  called  "Politics  and  Gov- 
ernment of  Urban  Canada,"  and  whether  or 
not  the  minister  has  read  it  I  reoommend  it 
to  him  for  his  nighttime  reading. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  policy  is  to  get  into  power 
at  any  price  at  all. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  You  ought  to  know  what 
that  is  all  about. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  page  285  there  is  an  article, 
"The  Political  Dimensions  of  Regional  Gov- 
ernment," by  Stefan  Dupre,  and  he  says: 

Regarding  the  political  dimension  of  re- 
gional government,  I  think  there  are  two 
preliminary  points  that  sihould  be  made  at 
the  outset.  First  of  all,  what  do  I  mean  by 
regional  government?  What  I  mean  by 
regional  government  for  the  purpose  of  this 
discussion  is  something  as  follows:  It  is  a 
responsible  governmental  authority  to 
which  an  appreciable  number  of  import:ant 
functions  are  assigned,  and  whose  territor- 
ial extent  is  greater  than  that  of  existing 
local  municipalities. 

He  is  pretty  standard  in  'his  interpretation  of 
what  regional  government  is. 

In  stipulating  this  very  general  definition 
of  regional  government,  note  that  I  exclude 
such  regional  governments  as  health  imits 
and  high  school  districts. 

And  he  goes  on  to  mention  them  during  the 
course  of  his  remarks. 


2956 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


With  a  loose,  but  for  my  purpose,  ade- 
quate definition  of  regional  govemment  be- 
fore you,  let  me  now  address  myself  to  the 
second  point:  The  special  problems  of  deal- 
ing with  the  political  dimensions  of  regional 
government. 

He  goes  on  from  there  to  say: 

Permit  me  now  to  discuss  with  you  cer- 
tain aspects  of  this  system  particularly  rele- 
vant to  regional  govemment,  I  shall  attempt 
to  do  this  uiKler  the  heading  of  three  kinds 
of  politics— the  xx>litics  of  local  government 
boundaries,  the  ix)litics  of  conditional 
grants  and  the  politics  of  special  puTjxKe 
governments.  Where  local  govemment  mat- 
ters are  concerned  any  first-year  law  or 
political  science  student  can  tell  you  that 
in  legal  terms  the  provincial  govemment  is 
omni-camj)etent. 

Mr.  Good:  What? 

Mr.  Deans:  Qmni-competent. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  God-like. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  goes  on: 

Given  the  jurisdiction  over  municipal  in- 
stitutions conferred  upon  it  by  The  British 
North  America  Act,  the  jurisdiction  rein- 
forced by  the  principle  of  parliamentary 
supremacy,  the  Legislature  of  Ontario  could 
decree  tomorrow  that  Toronto  be  abolished 
and  replaced  by  a  new  governmental  entity 
called  Greater  Moosonee,  with  boundaries 
reaching  to  Hudson  Bay,  that  Greater  Moo- 
sonee have  no  jurisdiction  over  roads  but  be 
in  charge  of  mothers'  allowances,  and  that 
Greater  Moosonee  levy  a  sales  tax  but  no 
projjerty  tax. 

What  he  is  saying  is  that  the  decisions  which 
are  conferred  upon  local  governments  are 
decisions  made  by  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
It  is  important  to  remember  that,  because  in 
spite  of  all  of  the  things  that  have  gone 
before,  we  are  entering  a  new  era  in  which 
govemment  functions  will  change  drastically 
in  10  years,  and  we  cannot  be  bound  by 
what  went  on  previously  and  by  what  consti- 
tuted regional  or  local  or  provincial  auth- 
ority. We  have  to  be  prepared  to  make 
change. 

He  points  out  in  his  book  that  the  sancity 
of  local  government  boundaries  is  more  of  a 
consequence  in  a  political  process  than  it  is 
of  any  historical  dominance;  that  we  establish 
those  boundaries  politically.  They  are  not 
there  because  of  any  historical  rights;  boun- 
daries are  established  politically  for  whatever 
reason  it  is  that  they  have  to  be  established. 


I  say  to  the  minister  that  in  the  establish- 
ment of  these  boundaries  here  was  a  certain 
degree  of  authority  that  the  Province  of 
Ontario  was  going  to  have  to  exercise  and 
the  province  has  in  many  instances  failed  to 
exercise  that  simply  because  of  political  fears. 
In  the  case  of  the  municipality  in  which  I 
live,  there  has  been  a  continuous  disagree- 
ment over  what  should  constitute  the  boun- 
daries of  the  municipality.  My  guess  is  that 
the  govemment,  because  of  its  inactivity  and 
because  it  has  not  made  any  kind  of  political 
judgement,  has  allowed  the  situation  to  de- 
teriorate to  such  an  extent  that  it  may  well 
not  be  possible  to  save  it  at  this  point. 

Surely  there  is  not  any  change,  if  when 
the  Steele  commission  made  its  report  in 
November,  1969,  it  was  decided  by  them  in 
consultation  with  local  mimicipal  authorities 
and  those  people  who  were  concerned  in 
the  whole  municipal  process  that  those  should 
be  the  boundaries.  And  if  they  argued— and 
they  did,  very  strongly— the  political  and  all 
of  the  other  consequences  of  changing  those 
boundaries,  surely  it  is  a  responsibility  of 
the  provincial  govemment  to  come  together 
with  the  local  authorides  and  attempt  to 
resolve  what  little  diflFerences  there  are  re- 
maining. 

There  have  been  statements  time  after  time 
in  this  House  and  out  of  this  House  by  the 
previous  minister  and  by  people  in  the  de- 
partment that  there  was  continuous  discussion 
about  the  boundaries  going  on  with  Burling- 
ton, Hamilton  and  the  various  areas  around; 
this  is  not  so.  There  was  supposed  to  be  a 
decision  made  a  year  ago,  in  1970.  It  was 
stated  in  the  public  press  by  the  then  Minis- 
ter of  Municipal  Affairs  that  a  decision  would 
be  made.  It  has  not  been  made.  The  climate 
is  no  better  or  no  worse;  in  fact,  it  may  be 
a  little  worse,  because  now  other  municipali- 
ties are  concerned.  They  no  longer  are  sure 
of  what  they  once  were  sure  of.  If  it  is  per- 
mitted to  go  on  another  year,  I  suspect  you 
are  going  to  find  that  you  will  have  less  than 
half  of  the  municipalities  interested  in  form- 
ing a  region,  and  we  are  going  to  destroy  the 
total  concept  of  regional  government. 

My  guess  is  that  the  govemment  regrets 
ever  having  gone  into  regional  govemment, 
I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister  some  prin- 
ciples that  have  to  be  followed.  We  do  not 
happen  to  think— and  we  said  it  a  year  ago, 
we  said  it  18  months  ago— that  it  is  possible 
to  enter  into  any  further  regional  govern- 
ments until  you  have  straightened  out  the 
mess  in  the  taxation  field.  We  happen  to 
think  that  before  you  can  establish  any  larger 
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or  any  more  regional  government  areas,  that 
you  are  going  to  have  to  change  the  tax 
structure  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  money 
will  be  available  to  them  to  do  the  things 
that  you  give  them  the  power  to  do. 

There  are  a  great  many  people  who  have 
said  that  the  only  difference  between  the 
present  regional  government  setups  and  the 
county  councils  that  previously  were  estab- 
lished is  that  you  have  brought  the  muni- 
cipalities into  the  county  councils. 

I  am  not  sure  that  this  is  true.  When  you 
look  at  the  functions  that  the  county  coun- 
cils previously  performed,  it  is  reasonable 
to  think  that  many  of  those  functions  are 
now  simply  being  handed  over  to  the  regional 
government  to  perform.  The  county  councils 
always  did  have  difHculty  in  financing,  and 
the  regional  government,  no  matter  what 
you  call  it,  will  continue  to  have  the  same 
diflBculties  because  it  has  no  new  taxing 
sources,  and  because  it  will  inevitably  be 
forced  to  go  to  exactly  the  same  people  who 
are  paying  the  burden  now. 

I  want  to  ask  the  minister  a  specific 
question  about  the  Wentworth  region.  I 
want  to  ask  him  what  actually  will  happen 
to  the  industrial  assessment  that  now  accrues 
to  the  city  of  Hamilton  which,  for  a  number 
of  years,  has  reduced  the  cost  of  real  property 
to  the  property  oviTiers  when  applied,  which 
has  resulted  in  the  city  making  greater 
expenditures  because  it  is  reliant  upon  it, 
and  which  has  resulted  in  the  providing  of 
services  to  all  areas  of  the  city,  bar  a  few. 
What  happens  when  the  regional  government 
takes  over  and  that  assessment  then  must 
be  spread  out  to  some  extent,  over  the  entire 
region? 

Who  then  takes  up  the  slack,  because  the 
difference  in  the  amount  of  money  that  will 
be  made  available  to  the  total  region  as 
opposed  to  what  it  previously  had  will  not 
be  a  lot  per  capita.  It  will  not  enable  them 
to  embark  on  the  kinds  of  programmes  that 
will  be  necessary  to  provide  some  form  of 
equality  throughout  the  region.  But  it  cer- 
tainly will  be  sufficient  to  raise  the  taxes  of 
the  people  in  the  city  of  Hamilton.  By 
spreading  this  already  inadequate  tax  source 
over  a  larger  area,  the  government  is  simply 
going  to  increase  the  cost  to  the  citizens  of 
Hamilton  for  those  things  that  they  have 
already  embarked  upon,  while,  at  the  same 
time,  not  making  enough  available  to  do 
any  meaningful  things  in  the  remainder  of 
the   region. 

I  want  to  ask  the  minister  how  he  intends 
in  the  long  haul— I   do  not  mean  by  some 


initial  grant— but  how  he  intends  over  the 
long  haul  to  compensate  for  that  shift  when 
regional  government  is  finally  put  into  force, 
because  that  is  a  question  that  is  being 
asked  on  a  day-to-day  basis.  It  is  one  of  the 
major  difficulties  that  confronts  the  majority 
of  homeowners  in  their  trying  to  vmderstand 
what  regional  government  will  really  mean 
to  them. 

Anyhow  I  say  to  the  minister— and  I  am 
not  going  to  go  on  any  longer— that  in  re- 
gional government  we  do  not  think  the 
minister  should  continue  to  establish  regions 
until  after  he  has  made  it  clear  what  taxing 
sources  are  going  to  be  available  and  who 
is  going  to  have  to  pay  the  costs.  If  it  is 
simply  going  to  be  by  means  of  another 
levy  on  the  existing  realty  tax  for  property 
owners,  then  forget  it,  because  they  cannot 
afford  it.  If  he  is  going  to  move  by  way  of 
an  overall  taxing  policy  to  establish  a  more 
progressive  tax,  and  if  he  is  going  to  relieve 
the  burden  which  property  taxes  are  respon- 
sible for,  then  make  it  clear  what  changes 
are  going  to  be  made. 

Let  us  not  get  ourselves  into  the  situation 
that  we  now  have  in  Niagara.  Let  us  not  find 
ourselves— and  we  will  talk  about  it  when 
we  get  to  the  point— in  the  situation  that  we 
are  now  facing  in  the  areas  of  York.  Let  us 
be  perfectly  clear  what  it  is  and  tell  the 
people  honestly  what  it  is  that  they  will  have 
to  carry,  what  burden  they  will  have  to  bear, 
when  the  minister  establishes  a  region,  and 
what  it  is  that  he  expects  to  see  happen 
within  that  region  after  it  has  been  estab- 
lished. 

I  think  that  is  important  in  any  study  of 
regional  government,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
has  been  done.  There  has  been  consultation, 
but  the  consultation  has  taken  place  mainly 
among  friends.  There  has  been  little  done  to 
try  to  bring  the  remainder  of  the  population 
into  the  picture.  There  has  been  very  little 
done  to  try  to  explain  to  the  people  who  pay 
the  bill,  (a)  what  the  benefits  will  be,  and 
(b)  what  the  additional  cost  will  be.  I  think 
the  minister  must  do  this. 

I  want  finally  to  talk  about  land  use.  It  is 
hard  to  talk  in  this  Legislature  about  land 
use,  because  whenever  you  do  you  find  that 
you  raise  the  hackles  of  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture (Mr.  Stewart),  or  you  raise  the  hackles 
of  some  other  minister  of  the  Crown. 

It  is  of  vital  importance  to  the  future  of 
this  province  that  an  overall  land  use  policy 
be  established.  It  is  of  vital  importance  to 
the  maintenance  of  the  aesthetic  qualities  of 
this  province  that  certain  areas  be  set  aside 


2958 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


as  being  untouchable  in  terms  of  commercial 
or  an  industrial  development.  It  is  indeed  of 
vital  importance  that  this  province  establish 
that  certain  areas  cannot  be  used  for  residen- 
tial development. 

The  areas  that  I  talk  of  are  areas  like 
shorelines.  At  the  moment,  in  the  town  of 
Burlington,  there  is  a  battle  going  on  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  should  be  established 
on  the  shore  of  Lake  Ontario,  within  the 
town  of  Burlington,  a  park  in  an  area  which, 
at  the  moment,  is  commercial,  but  which  is 
the  only  area  left  that  is  large  enough  to 
provide  a  recreational  facility  on  the  shores 
of  the  lake. 

I  do  not  think  there  should  be  an  argu- 
ment in  that  field.  I  think  it  should  be  firmly 
established  that  unless  it  is  absolutely  essen- 
tial that  industry  have  access  to  water  for  its 
continuation  that  they  not  be  permitted  to 
develop  on  the  shores  of  the  lakes.  I  think  it 
is  vital. 

I  think  that  we  have  to  say  to  begin  with 
that  commercial  and  industrial  development 
will  not  take  place  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  shorelines.  If  we  do  not  do  that,  we  will 
find  that  in  a  very  short  period  of  time 
industry  that  makes  some  use  of  water,  but 
does  not  require  access  to  it  as  an  essential 
factor  in  its  operation,  will  continue  to  pur- 
chase the  entire  shoreline.  It  will  be  inacces- 
sible to  the  people  of  this  province  within 
10  or  15  years  and  we  have  more  at  stake 
than  just  the  two  or  three  of  us  who  sit 
around  here. 

There  is  more  at  stake  than  just  us.  There 
are  future  generations,  and  surely  they  are 
entitled  to  have  access  too?  I  feel  that  we 
must  establish  this  policy  and  before  any 
industry  is  permitted  to  locate  it  must  have 
the  express  permission  of  this  government.  I 
think  that  that  is  important.  I  think  it  is 
important  because  otherwise  we  will  have 
nothing  left. 

I  think,  in  terms  of  commercial  develop- 
ment, similar  things  must  prevail.  There  are 
areas  in  this  province— and  the  Niagara  Es- 
carpment is  one  of  them,  although  there  are 
others;  there  are  inland  lakes,  smaller  lakes— 
where  a  great  deal  of  commercial  develop- 
ment has  taken  place  and  where  access  to 
those  lakes  and  access  to  the  escarpment  is 
being  denied.  We  cannot  permit  this. 

I  think  in  the  matter  of  residential  devel- 
opment there  are  areas  in  this  province  where 
it  is  not  fair  to  future  generations  for  us  to 
allow  residential  development  to  take  place. 
We  must  establish  a  policy  of  land  use  in 


this  province  in  order  to  meet  these  objec- 
tions and  objectives. 

I  do  not  happen  to  feel,  for  example,  that 
it  will  serve  this  province,  or  the  people  who 
will  follow  me,  any  useful  purpose  to  permit 
the  Niagara  Peninsula  to  be  eaten  up  by 
industrial  and  commercial  and  closely  formed 
residential  development. 

I  think,  for  example,  that  it  might  be 
reasonable  and  sensible  for  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  in  consultation  with  the 
regional  development  department  to  say  that 
we  are  going  to  set  out  a  policy  that  will 
preserve  for  future  times  the  escarpment  for 
use  as  a  recreational,  as  a  light— thsre  are 
certain  industries  that  can  be  fitted  into  it 
because  it  fits  into  the  total  concept  of  what 
is  happening  in  the  peninsula— but  the  pen- 
insula should  be  preserved  basically  for  rec- 
reational and  farming  purposes. 

I  have  said  in  this  House  previously  that 
there  is  not  another  jurisdiction  in  the  world 
that  would  allow  such  a  valuable  resource 
to  be  desecrated.  Every  other  jurisdiction  is 
proud  of  the  things  that  it  has  and  it  pre- 
serves them. 

It  could  be  a  tourist  attraction  the  likes 
of  which  you  have  never  seen.  It  could  pro- 
vide recreational  facilities  by  using  the 
escarpment;  by  using  the  plains;  by  using 
the  access  to  the  lake.  This  would  enable 
every  person  living  within  150  miles— and 
that  takes  in  the  major  portion  of  the  popu- 
lation of  the  province— to  have  access  to  the 
kind  of  recreation  they  are  obviously  going 
to  need  if,  as  predictions  have  it,  the  sizes 
of  the  metropolitan  areas  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  will  have  doubled  or  tripled  by  the 
year  1990. 

We  have  to  set  about  to  preserve  these 
things,  and  what  we  should  do— and  I  say 
this  to  the  minister— is  that  the  government 
has  an  obligation,  perhaps  by  way  of  a  broad- 
brush  technique,  to  establish  the  kinds  of 
development  that  it  wants  to  see  take  place 
in  this  province.  It  has,  to  say  that  there 
are  certain  resources  of  this  province  that 
are  untouchable  and  that  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  be  abused  and  where  development 
caimot  take  place.  This  has  to  be  a  policy, 
and  it  has  to  be  made  clear  and  adhered 
to.  I  suggest  that  having  done  that,  we  will 
perhaps  have  taken  a  much  larger  step 
toward  preserving  the  future  development  of 
this  province  than  in  any  of  the  other  areas 
that    I   might   ever   mention. 

I  ask  the  minister  please  to  pay  particular 
attention  in  his  portfolio  and  his  job,  in  the 
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next   few   months   before  his   government  is 
defeated,  to  setting  up  the  structure- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  You  got  the  message? 

Mr.  Deans:  —that  can  be  used  to  estabHsh 
the  priorities  for  preservation  purposes,  and 
that  is  important. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  will  not  be  in  again— 
not  with  a  majority   government. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Mattel  (Sudbury  East):  Is  the 
minister   coming  back? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Pat  is  after  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  have  never  felt  more  vul- 
nerable than  you  have  now,  my  friend,  with 
Pat  Chefurka  knocking  on  those  farm  doors. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  only  thing  poorer 
than  the  Tories  in  Middlesex  South  is  the 
Liberals.  They  are  dead. 

Mr.    Martel:   You   will  be   here;    you   will 
be  minding  the  store. 

Mr.  Deans:  Finally,  I  want  to  say  to  the 

minister- 
Mr.    Lewis:    You    have    all    been    reading 

Harold   Greer's   assessment   of  Brant,    I   can 

see  that. 

Mr.   Deans:   An   excellent  assessment. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  have  not  got  a  leader, 
so  it  does  not  matter  much.  What  a  motley 
group  he  has  to  leadl 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  to  finally  say  to  the  minister  that  what 
I  am  proposing  to  him  in  simple  steps  is 
that  we  have  got  to  relieve— not  in  some 
small  way  but  in  a  major  way— the  depend- 
ency on  realty  tax;  we  have  to  restructure 
the  tax  system  in  order  that  it  be  progressive. 
We  have  to  do  this  and  to  make  as  an  integial 
part  of  this,  the  availability  of  unconditional 
rather  than  conditional  grants.  This  in  itself 
will  assure  at  least  some  degree  of  autonomy. 
We  have  also  to  draft  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario  a  master  plan  of  land  use  in  order 
that  we  do  not  lose  the  access  to  those 
things  that  are  so  necessary  for  recreation 
and  leisure  time  and  that  we  do  not  lose 
access  to  those  things  which  are  in  them- 
selves a  resource— a  resource  for  financial 
gain,  if  you  wish.  And  we  must  not  embark 
upon  any  further  regional  government  until 
we   have    taken   the   necessary  steps    in   the 


way  of  revamping  the  tax  structure  and  that 
we  should,  if  at  all  possible,  explain  in  much 
more  detail  (a)  the  reassessment  programme, 
which  is  grossly  misunderstood,  and  (b)  take 
more  time  to  lay  out  your  regional  govern- 
ment and  then  apply  it  across  the  province 
rather  than  piecemeal.  I  will  deal  with  the 
remainder  during  the  estimates.  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  wish 
to  respond  to  some  of  the  comments  before 
we  go  to  the  votes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  have 
been  general  comments  on  the  various  pro- 
grammes of  the  department,  and  I  will  deal 
with  them  as  we  proceed  with  the  votes. 

On  vote  1401: 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  will  deal  with  vote  1401, 
and  I  believe  as  is  the  case  with  most  of  the 
other  departments,  it  would  be  very  difiicult 
to  keep  the  programmes  of  activity  separated 
in  this  vote.  Is  it  agreed  by  the  committee 
that  we  take  the  vote  in  total?  Is  that  agreed? 

Mr.  Deans:   Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Agreed  then.  Shall  vote 
1401   carry? 

Vote  1401  agreed  to: 

On  vote  1402: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  provincial  assessment 
programme.  I  think  perhaps  we  can  take 
this  in  specific  items.  Is  that  agreed?  Vote 
1402.   Shall  item   1  carry?  Carried. 

Vote  1402,  item  2,  assessment  education. 
The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  presume  this  is  the  programme 
that  is  required  to  set  up  the  number  of 
trained  assessors  required  to  carry  on  the 
programme  of  reassessment  across  the  prov- 
ince. First  of  all,  when  the  programme  was 
implemented,  I  think  the  figure  was  thrown 
out  loosely  that  there  would  be  600  newly 
trained  assessors  required  to  complete  the 
job  properly  across  the  province.  Can  the 
minister  comment  on  the  number  that  are 
required? 

Basically  what  I  am  interested  in,  more 
than  anything  else,  is  how  he  differentiates 
between  the  actual  method  of  assessment 
and  evaluation,  the  two  functions  that  are 
bound  together  in  market  value  assessment. 
We  discussed  it  briefly  last  year  in  the  esti- 
mates, and  I  am  wondering  if  there  has 
been   any  new  formula  laid  down  whereby 
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assessors,  when  they  go  out  to  value  a  prop- 
erty at  market  value  on  their  reassessment 
programme— and  this  is  going  on  in  many  of 
the  areas  across  the  province  now— how  in 
fact  do  they  rationalize  the  differences  that 
can  develop  between  actual  measurement 
assessment? 

We  were  told  last  year  the  instructions 
given  to  the  assessor  were  that  when  he 
walks  out  the  front  walk  of  the  house,  to  turn 
around  and  look  at  the  house  for  15  seconds 
and  jot  down  a  figure  that  comes  to  mind 
of  what  he  thinks  the  actual  market  value 
of  that  house  is   worth. 

I  propose  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 
great  deal  of  diflBculty  following  the  imple- 
mentation of  market  value  assessment  with 
the  wide  variety  of  values  that  are  going 
to  result  from  these  two  things.  The  other 
thing  then  which  develops  directly  from  this 
is  the  fact  that  the  market  value  assessment 
of  non-residential  properties,  commercial  and 
industrial  properties,  is  indeed  more  diflBcult 
and,  in  fact,  carried  on  in  a  manner  com- 
pletely different  from  the  assessment  of 
residential  properties  at  market  value.  I  am 
wondering  in  the  assessment  education  pro- 
gramme what  actual  instructions  are  being 
given  at  the  present  time?  What  methods 
are  being  used  for  industrial  and  commercial 
assessment,  whether  they  are  still  relying 
on  the  replacement  value  less  depreciation 
for  assessing  industrial  and  commercial  and 
actual  market  value,  which  is  what  a  willing 
buyer  will  pay  to  a  willing  seller  as  defined 
in  The  Assessment  Act  for  residential  assess- 
ment? If  they  are  still  using  these  methods, 
I  predict  that  the  shift  from  industrial  and 
commercial  assessment  to  residential  assess- 
ment is  bound  to  alter  the  method  that  had 
been  set  up  and  explained  to  us  last  year 
and  was  being  used.  If  the  minister  would 
like  to  comment  whether  there  have  been 
any  changes  in  the  instructions  to  assessors 
in  their  educational  programme,  I  would 
be   glad  to  hear  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 
member  is  engaging  in  a  fairly  technical  dis- 
cussion—at least,  he  would  like  to^n  refer- 
ence to  the  actual  practices  of  assessmeoit. 
Basically,  the  practice  has  not  been  cthanged 
since  last  year.  I  do  not  think  it  is  exactly  as 
the  member  described  it,  but  it  is,  as  I  said, 
a  technical  matter  to  understand  what  the 
trained  people  are  doing.  Normally,  in  analys- 
ing sale  prices,  a  factor  or  modifier  is  develop- 
ed which  adjusts  the  price  of  the  house  to  the 
proper  basis,  but  the  question  the  hon.  mem- 
ber has  raised  is  a  highly  technical  one  and 


one  with  Avhich  he  should  sit  down  to  discuss 
with  the  branch  heads  themselves.  I  would  be 
glad  to  arrange  that. 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  the  kind  we  (had  last 
year.  Is  the  department  using  appraisal  meth- 
ods or  is  it  using  assessment  methods?  This  is 
what  I  am  ooncemed  about  because— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  knows  that  we  use  appraisal  methods 
in  these  things. 

Mr.  Good:  Oh,  you  are?  Well,  then  why  all 
the  measuring  then;  why  are  you  going 
through  all  this  exercise  of  measuring  the 
house  in  final  detail?  Why  are  you  going 
through  these  time-consuming  measurements 
of  seeing  whether  linoleum  in  the  basement 
of  a  house  goes  directly  to  the  wall  or  whe- 
there  there  is  a  two-iinoh  border,  because  if  it 
goes  to  the  wall,  then  it  is  figured  in  as  part 
of  the  house?  If  it  stops  two  inches  from  the 
wall,  it  is  not.  Why  do  you  go  through  the 
exercise  of  saying  they  have  got  wall-to-wall 
broadloom  down  here  in  the  fruit  cellar,  or 
S'omething  like  this,  and  maybe  a  person  just 
threw  a  rug  in  there  that  happened  to  go  to 
the  wall.  These  are  the  things  that  these  asses- 
sors are  doing  right  now  in  their  reassessiment 
programme.  Then  this  business  of  walking  out 
and  looking  at  the  house  for  15  seconds  and 
putting  a  price  on  it,  to  me,  it  just  does  not 
add  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  mea- 
surements of  a  house  are  very  important  in 
establishing  an  appraisal  of  value.  The  asses- 
sors do  not  go  around  measuring  the  size  of 
the  linoleum  and  where  it  comes  in  relation  to 
the  wall  of  the  house,  and  so  on. 

Mr.  Good:  They  do  measurements. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  outside  measurements 
and  the  dimensions  of  the  room  are  very  im- 
portant and  have  to  be  done  in  order  to  ap- 
praise the  value. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  they  are  like  field  mice. 
They  are  in  every  comer.  You  may  not  appre- 
ciate it—maybe  you  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Good:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  should  go  out  with  them 
and  see.  It  just  is  not  so.  They  have  their 
nose  in  every  little  oomer.  They  are  peeking 
underneath  the  bed,  you  know,  in  case  you 
have  got  an  extra  bed  there  or  something. 
You  cannot  fail  to  appreciate  they  are  very 
zealous  in  the  way  in  which  they  do  the  job. 
They  are  determined  to  see  everything  and 
they  do. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Ohairman,  I  have  had 
my  hoone  appraised.  I  have  seen  how  they  do 
it.  I  have  also  had  my  home  appraised  for 
other  purposes  and  they  have  measured  the 
rooms  fairly  carefully.  They  tell  you  how 
many  rooms  and  what  the  facilities  are  and 
so  on  and  S'O  forth,  but  I  have  never  seen 
them  around  measuring  the  rugs  or  the  lino- 
leum or  anything  else. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  mea- 
suring it.  They  do  not  have  to  measure  it. 
What  they  do  is  they  look  to  see  whether  at 
is  wall-to-wall.  You  do  not  have  to  measure 
you  can  tell  by  looking.  Once  having  measur- 
ed the  room,  if  the  rug  is  wall-^to-wall,  you 
know  the  rug  is  the  same  size,  hopefully.  You 
do  not  have  to  measure  it  again. 

What  they  are  doing  is  they  axe  using 
factors  that  really  do  not  always  have  a  bear- 
ing on  whether  the  property  is  more  valuable. 
I  will  tell  you  I  owned  a  house  some  years 
ago  and  I  sold  it  and  it  had  wall-to-wall 
broadloom  in  it  and  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  hope  the  people  tore  it  out,  because  it  was 
worn  through,  but  it  was  wall-to-wall  just 
the  same. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  I  will  not  buy 
a  house  from  you,  that  is  fox  sure. 

Mr.  Good:  It  would  be  assessed. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  would  be  ^sessed,  this  is  the 
point.  It  would  be  assessed  as  wall-to-wall 
broadlooim,  although  a  hole  was  worn  in  it 
and  it  obvioxisly  was  of  no  value.  It  probably 
detracted  from  the  value  of  the  house  and  I 
ought  to  have  been  given  a  reduction  in  the 
assessment. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Every  year  he  should  get  a 
reduction. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  what  I  am  saying  to 
you,  but  I  want  to  go  on.  Could  the  minister 
explain  in  this  House— do  you  have  a  copy  of 
the  assessment  manual? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr,  Deans:  Do  you  have  the  form  which 
they  use?  Do  you  have  it  with  you? 

Hod.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  the  form  is  not  here. 

Mr.   Deans:   Pardon? 

Hon,  Mr.  Bales:  I  have  not  got  the  form 
here,  no. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  have  not  got  the  form? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No. 


Mr.  Deans:  Would  you  bring  the  form  in, 

because— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  would  be  glad  to  bring 
one  next  week. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  okay.  Then  let  me  say 
to  you,  I  think  that  on  going  into  a  person's 
house,  the  occupants  should  be  given  a  copy 
of  the  form  to  begin  with.  They  should  be 
given  a  copy  and  told,  "This  is  what  we  are 
going  to  do  in  your  house.  This  is  what  we 
are  looking  for.  This  is  what  we  think  is 
valuable  and  is  not  valuable." 

How  is  a  person  going  to  appeal  an  assess- 
ment when  he  does  not  actually  know  at  the 
time  it  is  being  done  what  the  assessor  con- 
siders to  be  important?  You  have  to  agree 
with  me  that  my  holey  wall-to-wall  carpet- 
ing did  not  add  to  the  value  of  the  house. 
Did  it?  Really,  it  could  not,  yet  it  was  wall- 
to-wall.  If  a  person  buys  a  home  and  it  has 
tile,  he  does  not  often  then  have  wall-to- 
wall— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Tile  where? 

Mr.  Deans:  When  it  has  tile  on  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Linoleum? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  tile— it  could  be  linoleimi 
or  tile— but  if  it  has  hnoleum  on  the  floor; 
they  do  not  often  have  wall-to-wall  rugs. 

If  it  has  no  linoleum  it  quite  often  has  a 
subflooring,  and  has  no  finished  floor.  Then 
again  quite  often  it  does  not  have  that— again, 
it  could  quite  conceivably  have  hardwood 
flooring,  or  it  might  be  laid  over  the  top  of 
the  floor.  I  do  not  see  those  things  being 
taken  into   consideration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  agree  with  you,  because, 
in  speaking  to  an  official  in  front  of  me,  he 
assures  me  that  the  type  of  covering  on  the 
floor  is  not  taken  into  account  in  appraising 
the  value  of  that  house. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  say  that  you  appraise,  but 
in  actual  fact  that  has  always  been  a  part  of 
the  appraisal.  It  has  always  been.  If  you 
tried  to  sell  a  house,  the  market  value  is  to 
some  extent  determined  by  whether  or  not 
it  has  wall-to-wall  carpeting,  whether  or  not 
it  has  Venetian  bHnds,  whether  it  has  a  TV 
aerial  or  no  TV  aerial.  You  know,  all  of  those 
things  are  taken  into  account. 

If  you  are  accurately  assessing  the  market 
value— which  I  happen  to  think  is  a  rather 
useless  thing  anyway— but  if  you  are  trying  to 
assess  the  market  value,  you  must  assess  it  on 
the  basis  of  the  things  that  affect  the  value 
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of  a  house.  And  a  house  is  very  much  affect- 
ed by  whether  or  not  it  has  aluminum  storms 
or  whether  it  does  not,  whether  it  has  Vene- 
tian bUnds  or  whether  it  does  not,  whether— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  do  not  necessarily 
go  with  the  house. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  right.  So  they  should 
not  be  assessed.  I  think  tiie  only  things  that 
should  be  assessed  are  whether  the  house  is 
brick  or  wood,  and  how  many  rooms  it  has. 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  If  you  are  asses- 
sing the  wall-to-wall  rugs,  what  if  you  put  in 
tile  rugs.  That  is,  where  you  lay  a  rug  the 
way  you  do  tiles  and  it  goes  wall-to-wall. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Wa- 
terloo-North. 

M.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  seems  unfor- 
tunate that  every  year  we  go  through  this 
same  exercise  and  have  the  director  of  assess- 
ment teU  us  that  things  are  not  being  done 
when  in  actual  practice  we  know  they  are 
being  done. 

They  come  into  our  homes.  They  were  in 
my  home  a  few  weeks  ago  and  this  is  exactiy 
what  they  are  doing.  We  have  been  told 
time  and  time  again  that  the  general  im- 
provements in  a  house  are  not  going  to  affect 
the  assessed  value  which  will  consequently 
affect  the  taxation.  Yet,  just  last  week,  we 
passed  a  bill  in  the  private  members*  horn: 
whereby  the  city  of  Toronto  made  provision 
that  improvements  in  homes  would  not  affect 
or  increase  the  tax  for  a  certain  class  of 
citizens  over  60  or  65.  By  the  passage  of  that 
legislation,  it  was  a  self-admission  by  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  that  home 
improvements  do  affect  the  taxation  on  a 
house. 

There  is  no  way  you  can  convince  the 
people  who  are  paying  the  tax  bills  that  they 
do  not  affect  the  taxation.  But  every  year  you 
tell  us  the  same  thing— that  general  home 
improvements  will  not  affect  the  taxation. 

Especially  on  market  value  assessment,  if 
they  are  using  the  appraisal  method— the 
minister  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  few  minutes 
ago  that  they  are  basically  using  an  appraisal 
method— the  appraisal  method  on  a  house  is 
going  to  reflect  eaxctly  what  a  wilhng  buyer 
will  pay  to  a  wilhng  seller.  This  price  will  be 
certainly  affected  by  the  improvement  or  the 
outward  standard  of  care  and  condition  and 
appearance  of  that  house. 

I  do  not  know  why  we  have  to  go  through 
this    conflict   of   opinions   of   what   is    being 


done— and  find  out  during  the  year  what  is 
actually  being  done— every  year  in  this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  one 
point  with  reference  to  the  bill  that  was  be- 
fore the  private  bills  committee  recently. 
There  is  certainly  a  difference  between  struc- 
tural changes  or  improvements  to  a  house, 
and  additions  such  as  chattels,  which  I  re- 
gard as  rugs,  etc.,  classified  in  that  general 
category. 

When  the  matter  of  a  sale  is  being  nego- 
tiated, a  person  looks  at  some  of  these  other 
things  in  the  House  and  does  settle  it  in  the 
offer  that  they  would  make.  If  you  look  at 
offers  to  purchase  you  frequently  find  that  in 
addition  they  include  certain  items  covering 
rugs,  blinds,   awnings,  etc. 

Now  those  things  are  not  part  of  the  house, 
but  are  items  or  chattels  that  might  go  with 
the  house.  They  are  not  necessarily  included; 
they  would  not  be  included  in  the  appraised 
value  of  the  house  from  an  assessment  stand- 
point. 

Mr.  Deans:  Chandeliers?  I  wonder  if  I 
might  ask  the  minister:  My  understanding  is 
that  above-ground  pools,  swimming  pools— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Above  ground? 

Mr.  Deans:  Above-ground  swimming  pools 
are  now  being  considered  in  the  assessed 
value  of  the  property? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Are  not  or  are? 

Mr.  Deans:  Are.  Yes,  they  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  So  far  as  I  am  aware,  if 
an  above-ground  pool  is  really  a  movable 
object— you  can  take  it  down  and  move  it 
away— on  that  basis,  it  should  not  be  included 
in  the  assessed  value.  If  on  the  other  hand  it 
is  a  permanent  structure  or  becomes  a  fixture 
that  cannot  be  moved  it  becomes,  I  think, 
part  of  the  property. 

Mr.  Deans:  My  understanding  at  the  mo- 
ment, from  speaking  with  people  who  have 
been  assessed,  is  that  the  assessor  has  paid 
recognition  to  the  fact  that  they  had  a  pool 
above  ground.  Now  some  are  very  large.  You 
can  spend  $1,000  and  get  a  fairly  large— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Some  of  them  are  en- 
closed, with  a  wooden  structure  around  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  Right,  but  they  are  taken  down 
and  they  can  be  dismantled  and  taken  with— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  And  moved. 
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Mr.  Dean^:  —the  person  who  owns  the 
property  to  the  next  home.  Why  should  that 
be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  real  value  of 
the  property? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  the  distinction  is 
there,  as  I  mentioned.  If  you  can  take  it 
down  and  move  it,  then  it  is  not  part  of  the 
assessed  value  of  that  property.  If  you  can- 
not move  it,  it  is  obviously  part  of  the  prop- 
erty itself  and  has  to  be  assessed  as  such. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  can 
tell  me  then— we  are  still  under  assessment 
education— can  the  minister  indicate  to  me 
what  educational  programme  is  actually  being 
undertaken  by  the  students  who  are  being 
hired  to  go  and  do— as  I  understand  it— the 
measuring  in  terms  of  the  properties?  What 
actual  education,  what  length  of  education, 
what  requirements  are  there  for  those  people? 
How  many  are  there  at  this  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  part  of  the  practical 
work  involved  in  the  community  college  as- 
sessment programme  and  they  do  that  in  their 
school  terms  at  the  community  colleges.  They 
need  not  only  the  theoretical  work  and  the 
work  within  the  college  itself,  but  they  need 
practical  work  in  the  field,  and  it  is  done  this 
way. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  a  voluntary  efiEort?  They 
are  not  being  paid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  they  are. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  are  being  paid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  paid  through  that 
particular  programme. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1402,  item  2.  The 
hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  am  sorry.  I  am  just  trying  to 
jBnd  this  section  in  the  Toronto  bill.  This  is 
exactly  the  point  we  were  talking  about  be- 
fore. We  all  know  that  additions,  structural 
improvements  to  a  house,  change  the  assessed 
value.  There  is  no  problem  there.  What  I  am 
saying  is  if  your  theory  of  appraisal  is  being 
used  for  assessing  of  a  home,  then  there  is 
bound  to  be  a  change  in  that  appraisal  value 
depending  on  whether  the  house  it  kept  in 
good  repair  or  poor  repair.  And  the  wording 
of  the  City  of  Toronto  Bill  the  other  week— 
if  I  could  just  find  the  section,  maybe  the 
deputy  minister  knows  the  section  or  remem- 
bers the  section— definitely  suggested  the  city 
of  Toronto  opinion  on  that  part  of  it.  The 
bill  related  to  improvements  in  the  home  and 
my  interpretation  was  that  by  the  passage  of 


that  bill  the  department  was  making  an  ad- 
mission that  improvements  in  a  home  could, 
in  fact,  affect  the  assessment,  which  would 
consequently  affect  the  taxes  on  it. 
Now  the  other- 
Mr.  Ben:  May  I  say  a  word  on  this? 
Mr.  Good:  All  right. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon.  member 
having  served  on  city  council  and  having 
had  this  matter  arise  almost  every  year  I 
was  there,  I  would  point  out  there  had  been 
considerable  confusion.  The  city  of  Toronto 
was  wont  to  send  out  with  its  tax  bills  a 
little  pamphlet  which  indicated  therein  what 
work  could  be  done  on  a  private  dwelling 
without  any  increase  in  assessments. 

It  was  very  difficult  to  distinguish  between 
maintenance  and  improvements,  as  my  col- 
league put  it.  The  fact  remained  that,  accord- 
ing to  that  pamphlet  you  could  replace  the 
existing  heating  plants,  existing  piping,  exist- 
ing water  pipes;  you  could  replace  the  roof, 
you  could  tear  down  partitions  in  the  inside 
to  enlarge  rooms,  you  could  put  up  partitions 
to  make  smaller  rooms,  you  could  replace 
existing  porches  with  new  porches  and  so  on— 

Mr.  Good:  You  could  do  it  in  your  base- 
ment. 

Mr.  Ben:  —without  an  increase  in  value. 
But  then  it  was  difficult  to  convince  people 
that  this  was  so.  We  wanted  people  to  im- 
prove their  properties,  but  it  appeared  to 
them  that  any  time  one  did  any  of  these 
things  the  assessor  was  around  there  with 
his  thumbs— and  some  had  bigger  thumbs 
than  others— and  that  the  assessments  were 
going  up.  And  one  of  the  reasons  that  Mr. 
Dennison,  the  present  mayor,  for  the  last 
10  years  has  been  putting  resolutions  on  the 
order  paper  asking  that  they  receive  legis- 
lation which  would  enable  people  to  make 
improvements  without  an  increase  in  assess- 
ment, was  because  of  this  confusion  as  to 
the  cost. 

I  do  think,  Mr.  Minister— through  you, 
Mr.  Chairman— that  all  the  people  in  Ontario 
should  one  way  or  another  be  specifically 
informed  as  to  their  rights  to  make  improve- 
ments to  their  dwellings,  or  to  make  main- 
tenance repairs  to  their  dwellings  if  you 
wish  to  put  it  that  way.  As  I  gathered  from 
my  experience,  a  citizen  was  able  to  do 
almost  anything  to  his  existing  dwelling  save 
and  except  add  to  it.  That  would  be  a 
generalization. 
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The  fact  remains  that  too  many  citizens 
were  not  aware  or  apprised  of  their  rights  in 
this  regard  and  I  do  think  there  should  be 
some  way  that  the  government  can  inform 
citizens  all  across  the  province  as  to  their 
rights  under  The  Assessment  Act  when  it 
comes  to  maintaining  their  property  in  the 
highest  degree  of-^how  shall  I  put  it— the 
highest  degree   of   repair. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  What  you  are  suggesting 
is  done  in  Toronto.  It  is  what  we  endeavour 
to  do  through  the  assessors  in  various  parts 
of  the  province.  But  I  think  you  have  got 
a  good  point  with  reference  to  sending  it 
out.  Certainly  your  concept  of  replacement 
of  other  facilities  is  correct.  Those  are  not 
subject,  then,  to  increased  assessment.  I  have 
in  my  hands  a  bulletin,  or  at  least  a  small 
brochure,  "Your  Property,  Your  Assessment, 
Your  Taxes."  This  is  the  kind  of  thing  that 
we  send  out  to  the  property  owners  in  the 
pro\ince  to  explain  the  kind  of  thing  that 
the  member  had  in  mind  in  the  city  of 
Toronto.  It  is  said  in  different  words  and  in 
different  ways,  but  I  agree  with  him  it  is 
good  to  put  this  kind  of  information  directly 
into  the  hands  of  the  homeowners. 

Mr.  Ben:  You  are  doing  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  are  doihg  it,  yes; 
slowly  perhaps,  but  it  will  be  speeded  up. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  item  2  carry?  There 
will  be  more  discussion  on  item  2?  Then  I 
think  we  should  have  the  motion  to  rise 
and  report,  it  being  1  of  the  clock. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  mo\es  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  a  certain  reso- 
liltion  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  before  moving  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  House,  I  would  simply  like  to 
say  we  will  continue  with  the  estimates  of 
The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  on 
Monday,    and   following  that   discussion   we 


will  proceed  with  number  4  on  the  order 
paper  and  consider  legislation  in  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  the  adjournment,  could  the  House 
leader  advise  us  when  he  anticipates  the  bills 
standing  in  the  name  of  the  Prime  Minister 
(Mr.  Davis)  will  be  called;  Bills  53,  54,  55 
and  56? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  am  not  prepared  to 
give  a  distinct  day  on  which  they  will  be 
called,  but  it  will  be  neither  Monday  nor 
Tuesday. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  can 
believe  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask 
the  House  leader  if,  either  later  today  or  on 
Monday  morning,  he  could  inquire  and  if  it  is 
possible  let  us  know  in  advance  when  they 
would  be  called,  because  they  are  com- 
plicated bills  and  bills  on  which  certain  of 
our  members  have  spent  a  considerable 
amount  of  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  endeavour  to 
do  exactly  that,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  the  minister  can  tear  himself 
away  from  Sudbury  East  long  enough. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Before 
the  House  adjourns,  Mr.  Speaker,  could  some- 
one inform  the  House  on  Monday  as  to  how 
many  hours  are  still  remaining  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  three  major  estimates  and 
the  several  minor  estimates  that  will  be 
dealt  with  in  the  House? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sorry,  but  that  is  a 
matter  which,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  falls 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Chairman  of 
the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House,  who 
keeps  track  of  it  and  who  runs  that.  I  would 
suggest  the  hon.  member  might  find  out 
from  the  Chairman,  who  is  in  the  House 
now  and  will  be  here  afterwards,  or  ask 
him   on   Monday   when   the   conmiittee   sits. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1:00  o'clock  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon  we  have  as 
guests  in  both  galleries  students  from  French- 
man's Bay  Public  School  in  Bay  Ridges,  and 
in  the  west  gallery  students  from  St.  Charles 
Separate  School  in  Bradford. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Prime  Minister):  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  my  pleasure  to  table  the  docu- 
ment described  as  the  Canadian  Constitutional 
Charter,  1971,  drawn  up  at  last  week's  con- 
stitutional conference  in  Victoria.  I  am  also 
tabling  the  statement  of  conclusions  of  the 
conference  and  a  statement  I  made  at  the 
conference.  All  three  documents  are  also 
being  distributed  to  all  hon,   members. 

As  the  members  will  know,  the  charter 
represents  the  proposed  revisions  to  the  con- 
stitution which  those  present  at  the  confer- 
ence agreed  to  present  to  their  respective 
governments  for  consideration,  with  the 
understanding  that  each  government  would 
indicate  its  approval,  or  otherwise,  of  the 
charter  by  June  28. 

I  would  Uke  to  inform  the  members  of 
the  House  that  my  government  agreed  to 
accept  this  charter  in  its  entirety  following 
a  cabinet  meeting  last  week.  I  intend  to 
notify  the  secretary  of  the  constitutional  con- 
ference of  this  decision  as  soon  as  possible. 
Moreover,  in  the  event  that  all  the  govern- 
ments will  have  indicated  their  approval  by 
June  28,  it  will  then  be  presented  to  this 
Legislature  for  full  debate  and,  I  would 
expect,  formal  approval. 

It  is  our  behef— that  of  myself  and  my 
colleagues— that  this  charter  represents  the 
best  opportunity  we  have  had  in  Canada, 
and  will  have  for  some  time  to  come,  to 
achieve  a  number  of  constitutional  reforms 
and  changes  which  have  been  sought  by  many 
for  a  good  number  of  years. 

It  will  result  in  a  very  large  and  impor- 
tant step  forward:  the  patriation  of  the  con- 
stitution to  Canada.  This  will  give  the  Cana- 
dian people  the  right  and  power  of  amend- 
ment. These  steps,  together  with  other  pro- 
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visions  in  the  charter,  we  believe,  will  pro- 
vide Canadians  with  a  constitution  more 
pertinent,  applicable  and  adaptable  to  the 
needs  and  purposes  of  the  Canadian  society, 
now  and  in  the  future. 

While  the  charter  is  not  entirely  what  we 
might  have  wanted  it  to  be,  we  are  nonethe- 
less entirely  in  support  of  it.  It  does  not 
contain  all  the  provisions,  nor  all  the  langu- 
age Ontario  might  have  wished  to  see  in  it, 
but  we  wholeheartedly  recommend  all  its 
provisions.  In  short,  Mr.  Speaker,  our  sup- 
port of  this  charter  is  unequivocal  and  un- 
qualified. 

Members  of  this  Legislature  may  take 
some  pride  in  the  contribution  made  by 
Ontario  to  this  long  and  difficult  process  by 
.successive  provincial  administrations.  Par- 
ticularly, I  must  mention  the  Confedera- 
tion of  Tomorow  Conference  held  here  in 
Toronto  in  1967,  and  the  leadership  and 
inspiration  of  the  former  Prime  Minister  (Mr. 
Robarts)  on  that  occasion,  and  in  the  series 
of  federal-provincial  constitutional  conferences 
which  followed  it.  Perhaps  it  will  be  said 
that,  as  the  path  to  Confederation  began  at 
Charlottetown  and  led  to  Quebec  and  Lon- 
don, the  road  to  re-Confederation  began  at 
Toronto  and  led  to  Victoria. 

The  charter,  I  might  say,  is  a  typically 
Canadian  achievement— representing  years  of 
patient,  painstaking  deliberation,  culminating 
at  Victoria  and  representing  as  well,  the  Cana- 
dian genius  for  compromise,  and  the  Canadian 
capacity  to  find  consensus  in  a  diversity  of 
opinions. 

The  charter  is  not  the  handiwork  of  any 
one  government,  much  less  of  any  one  person, 
but  it  represents  the  mutual  goodwill  and  the 
collective  judgement  of  all  who  were  present. 

Hon.  members,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  also 
realize  that  the  issue  still  hangs  in  the 
balance.  It  may  well  be  more  difficult  for 
some  to  reach  agreement  on  this  matter  than 
it  will  be  for  others.  I  would  hope  that  our 
prompt  endorsement  of  it  will  oflFer  both 
example   and  encouragement. 

We  cannot  speak  for  others  beyond  the 
purview  of  this  Legislature,  but  I  beheve 
it  appropriate  to  say  that  the  government  of 
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Ontario  hopes  essential  unanimity  will  be 
achieved,  and  that  sudh  will  be  without  re- 
gard for  the  political  advantage  or  disadvan- 
tage of  any  one  party  to  this  document,  but 
a  unanimity  achieved  in  the  common  interest 
of  all  Canadians. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  rare  moment  in  our 
history  and  the  moment  represents  a  unique 
opportunity.  I  would  expect  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  ( Mr.  Nixon )  and  the  leader 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  (Mr.  Lewis), 
both  of  whom  were  present  at  the  open 
portion  of  the  conference,  to  share  this 
opinion.  We  are  seldom  in  complete  accord 
in  this  chamber,  and  it  would  be  easy  enough 
for  any  individual  member  to  find  some  dis- 
agreement, or  to  raise  some  doubts  about 
various  portions   of  the  charter. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  The  Prime 
Minister  has  no  right  to  anticipate  free  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  However,  I  would  hope 
that  each  of  us  will  set  these  aside.  While 
the  charter  may  not  be  ideal,  it  is  nonetheless 
the  best  that  the  leaders  of  our  Legislature 
and  Parhament,  representing  all  of  our 
national  political  parties,  could  achieve. 

I  might,  sir,  give  a  brief  resume  of  the 
more  significant  passages  in  the  charter  and 
indicate  in  passing  Ontario's  attitude  and  pos- 
ition. 

As  I  have  said,  the  charter  contains  the 
terms  of  a  formula  for  amending  the  constitu- 
tion in  Canada.  The  conference  also  agreed 
to  include  in  the  charter  an  amendment  to 
section  94A  of  The  British  North  America  Act 
which  will  add  family,  youth  and  occupational 
training  allowances  to  the  provisions  of  this 
section.  A  new  subsection  is  to  be  added  re- 
quiring consultation  by  the  government  of 
Canada  with  the  provinces  on  any  proposed 
future  federal  legislation  in  these  areas. 

A  nrunber  of  steps  are  also  to  be  taken  to 
refresh  the  language  of  the  constitution,  to 
rename  certain  enactments,  and  to  delete 
spent  and  irrelevant  provisions. 

Political  rights:  The  provisions  in  the  char- 
ter concerning  political  rights  follow  closely 
the  approach  taken  by  Ontario  since  early  on 
in  the  constitutional  review.  Our  position  has 
been  that  what  is  feasible  to  entrench  in  the 
constitution  should  be  entrenched.  We  are 
gratified  that  the  charter  has  adopted  this 
approach  with  regard  to  these  vital  individual 
rights  and  freedoms. 

Language  rights:  The  language  provisions 
represent  a  very  important  step  forward.  Pre- 
viously,  matters   regarding   the   use   of  lan- 


guages have  been  confined  to  one  section  of 
The  British  North  America  Act.  The  charter 
now  contains  a  commitment  to  full  bilingual- 
ism  on  the  part  of  the  federal  government 
and  the  extension  of  language  rights  as  far  as 
feasible  on  the  part  of  the  provinces. 

For  our  part,  Ontario  has  agreed  to  the 
entrenchment  of  the  right  to  the  use  of  the 
French  language  for  debates  in  the  House,  in 
communications  with  the  head  ofiBces  of  all 
government  departments  and  agencies  of  the 
government,  and  with  the  principal  ojffices  of 
departments  and  agencies  in  areas  Where  there 
are  substantial  concentrations  of  French- 
speaking  people.  It  will  continue  to  be  the 
policy  of  this  government  to  expand  language 
rights  in  other  areas  wherever  feasible  and 
practicable. 

I  might  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  Ontario 
was  prepared  to  have  a  clause  in— 

Mr.  Sopha:  Same  as  Alberta  and  British 
Columbia.    You  are  in  great  company. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —was  prepared  to  have  a 
clause   in  the   charter  entrenching   language 
rights  in  education- 
Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That  was 
retreat. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Retrogression. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —but  only  if  a  number  of 
other  provinces  also  agreed. 

Article  16  of  the  charter  provides  for  any 
province  to  expand  language  rights  within  its 
jurisdiction  and,  in  effect,  "opt  in"  to  the 
entrenchment  provisions.  Article  19  provides 
for  the  protection  of  languages  other  than 
French  and  English. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Canada:  Ontario 
submitted  an  extensive  set  of  proposals  on  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  some  of  which 
were  accepted  and  are  included  in  the  charter, 
others  of  which  made  some  contribution  to 
the  ultimate  determination  of  this  section.  An 
important  effect  of  this  section  is  that  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  will  become  a 
national  court  rather  than  an  institution  of  the 
federal  government. 

For  the  first  time,  the  provinces  will  have 
some  involvement  in  the  nomination  of 
justices  appointed  to  that  court.  As  well,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  will  be  entrenched 
in  the  constitution  rather  than  described  in  a 
federal  statute.  The  charter  also  provides 
that,  where  a  case  before  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada  involves  questions  of  law  relating 
to  the  civil  law  of  the  Province  of  Quebec 
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and  involves  no  other  question  of  law,  it  shall 
be  heard  by  a  panel  of  judges,  the  majority 
of  vi^hom  have  been  trained  in  the  civil  law. 
Revised  section  94(a):  As  I  said  earlier,  the 
charter  extends  the  provisions  of  94(a)  of 
The  BNA  Act  to  family,  youth  and  occupa- 
tional allowances  for  all  provinces.  The  juris- 
diction over  these  matters  and  those  pre- 
viously contained  in  section  94(a)  of  The  BNA 
Act  would  be  concurrent  with  provincial  para- 
mount cy. 

Regional  disparities:  The  charter  contains  a 
commitment  on  the  part  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment and  the  provinces  to  promote 
equality  of  opportunity  throughout  Canada,  to 
provide  a  reasonable  quality  of  public  serv- 
ices and  to  promote  economic  development  in 
order  to  reduce  regional  disparities. 

Federal-provincial  consultation:  Since  early 
in  the  constitutional  review  Ontario  has 
accorded  priority  to  the  establishment  of 
better  meohanisons  for  fedeTal-provincial  con- 
sultation. We  are,  therefore,  pleased  that  the 
meeting  in  Victoria  agreed  to  include  in  the 
charter  a  provision  for  a  yearly  meeting  of 
first  ministers. 

Amendments  to  the  constitution:  The 
amending  formula  contained  in  the  charter 
is  based  on  the  consensus  which  was  reached 
at  the  February  meeting  of  the  first  ministers. 
The  government  of  Ontario  has  found  this 
formula  acceptable  and  we  hope  that  the 
flexibility  which  it  provides  will  enable  it 
to  serve  Canadian  federalism  in  the  decades 
to  come. 

Since  the  imperial  conference  of  1927, 
repeated  attempts  have  been  made  to  find 
a  suitable  amending  procedure.  After  44 
years,  the  present  formula  represents  a  great 
achievement. 

Modernization  of  the  constitution:  The 
charter  contains  provisions  for  the  moderni- 
zation of  the  constitution  in  the  removal  of 
spent  or  irrelevant  provisions,  such  as  the 
terms  of  union  of  some  provinces.  In  addition, 
these  provisions  provide  for  the  repeal  of 
the  power  of  reservation  and  disallowance, 
which  we  believe  are  inconsistent  with  the 
spirit  of  federalism. 

The  government  of  Ontario,  Mr.  Speaker, 
considers  the  step  we  took  in  Victoria  to 
be  just  that,  one  step  which  must  be  fol- 
lowed by  others.  Since  the  Confederation 
of  Tomorrow  Conference,  Ontario  has  stres- 
sed the  need  for  a  thorough  assessment  of 
the  broad  range  of  issues  which  are  the 
root  of  our  federation's  contemporary  prob- 
lems. 


As  we  stated  to  the  conference,  we  have 
consistently  urged  that  consideration  be  given 
to  fiscal  and  functional  issues.  We  have 
urged  that  consideration  be  given  to  the 
distribution  of  legislative  powers  to  deter- 
mine whether  they  remain  appropriate  to 
our  present  needs  and  values.  This  issue 
remains  virtually  untouched  by  the  charter. 

We  have  stressed  the  need  for  established, 
improved  intergovernmental  consultation  and 
co-ordination  beyond  agreeing  to  meet  annu- 
ally. We  still  have  not  discussed  this  question 
in  terms  of  our  continuing  day-to-day  rela- 
tionships. Ontario  has  also  stressed  the  need 
for  a  thorough  assessment  of  federal-pro- 
vincial fiscal  relations.  These  relationships 
have  been  discussed,  it  is  true,  but  we  have 
not  yet  begun  to  resolve  the  imbalances 
existing  between  provincial  revenue  capacity 
and  the  rapidly  growing  expenditure  respon- 
sibilities of  the  provinces  and  the  munici- 
palities. 

Mr.  Sopha:  That  is  all  the  Premiers  talked 
about,  more  money. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
pleased  that  the  first  ministers  will  meet  in 
the  autumn  to  discuss  all  aspects  of  federal- 
provincial  fiscal  arrangements  including  tax 
reform,  shared  cost  programmes,  equaliza- 
tion and  tax  sharing. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  entirely  fitting  that  the 
government  of  Ontario  should  be  among  the 
first,  if  not  the  first,  to  recommend  the 
adoption  of  this  Canadian  Constitutional 
Charter.  There  is  little  or  no  time  left  for 
doubts  or  second  thoughts;  such  can  only 
weaken  the  resolve  of  others  whose  inclina- 
tion it  is  to  support  the  charter  and  strengthen 
the  will  of  those  few  who  want  only  failure 
to  come  from  this  long,  patient  and  deliberate 
effort  to  provide  Canada  with  a  constitution 
of  its  own  design. 

It  is  my  view  and  that  of  the  government 
of  Ontario  that  the  Canadian  Constitutional 
Charter,  1971,  is  an  historic  achievement 
and  a  sound  beginning  to  constitutional  re- 
form for  Canada.  I  take  pleasure  and  pride 
in  commending  the  charter  to  the  House. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary):  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  has  been  indicated  to  the  House 
on  several  occasions  the  liquor  laws  have 
been  under  review  and  certain  changes  have 
been  made  and  I  should  like  to  announce 
certain  new  items.  I  shall  be  referring,  for 
the  record  at  this  time,  not  only  to  what  is 


2972 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


in  bills  to  be  introduced  later  on  this  after- 
noon, but  what  will  be  done  by  regulations 
and  their  applications. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  will  recall  that  recendy 
I  announced  that  the  Liquor  Licence  Board 
have  given  permission  for  certain  licensees 
with  the  proper  facilities  to  extend  services 
under  their  licences  into  immediate  open-air 
areas.  After  a  flurry  of  misunderstanding— 
as  sometimes  happens— these  facilities  are  in 
operation  and  the  public  response  has  been 
most  favourable. 

New  service  in  dining  lounges  and  dining 
rooms:  A  basic  principle  which  has  been 
followed  within  Ontario  is  emphasis  on  food 
with  the  service  of  liquor.  Adherence  to  this 
has  brought  into  being  a  broad  array  of 
fine  dining  places  not  only  in  the  populated 
urban  areas  but  throughout  all  parts  of  the 
province. 

Our  society  is  becoming  an  eating  out 
one.  Yet  the  strict  requirement  that  liquor 
be  served  only  with  meals  in  a  dining  lounge 
or  dining  room  has  led  to  some  unrealistic 
situations— for  example,  where  one  wishes 
to  join  friends  after  having  eaten  elsewhere, 
or  in  late  evening  wishes  to  go  to  a  dining 
room  where  entertainment  is  being  given. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister  means  for  table 
hopping? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Under  these  amend- 
ments it  will  no  longer  be  necessarily  com- 
pulsory to  order  a  meal  in  order  to  have  a 
drink  in  a  dining  lounge  or  a  dining  room 
in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Sopha:  That  is  a  step  forward  for 
the- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  A  person  may  eat  as 
mudh  or  as  little  as  he  wishes;  a  perscwi  will 
not  be  forced  to  eat  or  to  go  through  the 
motions. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  there  is  the  new  wave. 
Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  At  the  same  time- 
Mr.  Lewis:   There  is  the  evidence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —in  order  to  maintain 
our  general  approach  that  beverage  alcohol 
should  be  available  in  conjunction  with  food, 
proprietors  will  have  to  manage  their  affairs 
so  that  the  total  receipts  from  the  sale  of 
liquor  in  any  month  shall  not  exceed  the 
total  receipts  from  the  sale  of  food.  It  is  to 
be  vmderstood  that  we  are  not  converting  our 
dining  lounges  into  lounges. 


On  Sunday,  service  will  continue  to  be  only 
with  a  meal. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  that  is  logical. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Sunday  entertainment: 
The  principle  that  I  have  referred  to  is 
based  on  our  experience  which  indicates  that 
the  public  is  best  served  and  a  style  of  life 
best  protected  when  alcohol  is  not  isolated 
from  other  normal  human  activities,  such  as 
eating  and  entertainment.  In  this  regard, 
public  houses  are  now  being  encouraged  to 
make  food  available.  Permission  will  also  be 
granted  to  allow  dining  lounges  and  dining 
rooms  to  provide  entertainment  by  way  of 
dinner  music  and  dancing  on  Sunday  eve- 
nings. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  really  a  contemporary 
group   over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Confections:  In  the 
past,  there  has  been  a  restriction  on  the  sale 
of  products  such  as  the  famous  European 
liqueur  candies  if  the  alcohol  content  ex- 
ceeded 2.5  per  cent  by  weight.  This  will  now 
be  raised  to  5  per  cent  and  we  will  so  make 
available  to  the  residents  of  Ontario  specialty 
products  for  special  occasions. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Think  of  what  that  will  do  to 
Laura  Secord. 

Mr.  Sopha:  A  real  swinger. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Chocolates  of  this  form 
have  long  been  regarded  as  delicacies  in 
many  parts  of  the  world  from  which  our 
residents   come— 

Mr.  Sopha:  Do  you  people  not  believe  in 
drinking  that  booze  rather  than  eating  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —and  now  all  who  wish 
to  enjoy  this  form  of  sweet,  whether  imported 
or  not,  will  be  able  to  do  so. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:   Residences:  We  have 

entered  a  new  age  of  shelter- 
Mr.    P.   D.    Lawlor   (Lakeshore):    Into   the 

14th  century. 

Mr.  Lewis:  New  age  of  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  New  age  of  shelter— 
the  word  "condominium"  is  symbolic  of  the 
changing  scene. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  good  thing  you  are 
reading  that,  it  needs  a  buffoon. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Accordingly,  these 
amendments  also  carry  a  redefinition  of  the 
concept  of  residence  so  that  the  definition 
has  been  broadened  significantly.  Apartment 
dwellers  will  now  be  enabled  to  enjoy  all 
of  the  facilities  of  their  building,  whether 
indoors  or  outdoors,  alone  or  with  their 
invited  guests,  in  like  manner  to  those  who 
live  in  private  homes.  It  has  occurred,  for 
instance,  that  apartment  residents  could  not 
have  a  beer  beside  the  pool  on  their  apart- 
ment property,  because  of  concern  for  a 
breach  of  the  liquor  laws. 

Mr.  Sopha:  And  properly  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  has  been  doubt 
as  to  whether  or  not  a  man  who  was  having  a 
party  in  the  apartment  recreational  room  was 
entitled  to  serve  drinks  to  his  guests  on  the 
same  basis  as  he  would  be  in  a  separated 
dwelling.  This  doubt  will  now  be  removed 
and  an  apartment  unit,  together  with  all  the 
areas  used  in  common  with  the  other  apart- 
ment residents,  will  be  considered  as  part  of 
a  home  so  that  no  misunderstanding  should 
arise.  A  mobile  home  is  also  included. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  You  can  go 
apartment   hopping    and    carry    your    drinks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Senior  citizens'  resi- 
dences: I  am  happy  to  announce  that  this 
broadened  definition  of  residence  is  intended 
to  include  senior  citizens'  homes  to  enal^le 
residents  to  keep,  for  their  own  use,  the 
beverage  of  their  choice  for  consumption  in 
their  own  rooms,  in  their  lounges,  in  recrea- 
tion areas,  on  their  patios  and  in  the  dining 
rooms. 

Mr.  Sopha:  He  wants  all  the  old  people 
stoned. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  To  insist  that  one  of 
our  elderly  citizens  change  his  social  habits 
simply  because  circumstances  forced  him  to 
move  from  his  own  private  home  or  his 
family's  residence  into  one  of  our  senior 
citizens'  homes  has  imposed  an  unreasonable 
condition.  Both  the  latter  provisions  are 
permissive. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Hear, 
Hear.  Unreasonable— you  are  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Special  events:  There 
will  be  formulated  a  new  special  events 
policy  which  will  apply  all  across  the  prov- 
ince. This  policy  will  facilitate  local  festivals 
and  exhibitions  which  celebrate,  for  example, 
historical  events  of  the  area— harvest  festivals, 
signicant    public    anniversaries,    trade     and 


other  special  events.  Permits  will  be  available 
for  indoor  and  outdoor  service  facilities.  The 
policy  will  require  such  festivals  be  well 
organized  by  responsible  groups  and  citizens 
in  the  area.  One  can  cite  as  examples,  the 
Oktoberfests,  the  North  Bay  Winter  Fur 
Carnival,  the  Niagara  harvest  festivals,  and 
the  Ottawa  Winter  Carnival,  as  public  activi- 
ties which  our  people  wish  to  enjoy  in  all 
aspects. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  Icelandic  national  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Forty-ounce  bottles. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  have  been  re- 
quests made  of  late  for  larger  containers  to 
be  available  in  the  liquor  stores.  It  is  hoped 
that  shortly  before  Christmas,  or  at  the  turn 
of  the  year,  all  the  distilleries  will  be  able  to 
supply  the  board  with  40-ounce  bottles  for 
use  at  home  and  in  licensed  premises. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Do  you 
have  larger  containers  available? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
The  member  is  not  criticizing  now?  Quit 
your  belly-aching. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Midnight  closing  of 
certain  stores:  And  since  there  have  been 
requests  for  later  store  hours  in  some  areas, 
the  Liquor  Control  Board  will  designate  cer- 
tain stores  to  remain  open  until  midnight 
where  the  size  of  population  is  suflBcient  and 
the  people  in  the  locality  show  requirement 
for,  and  make  use  of,  the  service. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No  rude  remarks  on 
that  one? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  great  stujBF. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  A  recent  survey  has 
indicated  that  Malton  international  airport 
here  in  Ontario  is  the  busiest  airport  in  Can- 
ada. In  keeping  with  the  international  stature 
of  that  airport  and  as  a  convenience  to  Cana- 
dians travelling  abroad,  whether  by  regular 
scheduled  commercial  airlines  or  by  charter 
services,  the  government  of  Ontario  is  pro- 
ceeding to  establish  what  is  commonly  known 
as  a  duty  free  store  for  the  sale  of  liquor  at 
Toronto  International  Airport. 

Negotiations  have  already  begun  with  The 
Department  of  Transport,  the  government  of 
Canada  and  with  the  customs  and  excise 
division  of  the  federal  government.  It  is 
hoped  that  although  space  is  very  limited 
and  new  buildings   are  not  yet   completed. 
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some  temporary  arrangements  can  be  made 
to  put  the  store  into  operation  within  the 
next  month.  The  store  will  be  operated  by 
the  Liquor  Control  Board  to  ensure  the 
standard  of  quality  of  service  to  the  public 
and  there  will  be  made  available  a  selected 
number  of  brands  available  in  these  stores. 

Some  time  ago  we  amended  the  legislation 
so  that  licensed  premises  could  open  after 
the  polls  close  in  municipal  and  provincial 
elections.  The  federal  government  has 
amended  the  federal  Elections  Act  so  that 
it  is  no  longer  an  oflEence  to  serve  liquor  in 
public  places  on  federal  elections  days  after 
the  polls  have  closed.  Accordingly,  regula- 
tions are  being  changed  to  provide  for  the 
opening  of  premises  after  the  polls  close  on 
federal  election  days. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  This  government  always 
follows  somebody's  example— no  initiative. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  no.  They  followed 
us. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Oh,  this  government  has 
not  done  it  yet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Also  it  frequently  oc- 
curred that  all  of  the  licensed  premises  in  a 
municipality  had  to  close  on  voting  days, 
even  though  only  a  small  section  of  the  com- 
munity was  voting  on  an  isolated  matter. 
Under  the  changes,  only  those  licensed  prem- 
ises which  are  in  areas  affected  by  the  muni- 
cipal votes  will  be  closed  during  the  voting 
hours. 

New  procedures  on  hearings  of  applica- 
tions: The  hospitality  and  tourist  industry  of 
Ontario  has  made  a  great  contribution  to  the 
emerging  life  style  of  this  province,  to  the 
pleasure  not  only  of  many  of  our  residents 
but  to  the  many  thousands  who  will  visit  with 
us.  It  is  in  great  part  due  to  their  efforts 
that  tourists  from  all  over  North  America  and 
the  world  are  pleased  to  return  to  Ontario 
year  after  year  in  the  confident  knowledge 
that  good  clean  accommodation,  well-pre- 
pared meals  and  properly  served  beverages 
all  are  available  here  in  abundance  at  a  fair 
price.  We  believe  it  important,  therefore, 
that  the  hospitality  industry  be  encouraged 
and  that  the  regulations  which  affect  the 
industry  be  more  reasonable,  realistic  and  in 
tune  with  the  times. 

The  time  elements  of  board  procedures  in 
dealing  with  applications  have  been  under 
criticism.  For  instance,  in  the  past  a 
restaurant  owner  had  to  be  in  business  for 
six  months  or  more  before  Ihe  could  even  fill 


in  an  application  for  a  licence.  After  all  the 
forms  were  filled  in,  plans  filled  'and  the  first 
hearing  held,  another  six  months  had  gone 
by.  Then  came  the  special  meetings,  which 
were  held  originally  once  a  year  and  now 
twice  per  year  around  the  province  in  the  14 
licensing  districts.  More  montihs  could  go  by 
as  checking  continued.  Many  operators  found 
these  periods  trying  and  very  diffiloult. 

I  am  happy  to  aimounce  that  new  policies 
of  the  Liquor  Licence  Board  will  make  it  even 
possible,  under  certain  conditions,  for  estab- 
lishments to  open  with  the  licence  on  the  wall. 
To  bring  this  about  the  board  will  hold  pre- 
liminary hearings  on  a  continuous  basis,  and 
special  meetings  as  needed.  Applications  will 
be  dealt  with  on  the  basis  of  checking  all 
the  relevant  factors  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of 
application,  and  all  procedures  will  be  stream- 
lined. It  is  to  be  noted  that  the  present 
statutory  provisions  for  publication  and  hear- 
ing of  objections  will  be  continued. 

Flexibility  as  to  hours  of  service:  In  the 
past,  uniform  hours  of  service  were  enforced 
across  the  province  throughout  the  week, 
whether  pubhc  demand  existed  or  not.  Now 
by  arrangement  with  the  board,  it  will  be 
possible  for  owners  to  close  earlier  if  they 
wish  and  to  close  for  periods  during  the  day 
related  to  the  needs  of  the  public.  This  will 
be  no  extension  of  the  hours,  but  rather  allows 
the  operator  more  flexibility  in  running  his 
own  business  as  he  sees  fit  as  a  responsible 
businessman. 

This  attitude  represents  the  future  course 
of  the  policy  of  the  board— under  the  statute 
and  regulations,  as  far  as  possible,  to  leave 
the  internal  workings  of  licensed  establish- 
ments to  the  good  sense  of  the  owner  and 
the  demands  of  his  patrons  so  that  he  will  be 
able  more  readily  to  tailor  his  service  to  the 
local  public  demand  while  keeping  up  the 
present  high  standards  of  the  province. 

Equal  employment  opportunity:  It  will  now 
be  possible  for  waiters  and  waitresses  to  work 
interchangeably  in  all  licenced  premises  re- 
gardless of  the  classiBoation  of  the  licence. 
Formerly  there  were  restrictions  on  employ- 
ing waitresses  in  certain  types  of  establish- 
ments; in  view  of  The  Women's  Equal 
Opportunity  Act,  these  restrictions  are  re- 
moved. 

Removal  of  mandatory  minimum  $5,000 
fine:  Modem  times  have  also  taught  the  hotel 
keeper  and  the  restaurateur  the  advantages  of 
incorporating  their  businesses,  and  hundreds 
of  small  licenced  establishments  around  On- 
tario are  now  incorporated.  This  new  de- 
velopment in  the  commercial  life  of  the  prov- 
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ince  has  created  situations  where  small  in- 
corporated licensees  are  not  fairly  dealt  with. 
Heretofore,  for  certain  breaches  of  the  liquor 
laws,  even  those  considered  of  a  minor  nature, 
the  minimum  fine  for  any  corporation,  even 
the  small  family  or  personal  company,  was 
$5,000.  A  similar  small  establishment  owned 
by  a  man  in  his  own  name  could  be  fined  as 
little  as  $1.  This  has  had  the  effect  of 
penalizing  unfairly  those  small  businesses  that 
were  already  incorporated  and,  at  the  same 
time,  keeping  other  unincorporated  licensees 
from  enjoying  the  advantages  of  incorpora- 
tion. The  minimum  fine  will  therefore  be 
revoked  while  the  $25,000  maximum  will  be 
retained  so  that  there  will  be  discretion  to 
be  exercised  by  the  judge. 

Disclosure:  The  board  is  aware  that  the 
corporate  structure  can  result  on  indirect 
licensing.  That  is  the  persons  in  actual  control 
may  not  be  known  to  the  board,  and  the 
board  wants  to  ensure  that  all  such  share- 
holders are  known  to  it.  In  order  to  accomp- 
lish this,  all  persons  or  corporations  who  hold 
10  per  cent  or  more  of  the  shares  of  a  cor- 
porate applicant  will  have  to  be  disclosed,  as 
will  any  person  who  owns  shares  in  a  com- 
pany that  in  turn  owns  10  per  cent  of  the 
shares  in  such  an  applicant.  So  we  will  have 
two  levels  of  disclosures:  the  first  disclosure 
will  be  of  the  people  directly  interested  in  llie 
corporate  applicant  and  the  second  level  dis- 
closure will  be  concerned  with  those  who  are 
indirectly  interested  in  the  licence  through 
corporate  holdings.  Screening  procedures  are 
to  be  developed  to  enable  the  board  to 
ascertain  as  best  possible,  who  has  the  bene- 
ficial interest  in  a  licence. 

McRuer  recommendations.  The  hon,  J.  C. 
McRuer  recently  filed  the  third  report  of  his 
commission,  which  contains  comments  and 
recommendations  which  refer  to  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  of  Ontario  and  the  Liquor 
Licence  Board  of  Ontario.  I  have  read  them 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  and  discussed 
the  matter  with  the  boards.  All  aspects  of  the 
report  are  being  studied  together  with  the 
"Rights  legislation"  introduced  recently  by 
the  Prime  Minister,  and  these  will  be  con- 
sidered in  the  light  of  a  complete  revision 
of  the  two  Acts   in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  certain  other  minor 
changes  being  made  to  clarify  and  other 
changes  being  made  where  irritations  have 
arisen  in  the  past.  The  present  changes  do 
not  cover  all  of  the  suggestions  made  to  the 
government;  some  proposals  put  forward  and 
not  adopted  were  far-reacliing  indeed  and  if 
tliey  had  been  adopted  in  totality  would  be 


equivalent  to  the  repeal  of  the  two  Acts. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  make  known  to  you 
that  there  is  a  large  segment  of  our  popu- 
lation which  is  greatly  concerned  with  the 
abuse  of  alcohol;  they  have  made  their  repre- 
sentations in  restraint. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  make  note 
of  the  fact  that  the  "local  option"  provisions 
of  the  Acts  will  continue  to  be  in  force. 
Citizens  coming  under  these  provisions  will 
still  have  the  right  to  determine  these  ques- 
tions for  their  own  community  at  the  local 
level. 

I  announce  no  change  in  the  drinking  age 
as  that  is  part  of  the  considerations  in  con- 
nection with  the  age  of  majority. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  look  forward  to  the  debate 
that  will  follow  both  within  and  without 
this  House.  We  have  not  come  up  with  all 
the  answers,  but  we  trust  that  the  changes 
undertaken  at  this  time  are  responsible  steps 
in  enabling  our  citizens  to  use,  in  modera- 
tion, that  which  many  find  an  enjoyable 
positive  adjunct  to  life. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like 
to  advise  the  House  that  the  government's 
loan  to  McClelland  and  Stewart  Limited,  one 
of  Canada's  largest  book  publishers,  has  been 
granted  and  the  terms  and  conditions  ap- 
proved. It  is  particularly  gratifying  to  an- 
nounce that  as  a  result  this  company  will 
continue  in  business  and  accordingly  will 
remain  Canadian. 

As  you  know,  the  Prime  Minister  initiated 
this  move  in  his  statement  on  April  15,  fol- 
lowing the  recommendation  of  the  Ontario 
royal  commission  on  book  publishing,  which 
was  informed  by  the  company  that  negoti- 
ations had  been  opened  with  US  interests. 
The  total  amount  of  the  loan,  authorized 
by  the  Ontario  Development  Corporation,  is 
$961,000.  The  first  payment  of  $351,000  has 
now  been  delivered. 

The  government  agreed  with  the  royal 
commission  that  the  creative  momentum  in 
original  Canadian  pubhshing  undertaken  by 
McClelland  and  Stewart  should  not  be  lost 
or  be  permitted  to  be  transferred  to  non- 
Canadian  ownership.  It  is  with  disappoint- 
ment, therefore,  that  I  must  report  that  the 
federal  government  declined  our  request  for 
co-operation  in  this  important  matter  of 
national  concern. 

The  loan  is  for  a  10-year  duration,  in- 
terest-free until  May  31,  1976.  Interest  will 
apply  from  then  at  current  ODC  rate  until 
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May  31,  1981,  when  principal  and  any  out- 
standing interest  become  due  and  payable. 
McClelland  and  Stewart  is  to  appoint  two 
board  members  selected  or  approved  by  the 
ODC.  The  ODC  also  has  the  option,  at  any 
time  during  the  term  of  the  loan,  to  acquire 
a  minimum  of  51  per  cent  of  the  company's 
voting  shares. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Mr, 
Speaker,  on  June  18,  the  Minister  of  Finance 
brought  down  his  1971  budget  and  long- 
awaited  new  income  tax  legislation.  There 
is  a  great  deal  at  stake  for  Ontario  taxpayers 
in  this  new  federal  legislation,  both  in  1971 
and  over  the  next  decade.  Consequently,  the 
government  is  undertaking  a  detailed  and 
thorough  analysis  of  the  taxation  and  fiscal 
policy  changes  introduced  by  the  government 
of  Canada.  This  essential  work  is  already 
under  way,  but  until  we  have  completed  our 
detailed  assessment,  I  will  reserve  my  com- 
ments to  the  general  thrust  of  the  new 
federal  policies. 

Let  me  turn  first  to  the  matter  of  fiscal 
policy  and  the  belated  recognition  by  Ottawa 
of  the  need  for  positive  measures  to  stimulate 
economic  growth  and  reduce  unemployment. 
The  Ontario  government  welcomes  the  fed- 
eral govermnent's  adoption  of  an  expansion- 
ary tax  policy.  We  have  been  very  concerned 
by  the  rising  level  of  unemployment  in  our 
pro^^nce  for  the  past  year  and  a  half,  and  it 
is  evident  to  us  that  the  high  level  of  federal 
tax  drag  has  been  an  important  contributing 
factor.  We  advocated  removal  of  the  surtaxes 
immediately  after  Mr.  Benson's  overly  opti- 
mistic budget  of  last  December.  We  docu- 
mented our  case  in  some  detail  in  two 
successive  Ontario  budgets,  and  in  April  of 
this  year  we  used  the  full-employment  bud- 
geting technique  to  design  and  introduce  tax 
policies  to  offset  some  of  this  federal  tax  drag. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Full  employment  without  reducing 
taxes?  It  is  a  lot  of  hot  air. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  number  of 
people  with  jobs  in  Ontario  in  May  was  in 
fact  lower  on  a  seasonally  adjusted  basis 
than  in  February.  The  per  cent  of  the  labour 
force  unemployed  in  recent  weeks  has 
reached  a  ten-year  record  high.  We  are, 
therefore,  most- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  failure  of  the  min- 
ister's job  creation  programme;  or  the  ab- 
sence of  it. 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —relieved  that  our 
own  five  per  cent  corporate  tax  credit,  which 
was  designed  to  head  off  a  recession  in  busi- 
ness investment,  will  be  complemented  in 
coming- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Get  seriousl 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —months  by  federal 
tax  relief  for  consumers.  These  tax  moves 
by  our  two  governments  should  work  in  a 
mutually  reinforcing  way  to  stimulate  in- 
creased and  balanced  economic  demand  from 
both  the  household  and  business  sectors  of 
the  economy. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  It  sounds 
like  the  minister. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  The  min- 
ister could  not  cut  the  retail  sales  tax  him- 
self. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  are  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  judge  at  this  time  without  further 
analysis  whether  the  federal  tax  cuts  are  ade- 
quate to  overcome  the  seriousness  of  the 
unemployment  problem.  They  are  a  step  in 
the  right  direction  and  we  shall  be  watching 
Ontario's  economic  performance  very  care- 
fully in  future  months. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  is  about  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  major  problem, 
as  we  see  it,  is  the  cumulative  effect  of  the 
delay  in  introducing  these  measures.  In  On- 
tario alone  there  are  180,000  people  without 
work- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Stanfield  could  do  better 
than  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  thinks  that  it  is  furmy  there  are 
180,000  people  without  work.  Great  joke! 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  think  the  minister  is  funny. 
He  is  a  riot.  He  is  afraid  to  say  it  is  a  good 
budget. 

An  hon.  member:  We  will  wait  and  see 
what  happens. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister  is  a  buffoon. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  Ontario  alone, 
Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  some  180,000  people 
without  work  and  our  labour  force  is  growing 
by  90,000  to  100,000  people  a  year.  To  absorb 
such  a  large  number  of  people  into  the  work 
force  quickly  is  going  to  require  a  very  sub- 


JUNE  21,  1971 


2977 


stantial  increase  in  economic  growth  in  the 
next  few  months, 

Mr.  Sopha:  That  budget  will  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  federal  govern- 
ment's budgetary  deficit  for  1971-1972  is  fore- 
cast at  $750  milHon;  this  compares  with  On- 
tario's anticipated  budgetary  deficit  of  $415 
milHon. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Their  budget  is  three  times  as 
large. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  federal  govern- 
ment's fiscal  swing,  which  is  a  very  rough 
measure  of  its  expansionary  impact,  is  $332 
million  from  a  deficit  of  $418  million  in 
1970-1971.  Ontario's  is  very  close  to  this 
with  a  swing  of  $300  million  from  a  deficit 
of  $115  million  last  year. 

On  the  basis  of  these  forecasts  we  tend  to 
believe  that  the  federal  government  has  ar- 
rived late  on  the  scene  with  expansionary 
fiscal  policies  and  has  left  a  large  part  of  the 
burden  of  economic  deflation  with  provincial 
treasuries  across  the  country.  It  seems  to  be 
generally  true  across  Canada  that  provincial 
budgets  were  forced  into  larger  deficits  and 
higher  borrowing  early  in  the  economic  slow- 
down because  of  revenue  losses. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  The 
minister  has  not  borrowed  a  nickel  for  three 
years. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Proportionately,  pro- 
vincial governments  have  therefore  been 
more  expansionary  for  the  past  two  years  so 
that  the  federal  government's  removal  of 
surtaxes  is  very  welcome  but  also  very  late. 

Turning  now  to  the  new  income  tax  legis- 
lation tabled  by  Mr.  Benson,  there  are  two 
general  observations  I  would  like  to  make  at 
this  time.  As  I  have  already  said,  this  new 
legislation  is  extremely  long  and  complex. 
The  new  draft  bill  runs  to  almost  600  pages 
but  is  of  fundamental  importance  to  all  Cana- 
dian and  Ontario  taxpayers.  Ontario  there- 
fore intends  to  analyse  and  scrutinize  it  very 
thoroughly  to  ensure  that  it  indeed  delivers 
the  kind  of  real  tax  reform  that  our  taxi>ayers 
expect  and  deserve  after  a  decade  of  study. 

A  preliminary  assessment  of  the  new  fed- 
eral tax  legislation  shows  one  thing  very 
clearly— the  extensive  and  constructive  con- 
tribution by  the  Ontario  government  in  the 
national  tax  reform  debate.  We  produced 
three  major  policy  papers  and  five  technical 
studies,  and  that  has  paid  off  in  substantial 
measure. 


Ontario's  proposals  and  approach  to  na- 
tional tax  reform  are  largely  incorporated  in 
the  final  tax  legislation  now  advanced  by 
the  federal  government.  Let  me  list  a  number 
of  the  major  areas  where  the  federal  govern- 
ment has  followed  our  recommendations  or 
moved  in  the  direction  we  favour: 

The  new  federal  legislation  recognizes 
that  real  tax  reform  must  achieve  two  prin- 
cipal goals— foster  economic  growth  and  im- 
prove  equity.    The   improved— 

An  hon.  member:  People  were  claiming— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —equity  of  the  ori- 
ginal white  paper  by  comparison  would  have 
been  largely  illusory  since  it  involved  large 
tax  increases  and  reduced  economic  incen- 
tives necessary  for  an  efficient  and  dynamic 
economy. 

As  Ontario  strongly  advocated,  the  com- 
plex integration  has  been  abandoned  in 
favour  of  improving  the  dividend  tax  credit 
and  retaining  the  present  system  of  taxing 
corporations. 

The  new  legislation  also  has  responded  to 
the  strong  representations  made  by  Ontario 
and  other  provinces  as  well  as  by  concerned 
Canadians  generally,  that  a  sound  tax  in- 
centive be  retained  for  small  businesses.  The 
original  federal  white  paper  ignored  this 
essential  requirement  entirely. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  while  the  new 
small  business  incentive  proposed  by  Ottawa 
is  not  as  generous  as  we  had  hoped— it  does 
not  cover  unincorporated  forms  of  business 
enterprise— it  does  incorporate  many  of  the 
features  proposed  by  Ontario.  For  example, 
it  is  restricted  to  Canadian  businesses,  it  is 
an  incentive  related  to  increased  investment 
and  it  provides  a  maximum  limit  on  the 
amount  of  tax  benefit  available  to  any  one 
business. 

The  new  legislation  also  sets  out  the  kind 
of  capital  gains  tax  advocated  by  the  Ontario 
government  as  early  as  March,  1969:  a  gains 
tax  along  the  lines  of  the  United  States,  with 
realization  at  death  and  emigration,  with  ex- 
emption on  homes  and  with  compensating 
reduction  in  death  duties.  This  is  far  su- 
perior to  the  complicated,  discriminatory  and 
excessive  capital  gains  system  proposed  in 
the  original  white  paper. 

The  new  provisions  for  savings  and  for 
Canadian  ownership  also  are  major  changes 
from  the  original  white  paper.  In  all  of  On- 
tario's work  on  tax  reform,  we  strongly  ad- 
vocated using  the  national  tax  system  in  a 
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positive  way  to  promote  savings  and  encour- 
age greater  participation  by  Canadians  in 
Canadian  businesses. 

I  am  particularly  pleased  that  the  federal 
goverrmient  has  followed  the  lead  established 
by  Ontario  in  its  1971  budget  to  make  interest 
payments  on  purchase  of  shares  deductible. 
However,  I  would  have  thought  that  this 
overdue  reform  should  have  been  possible 
to  implement  immediately. 

Some  features  of  the  new  federal  legisla- 
tion, of  course,  did  not  move  in  the  direction 
favoured  by  Ontario.  In  particular,  there  is 
the  matter  of  delivering  tax  relief  to  low- 
income  Canadians  via  the  mechanisms  of 
increased  personal  exemptions  rather  than 
through  the  tax  credits.  Ontario  is  convinced 
that  the  tax  credit  mechanism  is  superior 
both  in  terms  of  revenue  costs  and  in  terms 
of  fairness.  Tax  credits  also  make  possible 
comprehensive  redistribution  of  total  tax 
burdens  by  allowing  for  refunds  of  sales  and 
property  taxes  paid  by  families  too  poor  to 
pay  income  taxes.  I  am  also  disappointed 
that  the  federal  government  still  has  refused 
to  tax  strike  pay. 

On  balance,  however,  I  am  pleased  that 
Ontario's  extensive  contribution  to  the  na- 
tional tax  reform  debate  has  proved  itself 
in  the  final  tax  legislation  that  has  emerged. 
It  is  clear  that  the  Ontario  government's 
decision  to  undertake  major  studies  on  the 
full  range  of  the  original  federal  proposals 
and  to  advance  detailed  proposals  of  its  own 
has  been  a  major  factor  in  the  ultimate 
shaping  of  a  new  tax  structure.  Not  only 
that,  it  prevented  the  introduction  of  what 
could  have  been  very  undesirable  features 
of  our  tax  system.  And  I  am  hopeful  that  as 
we  dig  into  the  real  impacts  and  implications 
of  the  complex  tax  statute,  this  favourable 
impression  will  remain. 

In  order  to  assess  fully  all  the  implications 
of  the  tax  changes  currently  proposed,  and 
because  of  the  significant  differences  from  the 
original  proposals,  we  are  again  undertaking 
detailed  studies  which  are  already  in  prog- 
ress. As  you  will  appreciate,  this  type  of  study 
is  very  complex  and  is  expected  to  take 
considerable  time  and  resources. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  analyse  carefully 
the  effects  of  the  changes  on  individual  tax- 
payers and  government  revenue,  both  federal 
and  provincial.  However,  we  are  encouraged 
that  the  federal  government  has  apparently 
accepted  the  principle  advanced  by  Ontario 
that  future  tax  reductions  are  needed  to  offset 
expected  increases  in  revenue.  I  am  also 
pleased  to  note  that  the  federal  government 


has  made  use  of  quantitative  techniques  used 
in  Ontario's  own  studies  in  determining  the 
impact  of  the  changes.  I  am  encouraged  that 
Ottawa  has  agreed  to  provide  the  provinces 
with  full  information  on  the  revenue  esti- 
mating techniques  and  the  results  of  its 
analyses. 

We  expect  to  do  a  complete  analysis  of 
the  incidence  of  the  changes— that  is  the 
impact  on  the  people  in  different  income 
positions.  We  regret  that  the  new  tax  pro- 
posals will  ignore  completely  the  approxi- 
mately two  million  people  whose  incomes 
are  already  too  low  to  experience  any  benefits 
from  the  tax  changes.  Similarly,  we  regret 
that  the  federal  government  made  no  attempt 
to  achieve  integration  between  a  compre- 
hensive social  security  system  and  the  new 
tax  system.  We  still  maintain  that  the  choice 
of  higher  personal  exemptions  instead  of 
refundable  tax  credits  is  a  major  drawback 
of  the  new  system. 

As  soon  as  our  analytical  work  is  com- 
pleted, I  expect  to  provide  all  members  of 
the  House  with  considerably  more  detailed 
comments  on  the  tax  changes  and  their 
implications.  You  will  understand  that  only 
upon  completion  of  our  studies  will  we  be 
able  to  determine  the  future  course  to  be 
chosen  by  the  Ontario  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasury  has  certainly 
cooled  down. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 

An  hon.  member:  They  made  some  pro- 
gress. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  the  Treasurer  going 
to  be  like  his  predecessor— support  it  now 
and  repudiate  it  later  as  was  done  on  the 
white  paper? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Order!   Order! 

Mr.  Nixon:  Is  that  as  good  as  the  Treasurer 
can  do? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  going  to  be  tough  to 
renew  hostilities  that  way. 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  slightly 
different  vein,  it  is  my  privilege  to  armounce 
to  the  members  of  this  House  the  winning 
team  of  the  annual  provincial  mine  rescue 
competition. 

This  competition  dates  back  to  1950  when 
the    first    trials    were    held    in    Schumacher, 
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Ontario,  by  seven  teams  representing  the 
mines  of  the  Porcupine  area. 

Today's  winning  team  was  successful 
against  37  other  teams  representing  seven 
district  competitions  throughout  the  province 
of  Ontario. 

Mine  rescue  training  programmes  are  car- 
ried out  by  my  department  in  co-operation 
with  the  mining  industry.  Over  1,000  miners 
in  Ontario  have  taken  the  programme  to 
date  and  it  is  a  tribute  to  their  effort  and 
the  excellence  of  the  programme  that  in 
368  underground  fires  in  Ontario  metal  mines 
in  the  past  24  years,  there  has  been  only 
one  fatality. 

I  think  it  is  also  important  to  note  that 
on  only  78  occasions  when  underground 
fires  have  broken  out  have  mine  rescue 
squads  had  to  be  called.  This  speaks  well 
for  the  fire-consciousness  of  miners  and  the 
mining  companies  and  for  the  preventive 
measures  taken  in  today's  hardrock  mines. 
This  mine  safety  programme  is  completely 
underwritten   by   the   mining   industry. 

I  know  that  all  the  members  of  the  House 
will  join  in  expressing  the  congratulations 
of  the  government  of  Ontario  to  Joseph 
Shlemkevich,  captain  of  the  Frood  Stobie 
Mine  rescue  team- 
Mr.  Sopha:  Who  else  would  win  it  but  a 
Sudbury  team? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —and  to  the  members 
of  the  team:  David  A.  Bruce— do  you  want 
to  call  them  down? 

The  hon.  member  does  not  agree  with 
them? 

Mr.   Sopha:   Best  miners   in  the  world. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  will  put  their  names 
in  the  record,  and  then  if  he  has  anything 
to  say  about  them,  the  member  can  tell  it 
to  them. 

Mr.  Sopha:  All  from  Sudbury. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Richard  Lampman, 
Edward  A.  Johnston,  Barry  Deacon,  and 
Carl  K.  Moore,  and  the  team  briefing  officer, 
Nelson  Allan. 

The  government  also  congratulates  the 
Sisco  Metals  team  of  the  Kirkland  Lake- 
Cobalt  district,  which  placed  second  and 
the  Rio  Algom  Quirke  Mine  team  of  the 
Elliot  Lake  district  which  placed  third. 

Mr.  Lewis;  No  ministerial  homily  from 
the  Provincial  Secretary? 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Next  month. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Next  month? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sure  that  the  members 
will  be  interested  to  know  we  have  some 
very  distinguished  visitors  with  us  today  in 
our  galleries.  In  Mr.  Speaker's  gallery,  we 
have  Mr.  Graham  Sinclair  of  Ashburton,  New 
Zealand,  who  is  the  international  president 
of  the  Junior  Chamber  of  Commerce,  accom- 
panied by  the  Ontario  president,  Mr.  Douglas 
Lewis. 

And  I  know  the  members  will  be  most 
pleased  to  know  that  we  have  a  colleague, 
a  member  of  the  State  Assembly  in  Victoria, 
for  the  constituency  of  Rodney,  Mr.  Russell 
MacDonald,  who,  with  his  wife,  is  visiting 
us  here  this  afternoon. 

Oral  questions. 


FEDERAL-PROVINCIAL    CONFERENCE 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Premier,  further  to  his  statement  on  the 
acceptance  by  the  cabinet  of  the  form  of 
the  statement  of  conclusions  of  the  con- 
stitutional conference:  In  the  unhappy  event 
that  approval  is  not  sent  to  the  secretary 
of  the  conference  by  June  28,  does  the 
Premier  know  of  any  alternative  way  in 
which  other  measures  can  be  arrived  at  by 
the  committee  of  first  ministers  as  it  really 
functions,  or  do  we  face  the  complete  aban- 
donment of  the  work  that  has  already  been 
done? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  no  alterna- 
tives were  explored.  I  thdnk,  on  the  basis  that 
we  are  all  approaching  this  in  a  very  positive 
manner  and  on  the  assumption,  and  I  recog- 
nize the  problems  involved,  that  all  govern- 
ments will  approve  this  charter,  we  have  not 
considered  alternatives. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  There  is  no 
alternative  considered  by  the  committee  of 
first  ministers? 

Mr.  Sopha:  A  supplementary:  In  light  of  the 
ambiguous  statements  made  by  the  Premier 
of  Quebec  as  to  whether  he  would  even 
recommend  it  to  his  cabinet,  can  the  Premier 
give  us  any  assurance,  from  his  ou  .  personal 
knowledge,  whether  we  might  expect  accept- 
ance by  the  government  of  Quebec? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  ooit 
of  personal  knowledge  or  any  other  kind  of 
knowledge  tell  the  hon.  member  for  Sudbury. 
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I  guess  I  could  only  express  a  ihope  and  that 
is  that  it  will  be,  but  I  certainly  cannot  say 
it  will  or  it  will  not. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
If,  in  fact,  there  is  unaniimous  acceptance  of 
the  basis  of  the  constitutional  changes,  can 
we  expect  that  the  debate  in  this  House  will 
be  something  more  than  a  formal  debate? 
That  we  will  have  an  opportunity  in  com- 
mittee to  question  the  experts  who  advise  the 
government  in  constitutional  matters,  as  the 
Premier  indicated  would  be  available  earlier 
this  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  under- 
standing is,  of  course,  that  this  will,  by  way 
of  resolution,  be  approved  by  members  of  this 
House.  I  will  consider  the  suggestion  made 
by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  but  I  would 
very  eamesdy  hope  that  this  is  one  resolution 
that  will  be  agreed  upon  with  unanimity  in 
this  House,  because  to  me  it  is  one  of  the 
very  significant  resolutions  that  has  been  pre- 
sented. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Surely  the 
Premier  imderstands  the  difference  between 
unanimous  agreement  and  the  opjportunity  to 
be  briefed  as  to  what  went  on  at  the  confer- 
ence, and  also  to  question  those  who  are 
expert  in  the  field  so  that  in  fact  wthen  we 
discuss  it  we  will  have  all  the  facts  available 
since  most  of  the  sessions  out  west  were 
closed? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore 
has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Will  the  member  for  Riverdale  sit 
down? 

To  the  Prime  Minister:  What  if  Quebec  re- 
fuses to  ratify  the  great  charter?  Has  he  any 
proposals  emanating  from  this  government  as 
to  what  alternatives  should  eventuate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  the  memiber  for  Lake- 
shore  knows  well  enough,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
government  approaches  everything  in  a  pos- 
itive sense.  I  personally  have  not  given  con- 
sideration as  to  what  might  happen  if  one  of 
the  provinces  did  not  participate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  By  way  of  a 
supplementary  question:  What  vnW  be  the 
precise  significance  of  the  formal  approval  by 
this  Legislature  and  the  consent  prior  to 
June  28  by  this  government  to  the  charter? 


Does  that  mean  that  we  have  adopted  the 
charter  in  its  exact  language  as  it  has  been 
distributed  to  ihis  House  today?  Or  is  there 
room  for  further  discussion  and  debate  either 
at  the  federal-provincial  level  or  at  another 
level? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  indica- 
tion—^not  an  indication— the  statement  that  I 
have  read  today  is  an  acceptance  by  this 
government  of  the  charter  as  it  is  presently 
before  us.  This  communication  will  be  sent 
to  the  secretariat  within  the  next  day  or  so 
and  there  will  be  no  variations  from  this  as 
it  relates  to  the  decisions  prior  to  June  28. 

I  might  also  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  must 
be  abundantly  clear  to  the  member  for  River- 
dale that  as  far  as  discussion  here  in  the 
House  is  concerned— and  I  am  quite  interested 
in  a  full  discussion— the  resolution  will,  in 
fact,  adopt  the  charter  in  word-'by-word  form. 
If  we  were  to  go  any  other  route,  it  would 
mean  that  there  would  be  another  series  of 
federal-provincial  conferences  relating  to 
specific  t's  and  i's  and  other  phraseology 
which  might  lead  then  to  a  greatly  prolonged 
situation. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Why  put  us  through  the 
motions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  under- 
standing by  the  first  ministers  is  that  if 
there  is  acceptance  by  the  government,  the 
resolution  will  refer  to  the  charter  as  it 
presently  exists.  I  have  indicated  in  my  state- 
ment that  no  one  has  said  this  is  the  be-all 
and  the  end-all  but  nonetheless  it  is  a  very 
real  beginning,  a  very  constructive  step,  and 
one  w*hich  I  hope  after  very  full  discussion 
all  members  of  this  House  will  accept  with 
enthusiasm. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  By  way  of  a  further  supple- 
mentary question:  If  the  formal  approval  is 
to  be  given  by  this  Legislature  under  the 
terms  which  the  Prime  Minister  has  just  enun- 
ciated, would  it  not  be  advisable  and  would  it 
not  be  helpful  if  that  particular  resolution 
were  introduced  in  this  assembly  and  the  de- 
bate took  place  prior  to  June  28? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Hear!  Hearl  Why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  very 
clear  understanding  by  all  first  ministers  was 
that  this  was  to  be  a  matter  of  government 
policy.  It  has  now  become  a  matter  of  govern- 
ment policy- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  first  minister's  club. 
Some  constitutional  participation! 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  fine.  This  was 
the  decision  that  was  made  and  felt  to  be 
in  the  best  interests  of  all  governments  in- 
volved. Ontario  does  have  an  interest  in  the 
rest  of  Canada. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the 
only  practical  way  to  approach  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Kitch- 
ener a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  supple- 
mentary to  the  Premier  was  simply  that  if 
the  statement  has  been  approved  by  the 
government,  and  if  we  are  not  to  have  any 
involvement  in  any  changes,  is  the  motion 
which  is  going  to  be  before  the  House  of 
any  particular  value  other  than  one  of  self- 
congratulation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
hope  that  it  would  be  more  than  a  motion 
of  self-congratulation,  because  if  the  mem- 
bers opposite  feel  as  strongly  as  I  would 
hope  some  of  them  do  as  to  the  relevance  of 
this  charter  and  what  everybody  is  hoping 
to  accompHsh  here,  it  would  be  a  case  of 
the  members  opposite  not  indulging  in  self- 
congratulation  but  endorsing  what  I  think 
is  a  very  significant  step  forward  as  far  as 
this  country  is  concerned,  and  what  other 
approach  can  one  take? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  may  have  certain  reser- 
vations! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Wind- 
sor West  a  supplementary?  He  was  on  his 
feet. 

Mr.  Peacock:    Not  now,   Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Sopha:  No  participatory  democracy 
there. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Did  I  understand  the  Prime  Minister 
correctly  to  say  that  the  resolution  would 
be  brought  before  this  House  only  in  the 
event  of  unanimous  endorsation?  If  so,  would 
the  Prime  Minister  not  agree  that  this  nation 
will  face  a  serious  enough  situation  and  that 
it  would  be  useful  to  have  this  House  ex- 
press its  views  in  the  event  that  there  is  not 
unanimous  endorsation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  say,  the 
understanding  was  that  if  there  is  endorsation 
by  all  governments  including  the  federal 
government  before  or  on  June  28,  I  person- 


ally will  be  going  the  route  of  presenting 
a  resolution  incorporating  the  charter  for 
debate  here  in  this  House. 

As  to  the  possibility  of  there  not  being 
acceptance  by  all  governments  of  Canada, 
whether  any  useful  purpose  would  be  served 
in  us  then  discussing  something  that  has 
not  been  agreed  to,  I  think  is  debatable. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  could  discuss  where 
we  might  go  from  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  at  this 
moment  in  time  I  think  it  is  very  important 
that  we  all  do  this,  take  a  very  positive 
position  as  it  relates  to  the  acceptance  of 
this  charter  by  everyone.  I  am  not  con- 
sidering what  alternatives  might  or  might 
not  be  available. 

Mr.   Speaker:    Further   supplementaries? 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  further  supplemen- 
tary, Mr.  Speaker,  what  does  it  really  mean 
to  a  province  like  Quebec  to  be  given  con- 
current jurisdiction  with  provincial  para- 
mountcy  in  family  allowance,  youth  allow- 
ances, and  manpower  allowances,  without 
a  cost-sharing  provision  from  the  federal 
government  or  fiscal  equivalence?  Does  the 
Premier  think  it  is  sufiicient  to  give  Mr. 
Bourassa  the  wherewithal  he  needs  to  have 
it  approved  by  his  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  really 
very  intrigued  by  the  question  from  the 
leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party.  I  mean 
I  quite  honestly  do  not  know.  This  is  some- 
thing that  Mr.  Bourassa  himself  will  have 
to  determine.  I  cannot  make  this  judgement 
on  his  behalf  nor  would  I  presume  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary: Would  I  be  right  to  suggest  that 
perhaps  the  question  of  monetary  Contri- 
bution was  discussed,  and  if  so,  did  Ontario 
have  a  position  on  it  in  terms  of  these  specific 
social  security  areas? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
sure  that  this  is  really  a  supplementary  situ- 
ation. The  whole  question  of  fiscal  transfers 
and  redistribution  or  distribution  of  powers 
was  obviously  discussed,  because  the  com- 
munique or  the  statement  of  conclusions  in- 
cluded—and I  cannot  give  the  exact  phrase- 
ology—matters of  fiscal  arrangements,  tax 
sharing  agreements,  tax  reform  and  equaliza- 
tion, and  will  be  matters  on  the  agenda  at 
an  early  meeting  of  the  first  ministers.  So 
quite  obviously  it  was   discussed. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick:  By  way  of  a  supplemen- 
tary question- 
Mr.  Speaker:  There  will  be  a  supplemen- 
tary from  the  member  for  Riverdale  and  then 
I  think  we  should  close  oflE  any  further  sup- 
plementaries. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Within  the  framework  of 
the  very  positive  approach  which  the  Prime 
Minister  desires  us  to  adopt  in  relation  to 
the  charter,  does  he  not  agree  that  in  the 
importance  of  the  adoption  such  a  charter 
deserves  some  detached  critical  observation 
and  analysis  upon  the  terms  of  what  this 
government  is  proposing?  And  if  so,  will  the 
government  table  for  the  convenience  of  the 
members  any  position  papers  adopted  or 
taken  by  this  government  at  the  conference 
in  Victoria? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is 
doubtful  that  we  will  table  position  papers. 
What  has  emerged  from  the  conference  is  a 
charter  which  first  ministers  have  agreed  to 
take  to  their  respective  governments  where 
there  was  a  consensus  as  to  the  content  of 
that  particular  charter.  And  I  think  really, 
Mr.  Speaker,  our  debate  should  relate  to  the 
contents  of  it,  what  we  see  by  way  of  the 
future  and  not  necessarily  the  determination 
of  some  of  the  positions  put  forward  by  some 
of  the  provinces  which  were  discussed  at  Vic- 
toria and,  of  course,  prior  to  that.  I  do  not 
see  what  purpose  would  be  served,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

I  think  the  members  of  thds  House  should 
express  their  points  of  view  as  to  the  contents 
of  the  charter  itself.  If  they  have  reservations, 
if  they  feel  that  it  is  wrong,  then  surely  to 
heavens  they  have  not  only  the  right  but  the 
obligation  to  say  so.  I  would  like  to  think 
that  the  majority  of  them  will  feel  that  way. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  would  be  nice  to  do  it  in 
advance  of  the  event,  rather  than  a  fait  ac- 
compli. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  members 

opposite  will  have  at  least- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  nice  to  participate  in  these 

things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —at  least  until  June  28 
because  there  will  be  no— well,  I  should  not 
say  there  will  not  be  any  determination; 
perhaps  all  governments  will  have  made  their 
views  known  before  the  28th,  and  it  is  my 
hope  that  we  could  call  this  matter  for  dis- 
cussion and  that  I  would  be  presenting  a 
formal  resolution  prior  to  summer  holidays. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Very  private- 
Mr.  Sopha:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary and  to  sharpen  the  focus  on  the 
question  of  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party,  would  the  Premier  not  agree 
that  if  he  took  the  position  of  provincial 
paramountcy  in  those  three  areas  of  social 
security  measures  enunciated,  he  would  treat 
the  cost-sharing  aspect  as  fundamental  to 
their  success? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  Ontario 
really  has  taken  no  position  as  it  relates  to 
the  amendment  of  section  94(a). 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  To  our  province  it  means 
that  this  will  require  and  will  receive  some 
detailed  consideration  as  to  the  economic 
implications.  Section  94(a),  as  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  pointed  out,  does 
not  contain  any  references  to  fiscal  equiva- 
lents or  transfers- 
Mr.  Sopha:  But  the  Premier  would  want 
the  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —nor  was  there  any  indi- 
cation that  this  would  be  forthcoming. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  it  now  stands,  whether 
94(a)  would  be  attractive  economically  to  the 
Province  of  Ontario  is  problematical;  we  do 
not  know  this  and  we  will  make  the  assess- 
ment. But  without  fiscal  transfer,  I  think 
there  is  some  doubt. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  How  can  the  Premier  be  so 
positive  then? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  may  have  left  no 
alternative  then. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  and  the  members  would  allow 
me  to  interrupt  the  question  period,  because 
today  is  the  day  of  very  illustrious  and  im- 
portant visitors  and  the  Minister  of  Education 
has  an  introduction  which  I  think  we  would 
like  to  have. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Minister  of  Education) 
Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  introduce  to  the  members 
of  the  House,  guests  in  your  gallery,  the 
hon.  Mr.  Sandiford,  Minister  of  Education 
for  Barbados,  accompanied  by  Mr.  Rudolph 
Goodrich,  the  chief  education  oflBcer  for  Bar- 
bados, and  Mr.  Taylor,  who  is  a  counsellor 
with  the  Barbados  high  commissioner.  I  am 
sure  we  welcome  these  special  visitors  who 
are  here  today  meeting  with  the  oflBcials  of 
The  Department  of  Education  as  part  of  their 
week-long  meeting. 
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Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  Treasurer  one  or  two  questions  fur- 
ther to  the  statement  that  he  made  on  the 
federal  budget.  In  the  review  that  he  has 
been  able  to  accomplish  already,  is  there  an 
indication  that  with  the  tax  reduction  in  the 
personal  income  and  corporate  income  fields 
the  net  budgetary  revenue  which  Ontario 
expects  to  get  during  the  next  year  will  be 
something  less  than  $1,070,000,000-1  believe 
that  was  the  figure  in  the  budget? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Our  determination 
at  this  point  is  not  anywhere  far  enough 
along  to  give  a  definitive  answer  to  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition.  I  would  expect  it 
would  be  a  week  or  two  weeks  before  we 
could  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Nixon:  As  a  supplementary,  is  it  clear 
that  since  the  capital  gains  tax  will  be  as- 
sessed at  the  income  tax  rates,  the  revenue 
from  that  accruing  to  the  federal  government 
will  be  shared  on  the  same  formula  with  the 
provinces? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Was  that  stated  specifically  in 
the  budget?  I  did  not  see  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  think  speci- 
fically, but  we  have  inferred  that  and  I  think 
that  is  a  question  that  was  asked  by  our 
ofiBcials  at  the  briefing.  My  understanding 
about  the  answer  to  that  question  is,  yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  question:  Has 
the  Treasurer  had  an  opportunity  to  assess 
the  decision  taken  by  the  government  of 
Canada  to  get  out  of  the  estate  tax  field? 
Would  it  be  the  policy  of  this  government  to 
change  our  own  raites  so  in  fact  our  revenues 
would  remain  unchanged  from  liiis  source? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  of  course,  we 
have  been  on  record  for  two  years,  I  think, 
as  advocating  withdrawal  from  the  estate  tax 
and  succession  duty  fields  with  the  phasing 
in  of  a  tax  on  capital  gains.  Mr.  Benson  has 
moved,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  somewhat 
more  quickly  than  some  of  us  had  anticii)ated. 
There  is  the  problem,  of  course,  that  with 
capital  gains  coming  into  effect  presumably  on 
January  1,  the  succession  duty  and  estate 
taxes,  if  they  should  both  disappear  on  that 
date,  would  mean  a  loss  of  something  in 
excess  of  $100  million  to  Ontario  revenues. 


I  think  there  would  be  some  question,  too, 
of  the  lack  of  equity  in  such  an  arrangement. 
Obviously  it  is  going  to  take  some  years,  I 
think  a  minimiun  of  10,  until  the  capital 
gains  tax  matures  and  is  a  revenue  producer. 
How  long  it  will  take  to  overcoane— to  equal— 
the  revenue  presently  being  produced  from 
estate  taxes  and  succession  duties,  I  do  not 
know.  That  is  one  of  the  things  that  we  are 
determining  and  until  we  know  that,  we  are 
not  in  a  position  to  determine  what  we  will 
do  on  January   1  next. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  just  for  clari- 
fication really:  The  alternatives  available 
would  be  to  increase  the  provincial  rate  on 
the  estate  tax  or  the  succession  duties,  as  we 
would  call  them,  so  that  the  revenues  would 
remain  the  same.  Does  the  Treasurer  consider 
one  of  the  alternatives  to  leave  the  estate  tax 
rates  at  the  present  low  rate  or  in  fact  to 
abandon  that  source  of  income  provincially? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Those  are  both  alter- 
natives, and  they  are  alternatives  which  we 
will  explore.  There  is  the  alternative  of  pro- 
ducing more  money.  This,  of  course,  is  one 
of  the  reasons,  I  may  say  over  the  objections 
of  certain  members  opposite,  that  Ontario 
has  felt  that  it  was  wise  to  remain  in  the 
succession  duty  field. 

Mr.  Nixon:  If  this  government  had  got  out 
of  it  Canada  might  have  stayed  in  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   If  we  had  got  out 

of  it  we  would  not  know  where  we  are  going 
to  find  $100  milHon  and  would  have  no 
mechanism  to  find  that  kind  of  change  which 
is  the  position  that  the  provinces  in  the  west 
now  find  themselves   in. 

I  think  on  reflection  the  Leader  of  tihe 
Opposition  will  agree  that— 

Mr.  Nixon:  But  the  government  has  advx)- 
oated  getting  out  of  it  for  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Our  decision  to  stay 
in  the  succession  duty  field  until  this  point 
in  time  was  a  very  wise  one  indeed. 

Mr.  Nixon:  But  the  minister  thought  the 
government  should  have  got  out  of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  reason  I  want  to  press 
this  point  a  bit— since  some  of  the  tax  re- 
ductions will  become  effective  July  1  and  since 
we  expect  the  Legislature  to  be  in  session  now 
for  some  weeks— is  it  possible  that  the  gov- 
ernment will  recommend  a  change  in—let  us 
say  an  amendment  to— <our  income  tax  Act 
which  in  fact  would  leave  our  revenues  at 
the  same  level?  Or  is  the  province  prepared. 
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as  the  federal  govemment  is  prepared,  to 
take  a  reduction  in  revenue  in  the  interest  of 
providing  more  employment?  After  all,  this 
surely  can  be  a  two-headed  spear  and  the 
Province  of  Ontario  should  participate  in  that 
regard  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  (bon.  leader  has  asked  his 
question. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  just  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  I  indicated  in  this  statement,  that 
our  swing  from  our  position  of  last  year  to 
this  year  proportionately  indicates  that  this 
govemment  has  come  to  grips  with  the 
problem  facing  this  province  and  this  country 
to  a  much  greater  extent  than  has  Mr.  Benson. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  supple- 
mentary: Is  it  possible  that  the  changes  in 
the  statutes  in  the  province  will  have  to  be 
accomplished  before  July  1? 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  all  going  to  Sudbury. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  are  no  changes, 
as  I  understand  it,  which  would  aflFeot  us  as  of 
July  1.  What  is  happening  on  July  1  is  re- 
moval of  the  three  per  cent  surtax,  and 
through  the  action  of  the  govemment  of 
Canada,  Ontario  never  got  a  piece  of  that 
action,  if  I  can  put  it  that  way.  What  happens 
on  July  1  for  the  most  part,  I  think  will 
only  completely  affect  federal  revenues  and 
there  will  be  no  implications  to  our  revenues, 
or  if  there  are  they  would  be  very  marginal 
ones,  until  January. 

Mr.  Nixon:  There  is  the  guaranteed  income 
supplement  material;  that  is  taxable.  That  has 
been  taxable. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  How  many  people 
does  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  know  who 
are  receiving  the  guaranteed  income  sup- 
plement, who  are  paying  any  income  tax 
in  that  area?  What  rot! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  this  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  the  provincial  Treasurer, 
by  way  of  supplementary:  Since  the  federal 
Minister  of  Finance  assumes  $330  million 
less  revenue,  how  will  it  be  possible  for  him 
to  go  beyond  an  amount  to  Ontario  similar 
to  a  previous  year?  Are  we  not  likely  to 
receive,  in  fact,  an  equal  amount  of  revenue 
but  no  greater  in  view  of  the  total  diminished 
revenue? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes*  that  is  one  of 
our  worries.  The  federal  budget  would  ap- 


pear to  be  accomplishing  a  good  deal  and 
only  increasing  the  defiicit  by  the  amount 
stated  by  the  member.  What  is  not  taken 
into  account— and  that,  I  say,  to  the  leader 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  was  my  first 
reaction— is  the  normal  growth  in  revenues 
of  the  existing  or  the  new  rates;  so  there  is 
quite  a  bit  to  play  with,  if  I  can  put  it  that 
way.  We  are  not  entirely  sure  yet  as  to  what 
the  guarantee  means.  The  guarantee,  as  we 
understand  it,  means  that  we  will  not  receive 
less  than  we  are  presently  receiving,  but  does 
it  take  normal  growth  into  account;  we  can- 
not answer  that  as  yet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  further  supplementary: 
Would  this  govemment  consider  occupying 
a  further  portion  of  the  capital  gains  field, 
by  way  of  provincial  tax,  since  Ottawa  went 
only  to  the  50  per  cent  level? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  would  be  very 
difficult  to  do,  if  it  were  thought  desirable, 
without  either  a  high  degree  of  co-operation 
with  Ottawa  or  without  the  mechanism  of 
our  own  personal  income  tax. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view  has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  was  wondering  if  in  view  of  the 
credit  being  claimed  for  the  Benson  budget 
by  such  people  as  Mr.  Stanfield,  Messrs. 
Lewis  Senior  and  Junior,  the  provincial 
Treasurer  and  numerous  others,  if  there  is 
a  littie  room  that  might  be  left  for  Mr.  Ben- 
son to  claim  credit  for  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  make  it  abundantly  clear  that  we  on  this 
side  of  the  House  are  delighted  that  Mr. 
Benson  has  listened  so  well  to  the  advice 
that  we  have  given  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  has  enumerated  some  of 
those  who  gave  help  to  Mr.  Benson— this 
govemment,  both  Lewises— but  he  neglected 
to  mention  his  own  party,  and  how  true  that 
is.  No  contribution  to  national  tax  reform 
whatsoever.  Not  a  bit! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.   Mr.    McKeough:    No   contribution. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member 
for  York  South  has  the  floor. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  I  assume,  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  is  a  belated  contribution  on  tax  reform 
from  the  Liberal  Party. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  You  will 
never  make  any   reforms   yourself. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  My  question  of  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  is  this:  Since  the  Ontario 
provincial  Treasurer's  initial  reaction  to  the 
Benson  white  paper  was  one  of  enthusiastic 
endorsation,  then  subsequent  repudiation, 
how  firm  is  his  assessment  that  he  gave  us 
today  of  the  budget?  When  will  the  change 
come? 

Mr.  Singer:  As  firm  as  anything  they  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think,  in  the  calm 
reflection  of  his  office  or  study,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  York  South  will  note  the  eight-page 
statement  that  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  has 
given  today  on  behalf  of  the  government  of 
Ontario  contains  a  number  of  hedges- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  I  agree. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  he  will  also 
have  noted  that—and  this  was  somewhat  un- 
usual for  me— I  was  very  quiet  over  the  en- 
tire weekend. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  further  supplementary 
question:  When  the  Treasurer  has  had,  in  the 
fullness  of  time,  an  opportunity  to  analyse  it 
fully  can  one  anticipate  as  much  of  a  tirade 
against  it  as  we  got  against  the  Benson  white 
paper? 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  depends  on  how  political 
it  is. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  depends  on  when  a  pro- 
vincial election  is  called. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We,  of  course,  see 
it  as  our  responsibility  on  this  side  of  the 
House  to  bring  out  all  the  facts  and  figures. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    And    I    can    only 

say- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Sometimes  they  are  slow 

learners. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  members  over 
there  regard  the  remarks  of  this  government, 
as  contained  in  the  five  papers  which  were 
presented  over  a  series  of  time,  and  the 
presentations  made  by- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Three  of  them  in  the  last  two 
months. 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —my  predecessor  to 

the  Commons  committee- 
Mr.    Nixon:    The    Treasurer's    predecessor 

did  a  good  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —I  can  only  say 
that  if  we  did  engage  in  a  tirade,  we  were 
very  successful  on  most  scores  and  are  pre- 
pared to  do  so  again. 

An  hon.  member:  A  vote  in  minority. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition completed?  Has  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough   West   any   questions? 


PLUM   HOLLOW  CHEESE   FACTORY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture.  Is  he  aware  that 
at  a  meeting  of  some  100  farmers  this 
morning  at  Plum  Hollow,  there  was  a  nearly 
unanimous  request  to  have  removed  from 
office  Mr.  George  McLaughlin,  head  of  the 
Milk  Marketing  Board?  How  would  he  treat 
such  a  request  if  it  was  put  to  him? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  not 
aware  that  such  a  meeting  took  place  nor 
that  such  a  request  emanated  from  the 
meeting,  nor  that  it  was  likely  to  come  to 
me.  So  in  the  case  of  a  hypothetical  question, 
we  will  deal  it  with  when  and  if  it  comes. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  meeting  was  not 
hypothetical. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister's  cabinet  colleague 
was  present:  the  meeting  is  hardly  hypo- 
thetical. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  was  not  there  at 
all.  I  would  find  it  difficult  to  find  Plum 
Hollow. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  would  not  be 
able  to  find  Plum  Hollow,  I  grant  him  that. 


RECLASSIFICATION   OF   MILK 
FOR  CHEESE  PRODUCTION 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  a  second  question? 
When  the  Milk  Commission  met  in  Athens 
some  months  ago  they  said  they  would 
undertake  a  study  of  reclassffication  of  grade 
5  milk  for  cheese,  and  I  wondered  whether 
anything  has  happened  to  that  reclassification 
study   as   it  affects   small  cheese  producers? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  First  of  all,  it  is  class  5 
not  grade  5  milk.  This  I  understand  is  being 
considered  by  the  Milk  Marketing  Board, 
and  what  determination  has  been  made  of 
it  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Will  there  be  a  public 
announcement  of  that  at  the  time?  Will  the 
Milk  Commission  be  making  a  specific  recom- 
mendation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  not  the  Milk 
Commission  that  is  making  a  study  of  it, 
it  is  the  Milk  Marketing  Board,  which  is 
charged  with  responsibility  of  marketing  all 
milk  produced  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
That  is  its  job  on  behalf  of  the  producers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  are  all  producers, 
including  Mr.  McLaughlin,  the  chairman, 
and  I  think  it  is  their  responsibility  to  deal 
with  these  matters  without  interference  from 
any  of  us  in  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see;  all  right.  If  I  may  ask 
the  Minister  of  Health  a  question  before  he 
leaves,  can  he  give  us  some  public  indication 
of  the  recently  concluded  health  minister's 
conference  and  what  was  decided  at  it,  in 
his  mind?  Does  he  intend  to  make  a  state- 
ment before  the  orders  of  the  day  at  some 
stage? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  I  had  not  thought  so,  Mr.  Speaker, 
but  perhaps  I  should  and  I  will  organize 
my  thoughts  and  do  so  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peel  South 
has  a  question. 


LANDING  RIGHTS 
AT  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications  with  respect  to  landing 
rights  at  Toronto  International  Airport. 
Would  the  minister  put  the  heat  on  the 
federal  Department  of  Transport  to  remove 
the  antiquated  restrictions  on  landing  rights 
of  foreign  airlines,  such  as  Alitalia,  Lufthansa 
and  certain  other  ones? 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  not  a  new  idea. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Well,  it  must  be  a  new  idea 
in  Ottawa,  because  it  was  brought  up  two 
years   ago  and   it   has  taken   them   all   that 


length  of  time  to  even  begin  to   get  in   a 
hurry. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  These  restrictions  still  apply 
to  Toronto  International  Airport,  and  they 
have  caused  unnecessary  hardship  and  ex- 
pense to  a  great  many  new  arrivals  from 
across  the  ocean  whose  most  convenient  point 
of  arrival  and  departure  is  Malton. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Great 
discrimination. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  should  thank  the  hon.  member 
for  having  given  me  notice  of  this  question. 

Interjections   by   hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  better 
than  many  do,  I  can  tell  you  that. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  good  thing  the 
minister  did  have  notice;  he  would  not  have 
known  anything  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  might  have 
known  something  about  it,  but  as  a  result  of 
having  received  notice,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
give  a  better  answer  than  I  might  otherwise 
have  done. 

It  should  be  well  known,  I  think,  that 
both  the  present  and  former  Prime  Ministers 
of  Ontario  have  submitted  strong  requests 
to  the  federal  government  for  expansion  of 
carriers'  rights  into  Malton  in  response  to 
the  widespread  concern  over  the  limited 
international  service  provided  out  of  Toronto. 
I  might  add  to  that  and  say  that  I  would 
hope  that  everybody  in  this  chamber  is  con- 
cerned about  it.  We  have  also  reviewed  the 
question  with  the  Metro  Toronto  Redevelop- 
ment Advisory  Council  and  other  organiza- 
tions which  have  been  concerned  about  re- 
strictive service  available  at  Malton. 

The  federal  government  has  indicated  that 
additional  service  will  be  permitted  when 
facilities  are  expanded  to  relieve  the  existing 
congestion  at  Malton,  and  that  expansion 
programme  is  now  under  way.  So  I  hope  I 
can  assure  the  member  for  Peel  South  and 
everyone  else  that  we  will  continue  to  press 
for  our  increased  service  at  Malton  in  the 
context  of  our  continuing  discussions  with 
Ottawa    on    air   transportation   policies. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  If  not, 
the  member  for  Sudbury. 
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SWAMP  FEVER  AMONG  HORSES 
IN  SUDBURY  AREA 

Mr.  Sopha:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Minister  of  Agriculture— he  being 
aware  of  the  high  incidence  of  swamp  fever 
among  horses  in  the  Sudbury  area— in  such 
case- 
Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  He  was  not 
until  now. 

Mr.  Sopha:  —what  are  he  and  his  officials 
in  his  department  doing  to  contain  this 
malady  among  the  horse  population? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all 
I  was  not  aware  of  the  incidence  in  the  Sud- 
bury area,  but  I  am  very  much  aware  that 
it  has  been  a  very  common  disease  of  horses 
for  a  number  of  years,  inasmuch  as  the 
Canadian  Standardbred  Association  has  met 
with  us  a  few  years  ago  and  has  contributed 
a  sizable  amount  of  money  to  the  research 
into  swamp  fever  among  horses.  This  pro- 
gramme in  equine  research  is  under  way  at 
the  University  of  Guelph.  Our  department 
contributes  a  certain  amount  toward  it,  as 
well  as  a  part  of  the  research  budget  of  our 
department.  It  is  a  very  difficult  situation 
and  it  is  a  very  difficult  thing  to  contain, 
but  a  good  deal  of  researc'h  is  going  on  at 
Guelph  and  has  been  for  the  last  couple  of 
years. 

Mr.  Sopha:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
could  the  minister  give  us  the  assurance  that 
he  will  ask  his  officials  on  the  spot  to  make 
a  report  to  him  about  the  outbreak  of  this 
malady  at  Sudbury  and,  having  received  that 
report,  will  he  give  the  assurance  of  his  per- 
sonal attention  by  way  of  remedy  or  its 
containment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  will  certainly  look 
into  the  situation.  I  am  not  so  sure  I  could 
give  my  personal  assurance  that  I  can  con- 
tain it  or  cure  it  but  we  vidll  certainly  have 
a  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South. 


DENIAL  OF  INFORMATION 
TO  SHAREHOLDERS 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs. 
Since  the  auditor  of  a  corporation  is  deemed 
to  be  the  servant  of  the  shareholders,  serving 
their   interests,    what   right   has    a    corporate 


management— such  as  was  the  case  this  past 
week  with  Standard  Paving  and  Materials— 
to  deny  information  to  the  shareholders  at 
an  annual  meeting  of  the  fee  paid  to  said 
auditors? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  I  do  not  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  they  have  an  obligation  to  fur- 
nish that  information.  One  would  have  to 
look,  I  think,  at  The  Corporations  Act  to 
give  an  exact  legal  opinion.  I  know  there 
are  certain  requirements  of  disclosures  to 
shareholders,  there  are  certain  limitations 
or  exceptions  or  ways,  but  I  cannot  answer 
what  is  a  specffic,  almost  legal  question, 
without  checking  it  with  the  Act  and  perhaps 
some  case  law.  I  vnll  get  the  answer  right 
away. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Will  you?  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  has  a  reply  to  a  question  asked  last 
week. 


COTTAGE  OVERDEVELOPMENT 
AT  BOBS  LAKE 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  last  week  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  High  Park  asked  a  question  in  refer- 
ence to  a  letter  to  my  department  from  The 
Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  of  last 
September,  I  looked  up  that  letter  wihich  con- 
cerned Bobs  Lake,  and  it  was  his  letter  of 
information,  only  providing  my  staff  with  a 
comparative  analysis  of  the  situation  between 
1961  and  1970,  which  is  for  information  pur- 
poses only  and  did  not  require  a  reply.  But 
it  is  being  used  by  my  department  in  con- 
sidering the  summer  resort  applications  in  that 
area. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  If  not,  the 
member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  if  he  could  be  in  his  seat. 

Mr.  Speaker:  He  is  not  in  his  seat.  Tlie 
member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  My  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  was 
of  the  same  minister. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The  member   for  Windsor- 

Walkervalle.   ,:;..-    v-^-    .    jji,;.,, ;:--;>    t^ur    •:'■    -i.^l 
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SHORTAGE  IN  WINDSOR 
OF  CHRONIC  CARE  FACILITIES 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Health.  In  light  of  the  acute  shortage  of 
chronic  care  facilities  in  the  city  of  Windsor 
and  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  Riverview 
Hospital  is  undergoing  extensive  changes,  will 
the  minister  send  oflBcials  of  his  department 
down  to  consult  with  the  board  of  Riverview 
Hospital  in  an  attempt  to  discuss  the  acute 
shortage  of  chronic  care  facilities? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary  of  the 
minister.  Would  the  minister  inform  as  to 
when  he  would  be  sending  officials  down? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  When  is  that? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  will  in- 
form the  hon.  member  as  soon  as  I  can  find 
suitable  dates. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Thunder  Bay. 


THERAPEUTIC  ABORTIONS 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Health.  Is  the  Minister  of  Health  aware 
that  nurses  in  the  Ajax-Oshawa-Toronto  area 
are  under  considerable  pressure  to  assist  with 
therapeutic  abortions  and  are  living  under 
constant  fear  of  dismissal  for  failure  to 
comply? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  aware  of  this.  But  I  might  take  this 
opportunity  to  point  out  to  the  hon.  member 
that  in  relation  to  those  hospitals  in  Ontario 
which  are  controlled  or  oriented  by  particular 
religious  groups,  for  example,  those  wfhich 
have  an  historic  or  a  Roanan  Catholic  back- 
ground, there  is  no  intention  on  my  part  or 
the  part  of  this  department  to  force  them 
into  undertaking  therapeutic  abortions  against 
the  will  of  the  hospital  management  or  ad- 
ministration or  boards,  nor,  on  the  other  side 
of  it,  will  I  intervene  with  regard  to  non- 
sectarian  or  general  hospitals. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Fair  enough. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  On  the  opposite 
side  of  the  question,  I  say  this  against  the 


background  of  the  fact  that  generally  speak- 
ing in  the  Province  of  Ontario  our  facilities 
for  the  purposes  of  performing  therapeutic 
abortions  are  adequate,  there  are  some  in- 
conveniences but  broadly  speaking,  the  facil- 
ities are  adequate.  And  until  I  find  that  they 
are  not  I  will  consider  this  a  question  to  be 
avoided  at  any  cost. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  An  appropriate  reply  in  a 
pluralist  society. 

Mr.  Stokes:  A  supplementary  question:  Will 
the  minister  then  assure  the  nurses  who  fail 
to  comply  that  they  will  be  given  protection— 
either  by  legislation  or  otherwise— against  dis- 
missal for  failure  to  comply? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  purport  of  my  remarks  was  that  in  this 
context  I  will  leave  the  decision  to  the  board 
of  the  hospital  involved. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
way  of  a  supplementary  question:  Will  the 
minister  consider  including  this  particular 
problem  in  his  review  of  doctor  procedures 
and  admission  procedures  and  hospital  general 
procedures  and  staff  problems  of  hospitals 
that  he  thought  he  might  be  undertaking  in 
the  near  future?  And  is  the  minister  aware 
that  at  the  present  moment  there  is  a  case 
involving  a  nurse  in  Hamilton  already  before 
the  Human  Rights  Commission,  because  sthe 
was  fired  from  her  job  at  the  Hamilton 
General  Hospital  as  a  result  of  her  refusing 
to  take  part  in  an  abortion  procedure  in  the 
hospital? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  think  this  would 
probably  come  within  the  scope  of  the  kind 
of  inquiry  that  I  have  been  discussing  or  inti- 
mated that  I  would  like  to  get  under  way. 
Yes,  I  think  I  can  accept  that  undertaking  to 
ensure  that  this  question  is  studied,  if  and 
when  I  am  able  to  announce  a  general  ques- 
tion of  study,  staffing  and  staffing  policies. 

Mr.  Deans:  Might  I,  by  way  of  final  sup- 
plementary- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  will  be  the  final  supple- 
mentary on  this  question. 

Mr.  Deans:  —ask  the  minister  if  he  would 
be  kind  enough  to  inform  the  hospitals  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  that  this  matter  is  going 
to  be  studied  and  perhaps  advise  them  not  to 
take  action  until  sudh  time  as  (the  study  is 
completed? 
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Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  would  think, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  that  might  very  well  be 
misinterpreted;  therefore,  I  think  I  will  leave 
it  with  a  letter  of  instructions  to  that  par- 
ticular person  or  persons  who  will  he  inquir- 
ing and  reporting. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 


LIGHTING  ON  HIGHWAY  10 

Mr.  Good:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Transportation  and  Communications. 
Could  the  minister  inform  the  House  whether 
the  elaborate  lighting  on  both  sides  of  Hi^- 
way  10,  north  of  Highway  5,  will  be  con- 
tinued all  the  way  up  into  the  town  of 
Brampton? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
cannot  inform  the  hon.  member  nor  the 
House,  but  I  shall  find  out  and  let  the  hon. 
member  know. 

Mr.  Good:  While  the  minister  is  finding 
that  out  can  he  also  find  out  what  is  the 
purpose  of  lighting  the  'highway  going  north 
toward  Brampton  on  both  sides? 

Mr.  Nixon:  It  has  not  been  done  since 
T.  B.  McQueston  was  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
presume  the  hon.  member  would  know  what 
the  purpose  of  lighting  any  highway  is. 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary:  Is  it  a  new 
policy  of  the  department  to  light  provincial 
highways  on  both  sides  in  rural  areas? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is  in  those 
areas  where  lights  relieve  trafiic  prone  situ- 
ations, facilitate  turning  movements,  or  what- 
ever is  required  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Or  where  there  is  a  royal 
procession. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  Good:  I  guess  all  roads  lead  to  Bramp- 
ton now,  instead  of  London.  Is  that  the  idea? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  There  is  some 
truth  in  that. 

Mr.  Good:  As  to  where  the  roads  lead? 
The  minister  is  quite  right. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  question  of  the  minister 
of- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now,  now,  do  not  be  petulant. 


Mr.  Nixon:  What  is  the  minister  still  doing 
in  the  government? 


RAIL  SERVICE  IN  TORONTO  AREA 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communioations:  In 
view  of  the  recent  decision  of  the  Board  of 
Transport  Commissioners  ordering  the  CN  to 
upgrade  the  service  to  Stouffville  and  inter- 
vening northeastern  points  of  the  city,  will 
the  minister  request  the  board  to  order  simi- 
lar rail  service  be  provided  to  the  north- 
western section  of  the  city,  north  and  north- 
west of  the  city,  especially  in  view  of  the 
Spadina  decision? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  have  to  suggest  to  the  hon.  member 
that  the  provincial  government  has  no  au- 
thority to  order  the  board  to  do  anything. 
The  only  way,  actually,  and  it- 
Mr.  Deacon:  The  question  was  "request" 
the  board. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Request?  Even 
a  request  will  not  be  entertained.  It  might 
be  taken  into  the  records  for  consideration 
purposes.  But  regretfully— 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  never  hurts  to  request. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wonder  if  the  hon.  member  will  allow  me 
to  answer  his  question? 

The  regrettable  aspect  of  the  whole  situ- 
ation is  that  wherever  relief  is  required,  shall 
we  say,  for  the  continued  operation  of  a  rail 
line,  the  railway  must  request  abandonment 
to  obtain  any  relief,  and  frankly  I  think  that 
almost  precludes  the  validity  of  any  request 
that  might  be  made,  imless  it  is  in  terms 
of  an  intervention  before  the  board. 

We  are  intervening  in  all  these  hearings 
as  has  been  stated  in  this  House.  But  this 
makes  it  possible  for  me  to  say— in  expansion 
of  an  answer  to  your  question— that  the 
whole  process  in  my  opinion  is  negative. 

It  seems  to  me— if  I  may  expand  on  it 
a  little  bit— that  all  a  railway  should  be 
obliged  to  do  before  the  board,  if  it  wishes 
to  get  out  of  providing  service  on  a  line, 
is  show  cause  as  to  why  it  should,  in  terms 
of  operational  profits  or  otherwise.  But  to 
have  to  proceed  to  the  board  and  propose 
an  abandonment  first  before  they  will  even 
consider  the  granting  of  any  subsidy  assis- 
tance, is  a  very,  very  backward  procedure, 
in  my  opinion. 
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Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary:  Would  it 
possibly  be  because  the  railways  have  failed 
to  show,  in  their  operations  up  to  this  time, 
that  they  have  done  anything  to  build  the 
service  and  serve  the  public,  and  therefore 
there  is  perhaps  a  missing  service  that  is 
not  being  provided? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  quite 
possible,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  not 
too  late  to  change  the  procedure  now,  rather 
than  have  to  go  through  this  process  of 
requesting  an  abandonment  before  their 
whole  application  will  be  considered,  which 
is  a  very  negative  way  to  approach  it. 

I  would  be  of  the  opinion  that  a  simple 
show-cause  situation  as  to  why  they  are  not 
making  money  or  why  they  are  losing  money 
—and  even  to  substantiate  that  probably 
their  own  level  of  service  has  not  been  good 
enough,  and  that  they  are  prepared  to 
consider  improving  it  if  they  can  obtain 
assistance— would  be  a  much  more  positive 
way  to  approach  the  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  member  for  Yorkview. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  A  supplemen- 
tary question,  Mr.  Speaker:  Since  the  prov- 
ince obviously  cannot  take  action  in  this 
field,  is  the  provincial  government  seriously 
considering  the  extension  of  the  GO  Transit 
line  to  the  northwest  area  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
provincial  government  at  the  moment  is 
actively  considering  the  expansion  in  one 
form  or  another,  of  certain  lines,  but  only, 
I  would  suggest,  if  a  proper  partnership 
and  relationship  can  be  established  with 
the  railways  involved,  and  indeed  the  federal 
government. 

We  do  not  think  that  this  should  be 
totally  a  provincial  responsibility,  notwith- 
standing that  we  did  get  into  the  lakeshore 
line.  We  believe  that  this  should  all  be 
worked  out  in  concert  with  the  other  autho- 
rities, based  on  a  joint  determination  of  the 
levels  and  form  of  service  that  is  required. 
On  that  basis  we  are  prepared  to  move, 
and  move  very  vigorously. 

Mr.  Sopha:  That  is  what  we  said  at  every 
hearing  we  attended.  Every  hearing  we 
attended,  we  said  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Yes,  I  concur 
with  that. 


Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Has  the  minister  or  any  official  within  the 
department  made  representations  to  Ottawa 
from  the  point  of  view  of  trying  to  get  the 
Act  changed,  insofar  as  its  application  for 
abandonment  is  concerned,  from  abandon- 
ment to  show  cause  as  the  minister  is 
indicating? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
cannot  speak  with  any  specific  knowledge 
on  that.  I  can  only  suggest  to  the  hon. 
member  that  will  take  place  very  shortly. 

We  have  been  in  consultation  with  the 
railroads,  particularly  with  the  Canadian 
National  Railways,  and  I  think  I  can  in 
fairness,  say  to  the  hon.  member  and  the 
House  that  the  railroads  would  prefer  it 
this  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Further  supplementaries? 
The  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside. 


POSSIBLE  CANCER-CAUSING 

PROPERTIES  OF  HORMONE 

FED  TO  CATTLE 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  regarding  the  artificial 
hormone  known  as  DES,  or  stilbestrol,  which 
is  fed  to  cattle  as  a  growth  stimulant:  Be- 
cause of  the  increasing  evidence  of  its  can- 
cer-causing properties,  is  the  minister  review- 
ing the  wisdom  of  its  continued  use  in  Ontario 
for  cattle  to  be  used  for  human  consumption? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  mat- 
ter is  under  constant  consideration  and  obser- 
vation by  the  Food  and  Drug  Directorate  of 
the  government  of  Canada,  with  whom  we 
work  very  closely.  There  has  never  been  the 
slightest  indication  that  the  amount  of  the 
drug  fed  to  beef  cattle  has  in  any  way 
contributed  the  slightest  degree  to  the  point 
which  he  raises  today.  And  to  my  mind,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may  be  permitted  to  say  so, 
the  hon.  member  has  rendered  a  disservice 
to  the  beef  industry  of  this  country  by  even 
making  that  suggestion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  stop  that! 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Get  ofl^ 
that! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  minister  is  not  per- 
mitted to  say  so  if— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  you  should  repri- 
mand the  minister.  ■  ■.''>\  :a.> 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  hon.  member  wants 
to  destroy  the  beef  industry  in  this  province 
by  such  insinuations. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  Renwiek:  The  minister  had  best 
get  back  in  his  chair,  he  will  fall  off  it  one 
of  these  days. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 


SURVEYS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Surveys 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  makes  a 
number  of  remedial  adjustments  to  The 
Surveys  Act,  which  deals  with  the  conduct 
of  surveys  of  land  across  the  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  had  understood  that  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary had  a  number  of  significant  amendments 
to  liquor  legislation. 

Mr.   Speaker:   I  was  so  advised  also. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  take  it  the  announcement 
substitutes  for  the  amendment,  is  that  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He  has  gone  to  a 
press  conference. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  has  he? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  the  Provincial  Secretary 
had  advised  Mr.  Speaker  that  he  had  two 
bills,  I  believe,  to  introduce  today,  but  I 
do  not  see  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  understand  that  press 
conferences  take  precedence  over  mere  House 
business. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  may  have  discovered  an- 
other two  celebrations? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  24th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe 
in  the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
MUNICIPAL  AFFAIRS 

(continued) 

On  vote   1402: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs,  vote  1402. 
I  believe  we  were  discussing  item  2  of  that 
vote.  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.    I.    Deans    (Wentworth):    Thank    you. 

Before  we  discuss  anything  further  on 
assessment  education,  I  was  wondering  if 
the  minister  had  been  able  to  get  a  copy 
of  the  assessment  book  and  of  the  form 
that  is  used  by  the  assessors  when  they  go 
out  to  assess  properties  during  the  present 
reassessment  programme?  He  said  on  Friday 
that  he  would  get  one.  I  would  like  very 
much,  if  he  has  it,  if  he  could  perhaps  read 
to  us  what  it  is  they  look  for  so  that  we 
can  talk  more  intelligendy  about  it. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  brought  some  blank 
forms  with  me  and  I  thought  perhaps  if  I 
sent  one  across  to  the  member,  it  might 
assist. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North.  Does  the  member  for  Waterloo  North 
have  a  question? 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Yes, 
continuing  with  the  matter  of  assessment 
education,  I  am  wondering  if  any  progress 
has  been  made  in  the  training— I  believe 
there  were  students  involved  last  year— of 
those  who  do  the  assessment  work  during 
the   summer  for  the   residential   voters'   list? 

The  sample  of  work  I  saw  last  year  left 
a  great  deal  to  be  desired.  It  was  my  under- 
standing that  many  of  these  people  were 
sent  out  with  just  two  days  training  or  two 
days  instruction.  When  the  final  roll  was 
returned  to  the  municipality,  in  some  in- 
stances it  was  not  of  the  standard  which  a 
municipality  was  used  to  and  they  had  their 
own  assessors  doing  the  work. 

I  think  that  perhaps  there  is  validity  in 
the  idea  that  has  been  embraced  of  having 
part  of  the  assessment  job,  or  the  census 
part  of  it,  done  by  students  during  the 
summer  months.  But  I  am  wondering  if 
the  seriousness  of  this  has  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  department  and  the 
regional  assessment  officers  because  the  muni- 
cipalities depended  a  great  deal,  depended 
entirely,  on  the  residential  voters'  lists  for 
their  municipal  elections  that  fall— I  wonder 
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if  there  has  been  any  change  in  the  amount 
of  training  given  to  these  people  before  they 
go  out? 

I  have  a  long  list  of  other  questions  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  a  year 
ago  was  the  first  occasion  on  which  the 
enumeration  was  carried  out  by  the  depart- 
ment. We  found  that  what  had  been  done 
by  the  municipalities  left  much  to  be  desired. 
We  hoped  that  quite  a  nimiber  of  those  who 
were  trained  a  year  ago  would  have  been 
available  again  this  year.  A  number  were, 
and  with  that  extra  experience  I  think 
they  have  done  a  better  job.  That  is  the 
object  of  it  all,  to  have  a  trained  group  of 
people  upon  whom  we  can  call  to  do  the 
kind  of  work  as  is  necessary. 

We  have  increased  the  length  of  the 
training  and,  I  think,  improved  the  general 
situation  this  year.  I  hope  the  effect  of  that 
will  show  up. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  sincerely  hope 
so,  because  I  think  last  year  it  was  not  done 
as  thoroughly  or  as  well  as  it  might  have 
been. 

As  for  the  other  questions  regarding  assess- 
ment education,  perhaps  some,  of  these  could 
be  broadly  figured  in  assessment  standards. 

What  I  am  interested  in  is  what  work  is 
being  done,  or  the  progress  being  made- 
let  us  put  it  that  way— by  the  various  com- 
mittees that  are  studying  such  things  as  golf 
club  assessment,  the  assessment  of  railroads, 
farm  assessment  and  things  of  this  nature. 

I  think  there  are  standing  coonmittees  made 
up  of  various  officials  across  the  province,  plus 
departmental  people  who  for  instance  are 
looking  into  the  whole  matter  of  fixed  assess- 
ment on  golf  courses.  Could  we  have  a  re- 
port on  the  work  of  that  committee  up  to 
now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  golf  course  com- 
mittee really  started  its  work  just  a  little 
over  a  year  ago,  about  March,  1970,  and  it 
is  a  complex  matter.  The  committee  has  been 
working  on  it,  and  actually  there  are  quite 
a  number  of  golf  clubs  on  that.  I  think  the 
study  work  has  been  largely  completed,  but 
the  report  has  not  been  finalized  or  submitted 
to  the  department  as  yet.  But  we  have  to 
l)ear  in  mind  that  of  some  nearly  500  golf 
courses  in  Ontario,  only  about  25  have  a 
fixed  assessment  under  the  provisions  of  which 
one  can  do  that.  So  a  very  large  number 
come  under  the  general  provision  of  assess- 
ment in  the  normal  way. 


I  simply  do  not  have  the  report  of  the 
committee  as  yet,  but  I  anticipate  it  in  the 
next  couple  of  months. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  the  minis- 
ter inform  the  House  whether  anything  is 
being  done  by  the  committee,  in  its  interim 
report,  or  wherever  this  is  done,  about 
cases  where  golf  clubs  are  unable  to  get  a 
fixed  assessment  from  the  municipality?  I 
think  in  the  areas  close  to  cities,  especially 
in  the  metropolitan  area,  it  is  either  going 
to  be  a  matter  that  these  golf  clubs  are 
going  to  have  to  remain  as  golf  clubs  in 
perpetuity  on  a  fixed  assessment,  or  the 
economics  of  it  are  going  to  drive  them  out 
of  being  a  golf  club  and  they  will  have  to 
be  developed  as  residential. 

Personally,  I  feel  a  private  golf  club  in 
the  middle  of  a  built-up  area  is  a  good 
thing.  Any  open  green  space  ds  good,  and 
I  would  hate  to  see  economics  force  them 
all  out  into  residential  or  other  types  of 
development.  I  understand  that  there  are 
instances  where  they  are  entirely  at  the 
mercy  of  the  municipalities— and  if  I  am  not 
mistaken  The  Municipal  Act  provides  for  no 
recourse  or  no  appeal  for  the  golf  club  which 
is  unable  to  work  out  a  satisfactory  fixed 
assessment  basis  with  the  local  municipality. 
Is  that  not  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.   Bales:   That  is   correct. 

Mr.  Good:  That  is  the  point.  Does  the 
minister  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  whether  that 
particular  point  is  being  considered,  whereby 
maybe  in  cases  where  a  municipality  is  cre- 
ating a  tremendous  hardship  on  a  golf 
course  which  could  eventually  result  in  the 
sale  of  that  course  for  development,  whether 
there  will  be  a  few  more  safeguards  in  there 
to  make  the  municipality  look  at  it  maybe 
from  a  little  different  point  of  view,  rather 
than  from  just  the  straight  economy   of  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
understanding,  and  I  anticipate  that  the  com- 
mittee will  make  submissions  or  express 
views  in  reference  to  that  particular  matter 
and  what  should  be  done  about  it,  because 
at  the  present  time  it  is  entirely,  as  the  hon. 
member  says,  a  matter  between  the  golf 
club  and  the  municipality  itself.  So  I  am 
looking  for  an  expression  of  views  on  that 
matter,  perhaps  possible  means  of  an  appeal 
beyond  there,  if  neccessary. 

Mr.  Good:  There  are  two  other  factors 
which  have  been  highly  unsatisfactory  from  a 
municipal  point  of  view.  One  is  the  tax  de- 
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rived  from  fixed  railway  assessment,  which 
I  think  is  fixed  for  a  five-year  period,  or  the 
tax  is  fixed  for  a  five-year  period.  The  other 
one,  of  course,  is  the  unsatisfactory  condition 
relating  to  the  assessment  of  telephone  com- 
panies within  a  municipality.  I  know  the  Act 
was  changed  at  the  time,  which  did  help 
to  a  certain  extent.  My  understanding  was 
that  it  was  because  of  a  federal-provincial 
agreement  that  the  assessment  on  telephone 
companies  remains  as  it  is  within  certain 
limits,  and  that  as  the  mill  rate  changed, 
naturally  the  municipality  is  bound  within 
certain  limits.  Consequently,  many  munici- 
palities have  lost  a  considerable  amoimt  of 
re\'enue  from  the  change  in  mill  rate  on  re- 
assessment. 

If  this  is  going  to  continue  when  reassess- 
ment at  market  value  is  done  on  a  province- 
wide  basis,  there  are  going  to  be  a  great 
many  municipalities  lose  revenue  because 
with  market  value  assessment,  theoretically, 
the  mill  rate  should  go  down  substantially. 
This,  of  course,  has  worked  to  the  detriment 
of  municipalities.  The  telephone  companies 
were  tied  to  mill  rates  before.  I  am  wonder- 
ing what  studies  have  been  done  on  this 
matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  taking 
them  in  reverse  order  and  beginning  with  the 
reference  to  Bell  Canada,  The  municipalities 
are  hmited  to  a  percentage  of  gross  receipts— 
I  think  it  is  five  per  cent.  That  involves  a 
federal  government  situation.  We  cannot 
change  it  without  them  making  the  necessary 
change. 

In  reference  to  the  assessment  of  the 
railway  property;  that  is  under  consideration 
at  the  present  time  within  my  department 
and  my  officials  have  been  discussing  it  with 
me.  I  anticipate,  I  hope,  we  wall  be  able  to 
make  some  change  there.  But  not  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Bell  Canada  matter  unless  we 
can  obtain  federal  agreement  on  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr,  Chairman,  this  was  the 
matter  which  we  discussed  a  year  ago,  the 
fact  that  there  is  this  federal  agreement  and 
a  limit  to  five  per  cent  assessment  on  gross 
receipts.  As  the  mill  rate  dropped,  say,  from 
80  mills  to  20  mills  the  municipalities  are 
going  to  lose  a  lot  of  revenue  because  they 
cannot  change  that  assessment  on  Bell  Can- 
ada because  it  is  tied  to  receipts,  rather  than 
other  things. 

The  point  is  this;  if  this  is  going  to  be  so 
detrimental,  what  is  the  matter  with  the 
provincial  government  getting  an  agreement 
with  the  federal  government  that  is  up  to 


date  in  view  of  our  present  practices  and 
not  tied  to  practices  which  existed  previ- 
ously? Now  we  have  an  agreement  where 
some  municipalities  are  assessed  at  market 
value  and  others  are  assessed  at  a  fraction 
of  market  value.  When  your  complete  assess- 
ment comes  out  it  means  that  everybody  is 
going  to  be  adversely  affected  with  the  tele- 
phone companies.  This  should  be  changed 
before  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  for  a 
moment  pursue  the  matter  raised  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Waterloo  North.  Last  year  I 
raised  this  matter  at  least  three  times  with 
the  previous  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs. 
I  was  informed  on  each  occasion  that  it  was 
being  actively  studied  and  that  there  would 
be  some  conclusion  arrived  at. 

The  situation  at  the  moment  is  that  those 
municipalities  which  reassessed  prior  to  the 
provincial  takeover  are  now  faced  with  a 
rather  difficult  situation.  Their  revenue  from 
the  utilities,  particularly  Bell  Canada,  has 
dropped  by  perhaps  two-thirds  in  many  in- 
stances as  a  result  of  reassessment  to  full 
market  value.  During  the  estimates  last  year 
and  prior  to  the  estimates  last  year  I  was  in- 
formed that  the  department  was  actively 
working  on  the  problem  and  that  a  solution 
would  be  found. 

Mr.  Good:  That  is  what  we  were  told. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  minister  now  saying  that 
what  was  said  last  year  is  not  true,  and  that, 
in  effect,  there  has  been  nothing  done  during 
the  last  12-month  period,  and  that  we  are  in 
exactly  the  same  situation  today  as  we  were 
in  during  the  last  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  did  not  say  that  what 
was  said  last  year  was  untrue.  What  I  said  to 
you  is  that  a  solution  has  not  been  found. 
There  has  not  been  an  actual  changs  made  in 
that  with  the  federal  people.  What  was  said 
last  year  was  not  untrue  at  all. 

Mr.  Deans:  Then  let  me  ask  the  minister 
what  attempts  have  been  made,  what  avenues 
have  been  explored  by  the  department  to  try 
to  correct  this  imbalance?  What  proposals 
have  been  made  to  the  federal  government? 
Have  they  been  rejected?  What  form  did  the 
proposals  take? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  point  is  simply  this, 
that  they  are  assessed  on  a  basis  of  gross 
receipts— we  are  dealing  with  Bell  Canada— 
they  are  assessed  on  a  basis  of  gross  receipts. 
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The  limit  is  set  at  five  per  cent.  Now  you 
have  to  assess  that,  and  our  people  have  been 
doing  this,  to  see  if  there  is  an  unfair  situa- 
tion. They  have  been  carrying  out  a  fair 
amount  of  research  in  this  area.  We  have  not 
got  the  complete  answer  to  that.  They  have 
been  in  discussion  with  Ottawa  on  it,  but  the 
conclusions  are  not  such  that  Ottawa  is  will- 
ing to  make  any  change  at  the  present  time. 
You  know  that  there  is  a  five-year  tax  review 
on  these  matters  and  in  1974—1  think  that  is 
the  year— there  is  a  further  tax  review  and 
reference  to  the  Bell  Telephone  comes  up. 
But  at  the  present  time  there  is  no  agreement 
as  to  a  change  in  this  regard  and  diis  is  the 
answer  I  gave.  It  is  not  that  we  are  not 
endeavouring  to  do  so,  or  not  that  we  are  not 
trying  to  follow  the  research  that  was  initia- 
ted a  year  ago. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  going  from  memory,  and 
it  is  some  time  ago  since  we  last  discussed  it, 
but  I  seem  to  recall  that  tliere  was  a  formula 
which  took  into  account  the  established  mill 
rate  and  that  the  change  in  the  assessment 
would,  in  effect,  since  we  went  to  100  per 
cent  of  the  assessment,  reduce  the  mill  rate 
by  the  equivalent  amount  in  order  to  arrive 
at  the  same  figure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  would  be  reduced. 

Mr.  Deans:  Reduced,  yes.  If  it  were  pre- 
viously done  at  30  per  cent  of  the  market 
value  and  we  went  to  100  per  cent,  we  would 
expect  that  the  actual  mill  rate  would  be 
reduced  by  the  relationship  between  30  and 
100  in  order  to  come  to  the  same  amount  of 
money.  We  would  expect  that  when  working 
out  the  formula  for  taxing  utilities— particu- 
larly Bell  Telephone,  but  taxing  utilities  in 
general— it  would  take  into  account  a  multipli- 
cation by  the  existing  mill  rate. 

As  I  recall,  the  situation  was  that,  because 
of  the  change  due  to  reassessment,  munici- 
palities were  losing  a  reasonably  substantial 
portion  of  their  previous  revenue  from  the 
utilities.  You  will  forgive  me  for  not  having 
the  figures  in  front  of  me,  but  I  recall  during 
that  discussion  that  it  was  agreed  by  the  then 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr.  Mc- 
Keough)  that  this  was  the  case,  that  in  effect 
that  this  was  happening,  and  that  changes 
were  contemplated  which  would  relieve  the 
situation. 

That  was,  as  closely  as  I  can  recall,  what 
was  said  during  the  last  estimates. 

What  happen  in  1974  may  well  be  impor- 
tant, but  it  is  not  going  to  compensate  the 
municipalities    who    have    lost    revenue    and 


who  have  had  to  levy  additional  costs  on 
home  owners  to  bring  up  the  revenue  to 
the  level  required  to  carry  on  the  work  that 
they  have  to  do. 

And  my  recollection  is  very  clear,  of  the 
minister  saying  that  there  was  going  to  be 
a  change  made,  and  that  change  will  be 
made  in  the  foreseeable  future.  I  took  that 
to  mean  before  the  next  estimates.  Perhaps* 
I  was  wrong.  I  realize  government  moves 
slowly,  but  I  assumed— perhaps  wrongly— 
that  would  occur  sometime  during  the  last 
six  or  seven  months. 

I  also  want  to  bring  to  the  minister's 
attention,  in  relation  to  this  matter,  that  one 
of  the  municipalities  in  my  riding,  upon 
discovering  that  this  situation  was  going  to 
affect  it,  together  with  the  problem  over 
school  administration,  asked  that  they  be 
permitted  to  revert  to  the  previous  assess- 
ment roll  and  not  use  the  new  assessment 
until  such  time  as  every  municipality  were 
reassessed,  and  until  such  time  as  there  was 
a  general   application  of  reassessment. 

They  asked  for  that  permission  and  were 
refused  about  a  year  and  a  half  ago,  and 
on  this  basis  it  would  mean  that  assuming 
there  was  a  drop  in  their  revenue,  they 
would  have  to  go  for  a  period  of  up  to  five 
years  receiving  less  than  they  had  previously 
received  because  of  the  inability  of  the 
department  to  make  some  kind  of  amend- 
ment, either  in  the  relationship  between 
Ottawa  and  the  municipality,  or  between 
Ottawa  and  the  provincial  government,  by 
way  of  a  grant. 

Has  there  been  any  representation  made 
to  Ottawa  to  date  in  regard  to  this  matter? 
What  is  the  status  of  the  studies  that  have 
been  conducted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
what  my  predecessor  said  was  that  a  com- 
mittee was  studying  this  matter.  It  is  not 
a  committee  entirely  made  up  of  people 
within  the  department;  it  is  representing 
municipalities   and  others. 

The  committee,  as  far  as  I  gather,  has 
not  reported  on  that  particular  matter.  But 
I  think  the  hon.  member  should  bear  this 
in  mind  as  well  that  you  are  dealing  here 
with  a  matter  of  gross  receipts,  of  a  per- 
centage of  gross  receipts,  so  your  gross 
receipts  are  current.  On  the  assessment  side, 
you  are  not  dealing  with  20  per  cent  of  gross 
receipts  or  anything  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  but  there  is  a  formula 
which  I  do  not  have  in  front  of  me.  It  is 
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calculated  on  the  basis  of  receipts  and  has 
something  to  do  with  the  mill  rate.  If  I 
had  it  before  me,  I  could  explain,  but  I 
just  do  not  have  last  year's  estimates. 

Mr.  Good:  As  the  mill  rates  goes  down, 
your  tax  goes  down  because  the  assessment 
does  not  change  on  reassessment  at  market 
value. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  looked  at  last  year's 
estimates.  The  formula  simply  is  100  per 
cent  of  gross  receipts  at  the  particular  mill 
rate  for  each  municipality. 

Mr.  Deans:  Right.  Previously  with  assess- 
ment at  30  per  cent,  of  course,  the  mill  rate 
was  considerably  higher,  perhaps  80  mills, 
or  65  mills,  or  whatever  you  want  to  say. 
Now  with  assessment  at  10  per  cent,  the 
mill  rate  is  considerably  lower  and,  there- 
fore, multiplied  by  gross  receipts  reduces 
the  revenue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  just  a  minute;  I  am 
not  making  a  cause  for  any  utility  or  other- 
wise, but  you  have  to  look  at  the  facts.  If 
assessment  in  a  municipality,  say,  was  30 
per  cent  previously,  then  you  are  still  dealing 
on  the  basis  of  gross  receipts,  which  was 
100  per  ceiit— 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  but  the  mill  rate  was 
different— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —insofar  as  the  area  was 
concerned.   The   mill   rate  was   determined- 
Mr.  Deans:  The  mill  rate  was  perhaps  65 
mills. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  mill  rate  would  be 
whatever  was  required,  using  that  assessment, 
to  raise  a  certain  figure  of  dollars. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  But 
your  mill  rate  is  now  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Under  this  other  arrange- 
ment, you  are  still  taking  gross  receipts  at 
100  per  cent,  whatever  they  are,  even 
though  assessment  may  be  at  current  market 
value,  and  so  on,  and  you  are  changing  the 
assessment  on  land  to  bring  it  up  to  current 
market  value.  You  cannot  really  go  beyond 
100  per  cent  in  reference  to  gross  receipts, 
unless  you  are  going  to  say  we  are  going 
to  tax  the  utilities  at  150  per  cent  or  some- 
thing of  that  kind. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  missing 
the  point. 

/ 


Mr.  Deans:  One  of  us  is  wrong  and  I 
have  got  to  find  out  which  one.  My  under- 
standing is  that  the  gross  receipts— the  exact 
formula  I  do  not  remember,  but  let  us 
assume  for  a  moment  that  it  is  gross  receipts 
multiplied  by  the  mill  rate— the  mill  rate  is 
arrived  at  in  whatever  way  they  arrive  at 
it,  using  perhaps  30  per  cent  of  market 
value  as  the  basis.  Okay? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  but  you  do  not  use 

market   value    in   that   way.    What   you    are 
saying  is  a  municipaHty  needs  X  dollars- 
Mr.  Deans:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —to  establish  or  to  main- 
tain its  operations.  You  take  the  total  assess- 
ment for  the  area- 
Mr.  Deans:  I  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —and  using  that  with  the 
total  dollars  required  you  come  up  with  the 
mill  rate, 

Mr.  Deans:  Fine;  this  is  true  except  that 
the  total  assessment  for  the  area,  assuming 
that  assessment  was  at  a  30  per  cent  level, 
is  about  one-third  of  the  total  assessment  now 
using  100  per  cent.  If  you  divide  the  30  per 
cent  into  the  total,  you  receive  a  mill  rate  of 
67  mills,  just  for  the  want  of  a  better  figure. 
If  you  then  take  the  assessment  as  being 
three  times  as  high,  although  it  is  in  effect 
the  same  assessment,  and  divide  that  into  the 
total  requirement  for  the  area,  you  come  up 
with  a  much  lower  mill  rate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  should  have  a  smaller 
mill  rate. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  then  multiply  that  miU 
rate  by  the  gross  receipts  to  arrive  at  the 
figure  for  taxation  purposes,  so  that  we  effec- 
tively reduced  the  amount  of  revenue  re- 
cieved  from  these  companies  or  those  utility 
operations,  because  we  have  reduced  the  mill 
rate  by  about  one  third. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  might,  yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh  we  have— no  "might"— we 
have. 

Mr.  Good:  You  have  been  acting  all  along. 

Mr.  Deans:  Now  a  year  ago  I  was  assured 
that  this  committee  was  studying  it.  I  am  not 
satisfied  now  that— surely  to  goodness,  who 
is  on  the  committee? 

How  long  does  it  take  them  to  decide 
whether  it  is   accurate   or  inaccurate?   How 
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long  does  it  take  them  to  compile  the  figures 
from  the  municipahties  and  to  determine 
whether  or  not  they  are  receiving  the  same 
amount  of  revenue  as  they  got  before  and, 
if  they  are  not,  what  action  must  be  taken  by 
the  government  to  recompense  them?  It 
certainly  should  not  take  them  a  year.  My 
goodness,  you  could  do  it  in  an  afternoon. 
Who  is  on  the  committee? 

Mr.  Good:  Is  this  the  committee  that  is 
meeting  up  at  Honey  Harbour  this  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  One  thing  you  have  to 
bear— there  are  two  points  I  want  to  make. 
First  of  all,  the  tax  rate  must  not,  when  you 
calculate  it  on  the  basis  of  the  mill  rate 
times  the  gross  receipts- 
Mr.  Deans:  It  must  not  exceed  five  per 
cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  must  not,  under  the 
current  legislation  in  agreement  with  the 
federal  people,  exceed  five  per  cent  of  the 
gross  receipts. 

In  reference  to  the  committee  itself:  It  is 
made  up  of  one  person  from  industry,  two 
from  the  municipalities  themselves,  and  three 
are  people  in  the  government. 

Mr.  Deans:  Fine.  How  often  has  this 
oonrniittee  met  in  the  last  year  since  last  time 
we  spoke  about  this  particular  problem  dur- 
ing the  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  know  that  an- 
swer at  the  moment,  but  my  officials  here 
can  tell  me  or  I  will  be  glad  to  find  out.  I 
do  not  know  the  number  of  times  they  have 
met  in  the  past  year. 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  minister  then  be 
able  to  tell  me  whether  the  committee  has 
made  any  interim  reports  to  the  department 
in  regard  to  their  findings? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  they  have  not  made 
interim  reports.  There  have  been  no  records 
kept  of  their  minutes,  but  they  have  not  come 
to  conclusions  and  made  interim  reports  to 
the  department  as  yet. 

Mr.  Deans:  Can  I  ask  the  minister 
whether,  when  the  committee  makes  its  re- 
port and  I  am  assuming,  perhaps  the  wrong 
way  but  I  think  not,  that  they  will  come  to 
the  same  conclusions  as  those  of  us  who 
studied  it  one  afternoon  came  to;  that,  in 
effect,  the  municipalities  are  not  receiving 
as  much  money  as  they  once  were.  Will  the 
department  then  be  prepared  to  reimburse 
those  municipalities   for  the  loss? 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No.  You  are  assuming 
they  will  receive  less.  We  also  have  to  look 
at  the  income  they  are  receiving  from  a 
variety  of  sources,  and  all  of  this  is  part  of 
a  change  in  tax  structure. 

Mr.  Deans:  Does  the  minister  think  that 
this  change  in  tax  structure,  which  apparently 
reduces  the  amount  of  revenue  received  by 
municipalities  from  the  utilities,  is  a  forward 
step  in  the  changing  of  the  tax  structure  that 
we  have  been  talking  about  for  the  last  four 
years  in  this  Legislature? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  But  you  are  dealing  with 
one  utility  when  you  are  talking  about  Bell 
Canada. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  are  talking  about  BeU 
Canada  at  the  moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  want  to  see  for  myself. 
I  want  to  see  what  the  change  is,  in  dollars, 
from  the  sampling  of  municipalities. 

Mr.  Deans:  Does  the  minister  think  it  is 
reasonable  that  it  should  have  taken  some- 
thing in  the  order  of  12  to  14  months  to 
review  this  rather  simple  matter  and  find 
out  how  much  they  got  on  the  one  hand? 
There  are  only  a  certain  number  of  munici- 
pahties to  begin  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:   I  agree. 

Mr.  Deans:  Only  those  municipahties  that 
have  reassessed  in  the  last  2%  years.  Surely 
to  goodness  it  is  not  too  much  to  ask  that 
they  could  sit  down,  take  those  municipahties' 
revenues,  decide  whether  or  not  there  is 
more  money  or  less  money  being  received, 
and  make  a  report  to  the  minister  within  a 
12-month  period? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  like  the  golf  club 
situation.  I  am  anticipating  a  number  of 
these  to  come  in  with  their  reports  in  the 
very  near  future.  I  would  like  to  get  these 
things  in;  I  would  like  to  see  what  their 
conclusions  are  so  we  can  properly  deal 
with  them,  but  at  the  moment  1  do  not  have 
them. 

Mr.  Good:  One  final  word  on  this  ques- 
tion: the  real  problem  in  this  as  I  see  it 
now.  We  were  told,  exactly  as  the  member 
for  Wentworth  said,  last  year  on  all  these 
problems  after  The  Assessment  Act  was 
gone  over  very  thoroughly  in  1968  that 
committees  were  looking  into  the  half-dozen 
or  10  problem  areas  in  The  Assessment  Act, 
which  the  minister  admitted  still  existed. 
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In  this  instance,  where  you  hang  your 
whole  defence  on  a  federal  agreement  about 
the  five  per  cent  limitation  of  tax— that  the 
tax  may  not  exceed  five  per  cent  of  the 
gross  revenue  of  the  province— if  that  is 
correct,  fine.  But  if  there  is  going  to  have 
to  l>e  a  change  so  that  when  all  the  munici- 
paUties  in  the  province  are  subjected  to  the 
market  value  assessment,  all  the  municipali- 
ties are  going  to  have  the  loss  of  revenue— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  are  only  a  certain 
number   involved. 

Mr.  Good:  —if  those,  when  we  go  to  1974, 
and  they  are  all  going  to  have  this  loss, 
as  the  few  that  have  already  assessed  at 
market  value  have  had.  That  is  real;  these 
were  all  before  us  a  couple  of  years  ago. 
We  were  getting  letters  from  these  munici- 
palities last  year  when  the  new  assessment 
went  through  at  market  value. 

I  would  say  you  had  better  start  working 
with  the  federal  agreement  now  so  that  we 
have  it  in  shape  by  1974  when  everyone 
will  be   assessed   at  market  value. 

I  have  several  other  items  which  I  think— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
we  leave  that,  if  I  might:  Listening  to  this 
debate,  my  mind  goes  back  to  some  occasion 
about  four  or  five  years  ago  when  there  was 
a  fairly  intensive  review  of  this  situation  and 
it  was  generally  conceded  by  everybody,  in- 
cluding the  government,  that  utilities,  and 
particularly  Bell,  were  not  carrying  their 
fair  share  of  the  tax  load.  In  effect,  they 
had  the  same  position  as  Inco  and  the  mining 
companies,  that  somebody  else  in  the  com- 
munity was  picking  up  the  tab  for  them 
and  the  government's  excuse  was  that  it 
was   locked   into   this   five   per  cent   ceiling. 

When  you  brought  in  reassessment  on  a 
market  value  basis,  it  was  not  your  intention 
to  lighten  the  burden  which  was  already 
unfairly  light;  this  is  an  inadvertent  result, 
this  is  unexpected.  My  colleague  says  he  is 
not  sure  that  it  is  inadvertent,  and  as  a 
matter  of  fact  he  has  a  point.  The  longer 
this  government  drags  its  feet,  the  more 
one  can  legitimately  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  granting  an  inadvertent  bonanza 
to  Bell  Telephone  just  because  it  happens 
to  be  Bell  Telephone.  They  have  got  away 
with  murder   down   through   the   years— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —in  terms  of  favourable 
tax  structure. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  what  I  said  to  you 
was  it  was  not  true  that  we  were  dragging 
our  feet. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  if  it  was  not  your 
intention  when  you  brought  in  reassessment 
to  grant  inadvertently  a  further  tax  con- 
cession—and that  is  what  it  is:  a  further 
tax  concession  to  Bell— then  you  certainly 
could  have  moved  quickly.  It  is  remarkable 
how  quickly  you  can  move  on  some  occa- 
sions if  it  does  not  happen  to  be  corporate 
friends  of  a  Tory  government,  to  at  least 
maintain  the  present  level  of  taxes.  But  to 
tolerate  a  reduction  in  taxes  that  has  de- 
veloped inadvertently  because  of  your  move 
toward  a  new  assessment  base,  and  to  say 
that  you  are  wo'estling  v^dth  this  problem 
after  a  12-month  period  just  does  not  hold 
water. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  a  minute  now.  Let  us 
clear  this  up.  The  utilities'  property  is  as- 
sessed, and  their  assessment  is  up  the  same 
as  everybody  else's  if  it  was  below  current 
market  value. 

Mr.   Deans:   Assuming  it   was   below! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  All  right,  assuming  it 
was  below.  But  we  are  talking  about  their 
land  or  their  installations.  Now  in  addition 
to  the  five  per  cent  of  their  gross  receipts— 
that  is  an  extra  tax  on  the  utility— they  also 
pay  tax  in  reference  to  their  land  at  the 
increased  assessment  plus  the  business  tax 
and  this  other  one. 

Mr.  Deans:  So  does  everyone  else  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  but  you  are  looking 
ait  it  as  if  it  were— I  mean  we  have  to  be 
fair;  you  want  to  be  fair— but  you  are 
dealing  with  an  installation  of  a  utility 
whose  assessed  value  would  have  been  in- 
creased if  it  was  below  the  100  per  cent, 
and  that  would  have  increased.  When  it  is 
business  tax,  it  is  based  on  what  their  realty 
tax  is,  and  it  would  have  been  increased  if 
the  assessment  had  been  increased.  Then,  in 
addition,  you  have  got  the  extra  tax  which 
must  not  be  more  than  five  per  cent  of  their 
gross  receipts;  and  it  is  related  to  that.  So 
while  I  can  appreciate  the  points  the  hon. 
member  makes,  that  the  gross  receipts  tax 
may  have  been  decreased  if  the  mill  rate 
has  decreased,  in  all  likelihood  there  has 
been  some  compensating  increase  because  of 
an  increase  in  the  value  of  their  land  and 
installation.  That  would  have  taken  place. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  but  that  is  irrelevant. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  it  is  not  irrelevant.  It 
is  all  part  of  the  situation.  The  member  said, 
"If  we  kept  the  utilities  as  they  were— and 
that  is  not  the  care,  because  when  you  have 
increased  the  assessment  which  is  going  to 
bring  it  up  to  market  value,  you  increase  the 
assessment  on  both. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  reference  to  this  tax, 
you  have  kept  it  where  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  all  right,  but  not  in 
the- 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  irrelevant.  It  is  totally 
irrelevant.  Everyone  else  was  reassessed  at 
the  same  time  and  they  also  pay  additional 
taxes.  Everyone  else  in  the  municipality 
pays  taxes  other  than  realty  taxes  and  they 
too  were  reassessed;  there  is  no  compensation 
made  to  them  for  other  taxes  because  their 
total  tax  burden  became  higher.  To  say  that 
because  the  one  counteracts  the  other  makes 
it  all  right,  you  completely  destroy  the  whole 
purpose  of  reassessing  in  the  first  place. 
There  is  no  point  in  reassessing  if  you  are 
going  to  then  relieve  the  tax  burden  in 
another  portion  in  order  to  make  sure  they 
do  not  pay  any  more  than  they  paid  before. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  are  still  paying  that 
extra  tax  and  they  will  continue  to  pay  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  One  thing,  just  so  there  will 
be  no  confusion,  are  the  telephone  companies 
assessed  and  paying  taxes  on  their  land? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  Correct?  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  And  business  tax. 

Mr.  Good:  And  business  tax  on  their  land 
and  buildings? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Plus  the  other  per  cent. 

Mr.  Good:  Plus  the  tax  on  their  general 
revenue?  This  is  in  lieu  of  what?  The  line 
installation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  in  lieu  of  their 
machinery  and  equipment. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes.  In  lieu  of  their  machinery 
and  equipment,  that  is  fine. 

Now  I  will  leave  that  point,  but  just 
emphasize  again  that  many  municipalities 
that  have  changed  to  market  value  assess- 
ment   in    the    last    two   years,    prior    to    the 


province  taking  it  over,  have  certainly  lost 
a  great  deal  of  revenue  when  the  mill  rate 
is  cut  by  a  third  and  there  is  no  way  they 
can  do  it  by  changing  the  assessment. 

One  other  point  I  am  interested  in  about 
the  studies  that  are  going  on  in  the  assess- 
ment field  is,  your  intentions  on  coming  to  a 
logical,  reasonable  and  equitable  conclusion 
on  the  assessment  of  farm  property. 

The  minister  knows,  and  I  know,  and  we  all 
know,  that  The  Farm  Tax  Reduction  Act  of 
last  year  was  a  pretty  stopgap  measure.  It  was 
good  in  the  sense  that  it  returned  money  to 
the  farmer  and  it  recognized  the  fact  that 
that  farmer  has  to  have  a  large  acreage  of 
land— it  is  the  tools  of  his  trade  and  he  cannot 
carry  on  business  without  it— and  he  got  25 
per  cent  of  his  tax  back.  We  are  all  aware  of 
the  fact  that  a  great  many  inequities  resulted 
from  this  and  before  we  go  into  them  again, 
this,  we  were  assured  last  year  is  a  continuing 
study  which  has  been  going  on. 

Now  I  do  not  know  whether  the  minister 
is  aware  but  those  of  us  who  are  members  are 
still  trying  to  get  rebates  from  last  year  and 
some  farmers  have  not  had  their  farm  tax 
reduction  cheque  satisfactorily  returned  to 
them.  Either  it  has  been  lost  or  their  farm 
was  coded  improperly,  which  happened  in 
many,  many  instances. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  coding,  as  you  know  we  brought 
in  in  the  spring  of  this  year  an  amendment  to 
the  regulations  to  clear  that  up.  Now  I  have 
been  watching  this  very  carefully,  and  I 
think  in  most  instances  we  have  been  able 
to  clear  it  up  or  get  the  supplementary  assess- 
ment put  through,  and  once  that  is  done  we 
will  be  able  to  look  after  it.  I  have  been 
checking  these  carefully  of  late  and  most  of 
them  have  been  looked  after. 

Mr.  Good:  That  is  right,  Mr.  Chairman, 
most  of  them  are  cleared  up.  I  still  have 
one  from  my  area  that  I  am  working  on  that 
has  not  been  satisfactorily  resolved. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well  if  you  would  report 
it  to  us,  we  would  be  glad  to— 

Mr.  Good:  They  know  all  about  it.  I  have 
been  phoning  them  so  often  now  I  am  begin- 
ning to  become  a  pest. 

Dealing  with  the  principle  of  this  on-going 
study  in  the  matter  of  farm  assessments,  the 
minister  must  surely  reaHze  that  the  present 
refund  of  25  per  cent  is  not  a  fair  and  equit- 
able basis.  I  have  said  it  before  and  I  will 
say  it  again,  right  now,  that  people  are  getting 
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cheques  back  left,  right  and  centre  on  land 
which  has  not  grown  a  nickel's  worth  of 
agriculture  produce  since  they  moved  in 
hundreds  of  years  ago  into  the  area. 

I  have  a  cheque  right  here  in  my  purse, 
given  to  me  by  a  man  w*ho  refused  to  cash 
it  simply  because  he  said:  "What  business 
is  it  of  the  government  if  I  want  100  acres 
for  a  skidoo  farm?  I  want  to  skidoo  on  it. 
And  they  send  me  back  25  per  cent  of  my 
tax  money.   It  is   not  my  idea  of  fairness." 

So  there  has  to  be  a  better  method  of  assess- 
ment and  taxation  devised— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Good:  —to  xeoognize  the  fact  that  the 
farmer  does  have  a  special  problem:  first 
of  all  because  he  has  a  large  acreage  of  land 
and  land  is  the  basis  on  wihich  we  assess  and 
raise  so  much  of  our  revenue;  secondly,  of 
course,  beoause  we  have  so  many  weig'hty 
factors  on  that  assessment  and  tax,  such  as 
education  and  municipal  cost  for  welfare  and 
this  sort  of  thing,  which  have  no  business 
being  on  the  land  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
at  present.  This  is  w*hat  is  causing  most  of 
the  government's  problems. 

But  there  have  been  many  theories  pro- 
moted by  farmers  themselves  and  by  others 
who  say  that  they  want  nothing  more  than 
what  the  man  in  town  is  getting.  They  pay 
their  regular  taxes  'On  their  house  and  so 
much  land,  and  perhaps  the  bam  and  farm 
buildings  are  assessed  at  a  different  rate. 
I  am  just  wondering  now,  what  progress  has 
been  made  in  this  past  year? 

We  have  not  talked  about  this  for  a  whole 
year  now  since  the  farm  tax  study  booklet 
came  out,  which  was  based  on  the  means  of 
assessing  farmland  on  its  productivity.  To 
many  people  this  sounded  very  reaS'Onable 
when  you  talked  about  the  productivity  of 
land  and  you  assessed  it  at  various  levels  be- 
oause of  its  productivity.  Has  this  been  com- 
pletely thrown  out  by  the  government  or 
was  that  huge  sum  of  money  spent  in  that 
study  of  the  report?  Has  that  all  gone  down 
the  drain?  What  is  the  direction  now  that 
you  are  thinking  of? 

AH  these  studies  have  been  going  on  for 
years  and  years  but  we  do  not  end  up  with 
anything  which,  in  my  mind,  is  a  logical, 
systematical  and  concrete  reform  in  that  par- 
ticular method.  I,  for  one,  do  not  think  that 
that  farm  tax  reduction  bill  of  last  year  was 
anything  more  than  a  stop-gap  measure  to 
satisfy  a  local  group  of  people  who  had  a 
legitimate  complaint.  The  government  just 
seemed  to  say,  "We  cannot  figure  out  a  proper 


solution  so  we  will  use  this  in  the  mean- 
time." 

I  would  like  to  know  what  progress  this 
study  has  made?  Could  we  have  a  progress 
report  on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 
member  is  talking  at  the  same  time  about 
assessment  and  tax  and  so  forth;  it  is  all 
mixed  in  together.  I  can  appreciate  his  con- 
cern and  it  is  quite  legitimate.  But  the  fact 
is  we  are  talking  about  a  number  of  different 
things  all  at  one  time. 

There  is  no  question  about  it.  The  assess- 
ment records,  as  the  province  received  theon 
from  the  municipalities  all  over  the  province, 
as  related  to  agricultural  land,  were  in  a 
very  bad  state.  That  has  been  one  of  the 
causes  of  the  difficulties  which  the  assess- 
ment branch  has  found  in  trying  to  straighten 
out  the  situation.  Lands  were  miscoded  from 
agricultural  and  all  other  types  of  purposes. 
A  great  deal  of  land  was  not  even  assessed, 
they  found  in  various  places,  and  all  in  all 
the  whole  thing  had  to  be  done  over. 

The  hon.  member  realizes,  I  am  sure,  that 
there  have  been  a  number  of  test  cases,  par- 
ticularly one  in  reference  to  the  value  of 
farm  land  and  valuing  it  as  such,  straight 
farm  land.  That  decision  came  out  last  fall. 
I  think,  with  the  committee,  that  decision  has 
been  of  great  assistance.  I  know  that  we  have 
to  have  the  assistance  of  technical  people  in 
valuing  farm  land  generally,  taking  into 
account  that  decision  which,  I  think,  is  an 
important  one  because  it  endeavours  to  estab- 
lish w'hat  is  a  proper  valuation  of  land. 

I  anticipate  that  in  the  very  near  future 
we  will  be  able  to  finalize  this  matter  in 
reference  to  the  farm  land  assessment  on  some 
fairly  reasonable  and  equitable  basis  and  on 
a  basis  which  we  can  apply  throughout  the 
province. 

Mr.  Deans:  Having  once  done  that,  having 

finalized  the  reassessment,  making  sure  that 
it  is  equitable,  would  the  minister  make 
representation  to  his  colleague,  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  (Mr.  Stewart),  to  make  sure 
that  the  people  who  rent  farms  receive  the 
rebate,  rather  than  the  person  who  owns  it? 

The  people  who  are  renting— not  all  of 
course,  but  certain  people  I  am  familiar  with 
who  are  renting— are  not  having  it  passed 
on.  The  minister  refused  to  incorporate  that 
particular  feature  into  his  bill.  Once  the 
reassessment  is  completed  would  representa- 
tion be  made  by  The  Department  of  Munici- 
pal   Affairs    to   have   incorporated    into   the 
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farni  reduction  regulations  a  portion  assuring 
that  tenants  will  receive  the  reduction  in 
taxes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  the  same  way  as  the 
residential   taxes? 

Mr.  Deans:  In  the  same  way  as  the  resi- 
dential taxes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  would  want  to  consider 
it  carefully  but  I  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  has  assured  us 
then,  in  fact,  that  you  are  still  studying  and 
looking  for  a  better  method  of  arriving  at 
a  proper  assessment  which,  in  fact,  results 
in  the  taxation?  That  is  what  the  fanner 
is  really  interested  in— the  ultimate  taxation 
—but  you  have  better  value  for  the  property. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  A  better  value  for  the 
property  according  to  farm  standards. 

Mr.  Good:  You  have  a  continuing  study 
going  on?  Could  you  relate  to  us  whether 
in  fact  this  will  be  tied  in  with  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  farm  tax  committee  which 
recommended  the  soil  productivity  formula? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  the  whole  thing  will 
consider  the  soil  situation  and  also  the 
climatic  zone. 

Mr.  Good:  Would  this  then,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, go  right  down  the  agriculture  line 
until  we  get  to  the  point  of  the  assessment 
of  lands  not  used  for  agriculture  nor  for 
anything  else— they  are  just  waste  lands,  and 
in  many  cases  let  us  relate  them  then  to 
lands  held  by  conservation  authorities.  Now 
we  get  to  the  assessment  of  lands  by  con- 
servation authorities  and  into  a  problem  I 
feel  is  somewhat  at  the  low  end  of  the 
agricultural    land   problem. 

You  have  marginal  lands,  lands  which 
maybe  have  no  potential  farming  use.  They 
are  conservation  lands  but  in  some  instances 
they  just  happen  to  be  adjacent  to  a  large 
city,  or  a  good-sized  city  or  an  industrial 
plaza,  and  assessors  have  valued  those  lands 
at  rates  which  many  conservation  authorities 
feel  to  be  quite  excessive,  and  they  say: 
"Yes,  but  10  acres  of  land  right  in  that 
particular  area  is  pretty  valuable  land." 

I  would  think  that  in  a  system  whereby 
that  land  is  kept  for  conservation  purposes 
in  perpetuity,  that  a  very  nominal  type  of 
assessment  could  be  had  from  it. 

Now,  granted  we  know  the  conservation 
authority  has  to  pay  taxes  to  the  municipality 
in  which  it  exists,  and  the  conservation  autho- 


rity has  to  get  its  levies  from  all  the  member 
communities  and  municipalities  in  the  con- 
servation area— and  some  of  these  are  going 
to  benefit  than  others  as  a  direct  result  of 
getting  the  taxation  on  those  lands— I  am 
wondering  if  there  have  been  any  studies, 
or  if  anyone  has  looked  into  the  complaints 
by  conservation  authorities  feeling  they  are 
being    assessed   excessively    high? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  practice  we  follow 
is  to  look  at  land  on  its  existing  use,  not  an 
anticipated  use,  and  the  hon.  member  re- 
ferred to  lands  perhaps  lying  fallow  but 
adjacent  to  a  city  which  have  perhaps  a 
diflFerent  potential  use.  This  is  what  he 
meant.  Now  this  matter  I  know  has  ibeen 
discussed  with  The  Department  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management,  through  con- 
servation there  and  it  is  one  of  the  areas 
being  considered  and  will  be  worked  in 
with  the  others.  Certainly  we  recognize  that 
some  land  may  have  a  very  low  value  from 
a  yield  or  farming  standard. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kent  was 
wanting  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  minister  something  in 
regard  to  assessment  of  property  in  different 
parts  of  the  province.  I  have  had  letters 
from  constituents  who  are  very  concerned  at 
the  way  you  are  assessing  homes  and  farm 
properties.  I  am  informed  that  a  couple  of 
your  oflRcials  from  the  assessment  branch 
come  out  and  measure  up  the  house  and 
bam  or  whatever  buildings  they  have  and 
then  when  they  complete  it  they  say  to  the 
property  owner:  "You  will  have  other  as- 
sessors come  out  and  go  through  and  take  a 
look  at  the  inside  of  your  house."  Now  when 
you  get  the  ladies  upset,  that  is  not  too  good. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  That  is 
right. 

Mr.  Spence:  And  I  must  say  it  seems  to 
the  average  property  owner  that  this  is 
extra  cost,  more  costly.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  minister  if  these  conditions  do  exist.  I 
would  think  myself  that  you  could  have,  if 
your  branch  is  eflBcient,  the  two  assessors 
come  at  once  and  complete  the  assessment 
in  one  day,  because  this  is  annoying  some 
of  the  ladies  in  different  parts  of  the  prov- 
ince—or, in  our  area.  Maybe  this  does  not 
happen  in  all  areas,  and  I  wonder  if  the 
minister  could  inform  me  if  this  is  true? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  point  the  member 
raises     is     perfectly     reasonable.     What     we 
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would  try  to  do  is  have  the  assessors  come 
at  one  time  and  do  the  whole  operation.  I 
am  sure  you  also  appreciate  we  have  stu- 
dent help  to  do  the  measuring  and  so  on. 

We  have  other  more  experienced  people 
who  look  at  the  state  of  the  house,  and  so 
on.  We  endeavour  to  have  them  come  at 
the  same  time,  but  frankly  it  is  not  always 
possible,  and  particularly  in  this  short  sum- 
mer period.  But  you  have  a  good  point  and 
I  think  it  should  be  done  at  one  time.  We 
should  not  inconvenience  people  any  more 
than  we  possibly  have  to. 

Mr.  Spence:  You  will  try  to  improve  on  it 
when  you  get  more  officials. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  and  they  will  take 
careful  note  of  your  suggestion. 

Mr.  Spence:  I  want  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  minister  the  equalization  factor  used 
by  your  department.  We  find  some  munici- 
palities have  such  a  wide  fluctuation  between 
taxes  one  year  and  the  next.  We  know  there 
are  some  things  that  make  variations,  but 
there  is  a  wide  difference. 

One  municipality  will  have  a  low  rate 
one  year,  considerably  lower,  and  the  next 
municipality  will  be  away  up.  And  it  looks 
hke  this  factor  is  just  not  working  or  you 
do  not  have  it  working  as  you  would  like. 
But  it  does  make  the  municipalities  very 
concerned  with  such  a  wide  fluctuation  from 
one  year  to  the  other- 
There  is  an  article  here  in  one  of  the  local 
newspapers.  It  says: 

The  equalization  factor  has  again  proved 
itself  to  be  very  unequal  in  an  unjust  way 
to  compare  the  taxable  resources  of  muni- 
cipalities. 

You  might  say  this  provincially  determined 
factor  is  largely  responsible  for  pushing  rural 
school  taxes  beyond  any  reasonable  hmit 
and  is  now  making  itself  felt  at  the  county 
level. 

It  simply  does  not  make  sense  that  a  town's 
share  of  the  county  cost  should  be  lower 
when  a  fair  amount  of  growth  is  taking  place 
in  a  town,  while  at  the  same  time  another 
town's  share  is  much  higher  than  when 
there  has  been  very  little   growth. 

The  property  tax  bill  in  one  town  this  year 
will  be  $80  higher  than  last  year  on  the 
average  home  and  $140  higher  on  the  aver- 
age farm. 

I  believe  the  hon.  member  for  Waterloo 
North  brought  a  similar  question  to  you,  but 


it  seems  to  be  quite  a  concern  to  a  lot  of 
taxpayers  in  different  municipalities— the  wide 
fluctuation  of  taxes  one  year  and  the  next 
year  considerably  down,  when  some  muni- 
cipalities have  not  too  much  growth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
think  the  equalization  factors  really  vary  that 
much  from  year  to  year  except  in  isolated 
cases.  But  I  had  a  group  from  a  munici- 
pality—not from  your  area  but  the  north— 
who  came  to  see  me  about  a  month  ago, 
because  their  factors  seemed  to  be  out  of 
line.  We  found  the  difficulty  there  was  that 
the  school  board  had  under-levied,  and  there 
was  a  real  problem  involved.  Now  it  took 
a  fair  amount  of  checking  to  get  down  to 
that— to  find  the  reason— but  by  and  large, 
if  the  normal  taxation  takes  place  to  meet  just 
the  current  needs,  we  have  found  the  equali- 
zation factors  will  not  vary  very  muCh  in  the 
same  area  year  by  year.  If  any  of  these  arti- 
ficial situations  come  in  where  there  is  an 
under-levying  or  an  over-levying,  then  it 
does  play  havoc  with  the  factors  and  it  will 
show  up  a  distinct  difference. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  mig'ht,  there 
are  two  i>oints  I  would  like  to  bring  up 
while    we    are    on    the    equalization    factor. 

First  of  all,  I  think  there  is  quite  some 
concern  among  municipalities  that  the  equali- 
zation factor  is  not  carried  out  to  any  fine 
detail,  say,  of  decimal  or  proportion.  In  other 
words,  the  factor  is  20  and  it  goes  up  one 
point  or  down  one  point— it  is  really  a  five 
per  cent  increase  or  decrease.  Now,  why 
could  not  this  factor,  for  instance,  be  10 
times  that  amount  so  you  could  have  it  go 
from  200  to  201  instead  of  205  to  210?  This 
would  provide  for  closer  scrutiny  or  closer 
control  over  the  'amount  of  fluctuation.  One 
point  in  20  is  a  five  per  cent  increase  or  de- 
crease if  it  is  going  to  m^ove.  The  other  point 
I  would  like  to  know  is-^there  is  procedure 
I  understand,  for  a  municipality  to  appeal  its 
factor.  All  right,  now,  at  the  present  time, 
wfll  the  municipality— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Excuse  me— just  a  minute 
— ^:hat  right  of  appeal  has  just  come,  in  the 
last  year  or  so. 

Mr.  Good:  AH  right.  Now  the  right  of 
appeal  for  a  municipality  to  appeal  its  own 
factor— does  that  municipality  then  have 
access  to  all  the  material  that  was  used 
in  figuring  out  its  change  in  factor,  that  is 
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the  sale  price  of  homes  in  its  area,  the  ex- 
tenuating circumstances  in  the  sales  of  these 
homes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  municipality  will  be 
told  the  individual  factor  put  in  to  make  the 
calculation  and  it  will  have  all  the  infor- 
mation available. 

Mr.  Good:  All  right.  Now,  my  second  point 
—I  am  finished  on  this  equalization— does  the 
municipality  have  the  right  to  the  informa- 
tion within  its  own  area,  because  this  is 
showing  up  in  the  school  levies  on  the  county 
school  boards  levied  on  the  equalized  rate- 
able assessment.  If  this  factor  is  out  five  per 
cent  in  a  small  township,  by  going  up  one 
point  only,  it  can  make  a  tremendous  dif- 
ference. Does  the  municipality  have  the 
right  of  access  to  the  information  to  see  how 
the  rest  of  the  factors  within  that  county 
area,  or  county  school  board  area,  have  been 
calculated  in  the  regional  office?  It  is  kept 
in  regional  oflBces? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  because  the  others 
could  have  an  influence  on  it  and  so  that 
information  would  be  given  to  them  as  well. 
Bear  in  mind  that  when  you  are  calculating 
the  figures,  70  per  cent  is  based  on  last 
year's  portion  and  30  per  cent  on  this  year's 
so  that  a  stabilizer  is  built  into  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  that  is  all  very  fine  but 
this  has  some  far-reaChing  effects  in  such 
things  as  library  grants  and  education  grants 
where  you  get  another  formula  applied  on 
top  of  a  change  in  equalization  factor.  In  my 
own  area  just  a  couple  of  years  ago,  a  factor 
change  of  only  two  points  meant  a  third  of 
the  library  grant  being  cut  off.  So  it  is  very 
critical.   The  tolerance  is  very  small. 

I  am  getting  back  to  my  first  point.  I 
would  like  to  hear  the  minister's  comments, 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  why  for  instance  the  fac- 
tor, instead  of  being  from  20  to  30,  could 
not  be  from  200  to  300  so  there  would  be 
smaller  degrees  of  tolerance,  rather  than  hav- 
ing to  raise  it  one  wihole  point  or  drop  it  one 
whole  point?  This  would  give  you  more 
accurate— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  will  test  it  out  I  think 
on  a  few  cases  and  see  how  it  would  work. 
If  it  is  a  better  way  of  doing  it,  I  am  com- 
pletely open-minded. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Member  for  Welland  South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Mr. 
Chairm'Mi,  I  would  like  to  pursue  the  two 
matters  tihe  member  for  Kfent  and  the  mem- 


ber for  Waterloo  North  were  discussing.  I 
happened  to  attend  a  District  6  assessors  con- 
ference in  the  municipality  of  Wainfleet  this 
early  spring  and  I  enjoyed  the  session  that 
day  and  their  main  topic  was  PR— public  re- 
lations! I  listened  to  their  discussions  very 
thoroughly  in  the  morning  and  I  was  asked 
to  say  a  few  words  in  the  afternoon  so  I 
picked  up  the  theme  of  PR,  too,  said  it 
should  have  been  PR  squared,  dealing  with 
public   relations   and   private   residence. 

The  member  for  Kent  had  mentioned  here 
about  the  inconvenience  or  the  sense  of,  per- 
liaps,  insecurity  when  assessors  move  into  an 
area,  particularly  a  home. 

Some  of  the  women,  perhaps,  are  very  un- 
comfortable when  a  person  enters  the  home 
and  wants  to  know  what  is  in  that  room  and 
what  is  in  that  room? 

I  think  it  very  significant  if,  when  an  asses- 
sor moves  into  a  home  to  measure  different 
rooms,  and  so  forth,  he  cannot  make  a  general 
assessment  of  that  home.  From  the  minute  he 
steps  on  to  that  property,  since  he  is  dealing 
with  market  values,  he  must  know  the  assess- 
ment. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  get  through  to 
you,  Mr.  Minister,  is  that  once  this  person 
says:  "What  is  this  room?"  in  the  bedroom  of  a 
home— that  is  strictly  private  and  I  think  we 
have  a  right  to  privacy  guaranteed  under  our 
Canadian  Bill  of  Rights.  That  should  be 
strictly  out  of  bounds  to  any  person. 

One  of  the  other  questions  raised— I  think  I 
picked  it  up  in  a  newspaper  article— where 
some  of  the  people  are  rather  disturbed,  is 
that  there  is  always  the  question  asked:  "You 
have  wall-to-wall  carpeting  in  the  house,  or 
in  this  room?" 

Mr.  Deans:  Back  to  that  again. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  I  asked  the  assessors  about 
this  and  I  was  informed  that  we  do  not  assess 
this.  Then  why  do  they  ask? 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  other  question  is,  "Do 
you  have  a  washer  and  dryer  in  the  base- 
ment?" They  tell  me:  "We  do  not  assess  that 
either."  Then  why  are  these  questions  asked? 

Mr,  Good:  They  assess  the  plumbing  that 
it  is  hooked  up  to.  That  is  why. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  What  the  assessor  should 
have  is  a  pamphlet  telfing  the  property  own- 
ers what  questions  they  are  expected  to  an- 
swer and  be  asked. 
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Mr.  Deans:  That  is  what  I  suggested  on 
Friday. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  That  is  not  going  to  get 
through  to  them  though,  I  will  tell  you  that 
much. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh,  you  are  reiterating. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  No,  this  is  right. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  ( Lakeshore ) :  Keep  your 
assessors  out  of  the  bedrooms  of  this  nation. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Likely 
read  your  Hansard. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Pretty  reasonable  fellow. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  seem  to  be  a  pretty 
reasonable  fellow. 

Mr.  Huston:  He  knows  you  fellows, 
though. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  But  I  think  this  is  what  the 
property  owners  are  expecting.  You  should 
give  them  that  pamphlet  asking,  "We  want 
to  know  the  same  things  as  the  enumerators 
that  come  around  assessing."  You  have  them 
coming,  say,  two  weeks  before,  then  you  have 
another  assessor  come  in  and  then  you  have 
the  qualified  assessor  that  comes  in.  Three  or 
four  of  them  make  the  trip.  Of  course,  we 
know  what  the  enumerators  are  there  for. 

The  other  matter,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
matter  of  reassessment  of  farm  land  and  a 
more  equitable  system  or  factor.  The  mem- 
ber mentioned  here  about  the  productivity 
of  the  farm  assessment.  In  particular,  I  am 
talking  about  the  Niagara  region,  the  farm 
lands.  I  sat  for  a  number  of  years  on  the 
Welland  county  council  as  a  member  of  the 
assessment  committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  this 
was  always  a  very  contentious  question,  farm 
assessment. 

When  you  have  the  fruit  farmers  assessed 
at  $300  to  $400  an  acre  and  the  average 
farmer  thoughout  the  county,  and  perhaps  in 
both  counties  now— Lincoln,  too— were  as- 
sessed at  $40  an  acre,  what  a  discrepancy. 
No  wonder  the  fruit  farmers  in  the  Niagara 
area  are  selling  out.  You  discourage  fruit 
farming  by  this  type  of  assessment.  In  one  bad 
spring,  a  late  frost  could  wipe  that  man  out 
of  his  earnings.  And  yet  there  is  no  coverage 
by  municipal  taxes.  There  is  no  rebate,  and 
yet  we  find  out  in  The  Municipal  Act  under 
The  Assessment  Act,  business  assessment, 
there  are  rebates  given  back  if  they  are  only 
in  operation  one  or  two  months  of  the  year. 


But  in  this  particular  case,  a  farmer  can  lose 
his  total  income  for  that  year  and  he  is  not 
compensated  for  it  in  rebate. 

I  think  this  is  the  field  that  perhaps  the 
assessors  should  be  looking  at  in  more  detail. 
That  farm  assessment  is  more  equitable  across 
the  province  and  in  this  particular  area,  $400 
to  $40  is  quite  a  discrepancy.  I  suggest  that 
your  department  should  be  looking  into  this 
to  make  a  more  suitable  approach  than  trying 
to  discourage  the  fruit  farmers  from  that  area. 
That  is  perhaps  why  many  of  them  are  selling 
out  today  on  this  basis.  I  think  we  should  try 
every  effort,  by  this  government,  to  protect 
that  fruitland  in  that  particular  area. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  ask  the  minister: 
I  asked  him  on  Friday  for  a  copy  of  the 
—I  am  sorry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  member  has  raised 
a  couple  of  questions.  I  am  sorry  we  dealt 
with  them  on  Friday  and  the  member  was 
unfortunately  not  able  to  be  here,  but  we 
covered  a  number  of  points  that  you  have 
raised. 

We  have  started  now  a  procedure  whereby 
rather  than  putting  an  announcement  in  the 
papers  in  the  district  when  the  assessment 
people  are  going  there  for  reassessment,  we 
send  individual  letters  to  the  homeowners 
—not  personally  addressed,  but  one  sent  to 
each  homeowner— so  that  they  will  be  aware 
that  the  staff  will  be  coming  to  their  homes 
in  the  next  two-week  period.  In  that  way 
we  are  not  advertising  it  to  all  and  sundry 
that  there  are  people  coming  to  call  at  their 
homes,  but  we  are  advising  the  homeowner 
individually. 

We  do  not  assess  rugs  and  so  on,  floor 
coverings,  in  the  area— I  explained  this  on 
Friday  and  at  that  time  I  gave  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Humber  (Mr.  Ben)  a  pamphlet 
we  have,  explaining  the  assessment  proce- 
dures, which  is  frequently  given  to  the 
homeowner  as  a  guide  or  as  assistance  to 
him.  We  think  it  is  wise  and  certainly 
necessary  to  communicate  with  the  public 
as  much  as  possible  about  this,  and  this 
and  other  things  is  what  is  being  done. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
says  you  do  not  assess  for  rugs.  But  it  says 
on  your  assessment  sheet  under  floor  finish: 
'Tiardwood"— I  assume  the  sw  is  softwood, 
I  am  not  sure— "tiles  or  broadloom."  What  is 
broadloom?  If  that  is  not  a  rug  what  is  it? 

Mr.  Good:  If  it  touches  the  walls— they 
assess   it. 
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Mr.  Deans:  I  have  always  been  under 
the  impression,  and  I  still  am,  in  spite  of 
what  you  tell  me,  that  you  assess  for  broad- 
loom.  It  says  so  right  on  your  own  assessment 
sheet.  Have  a  look  under  room  and  interior 
finish  detail,  floor  finish,  the  fourth  item— 
"bdlm."  If  that  is  not  broadloom  I  do  not 
know  what  it  is. 

What  happens  if  a  person  has  hardwood 
and  has  broadloom  over  the  top?  Are  they 
doubly  assessed? 

Mr.  Ruston:  What  happens  if  they  do  not 
have  any  hardwood  underneath? 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  the  point.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  anyway.  I  have  been 
reading  the  sheet  with  some  interest.  I  want 
to  know  first  of  all  if  he  can  tell  me,  under 
calculation  summary,  what  RCN  means?  I 
am  afraid  I  am  ignorant  of  the  meaning  of 
the  letters.  Under  calculation  summary,  total 
RCN,  what  is  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Down  at  the  bottom- 
Mr.   Deans:   At  the  bottom   of  the  sheet, 
on  the  first  page. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Those  initials  stand  for 
"replacement  cost  new." 

Mr.  Deans:  Fine.  That  is  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Royal  Canadian  Navy. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  did  not  know  what  it  meant. 
I  want  to  ask  now:  when  you  are  using 
this,  everything  that  comes  under  building 
description,  room  and  interior  finish,  and 
exterior  description,  right  down  to  that  piece 
dealing  with  special  features,  obviously  is 
for  comparison  purposes— is  this  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:   Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Strictly  for  comparison  pur- 
poses? That  every  single  one  of  these  is 
compared  with  every  other  one  and  that  we 
will  decide  from  the  comparison  taking  the 
market  value,  the  actual  sale  price  of  one 
or  more  of  a  house  of  similar  construction 
with  identical  components,  what  the  market 
value  will  be.  Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  generally. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  this  computerized? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  not  yet. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  tell  me  that  in  Hamilton, 
with  something  like  100,000  homes,  that  you 
are  going  to  sit  down  and  compare  all  of 
them? 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  are  not  computerized 
at  the  present  time;  they  are  going  to  be. 

Mr.  Deans:  Now  could  the  minister  tell 
me  whether  a  home  with  concrete  block  in 
its  basement  is  more  or  less  valuable  than 
one  with  concrete  or  reinforced  concrete,  or 
brick  or   stone? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  just  a  different  type 
of  construction. 

Mr.  Deans:  Does  it  matter  to  the  end 
figure?  It  does  not?  If,  for  example,  I  as  a 
person  who  happened  to  like  a  stone-built 
basement,  felt  that  that  was  worth  more 
than  concrete  block,  and  someone  else  liked 
concrete  block  rather  than  stone,  would  the 
difference  in  our  personal  taste  be  what 
would  determine  the  final  value  of  the 
property,    not   the   actual   structure   itself? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Would  or  would  not? 

Mr.  Deans:   Would. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  would  be  of  value  to 
you,  but  it  might  not  be  the  same  value  to 
somebody  else. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  that  is  the  market  value, 
is  it  not?  A  person  who  comes  and  sees  a 
home  and  is  willing  to  purchase  it  for  a 
certain   amount  of   money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  have  to  take  aver- 
ages in  this. 

Mr.  Deans:  All  right.  What  goes  under 
special  features?  What  sort  of  things  do  we 
expect  to  have  assessed  under  special 
features? 

Mr.   Good:    Fireplaces? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  there  is  already  room  for 
fireplaces. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  For  example,  a  swimming 
pool,  special  patio,  perhaps,  outside— and 
we  talked  about  this  on  Friday— a  permanent 
swimming  pool,  as  I  mentioned  to  you  at 
that  time,  is  a  special  feature  of  a  residential 
property. 

Mr.  Deans:  In  the  case  of  a  permanent 
swimming  pool— and  again  we  come  dovim  to 
what  is  permanent— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  One  you  cannot  move. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  that  you  cannot  move.  It 
is  physically  impossible  to  move  it.  That  is 
all  that  is  required?  Without  leaving  a  hole 
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in  the  backyard?  Because  it  is  quite  obvious 
to  me  that  assessors  going  around  are  assess- 
ing above-ground  pools.  They  are  taking 
them  into  consideration.  If  you  have  a  large 
above-ground  pool  and  you  have  built  a 
deck  around  it,  it  is  as  permanent  as  you 
want  it  to  be.  It  can  be  taken  down  and 
taken  with  you  to  the  next  home  that  you 
buy.  They  are  being  assessed.  They  are 
presently  being  assessed.  And  if  they  are 
not  to  be  assessed  then  I  would  suggest  that 
the    minister    should    instruct— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  a  minute  now.  You 
say  they  are  being  assessed;  how  do  you 
know  that? 

Mr.  Deans:  Because  I  am  being  told  that 
the  assessor  coming  around  is  asking  whether 
you  have  a  pool.  He  goes  into  the  backyard 
and  marks  it  down  on  his  sheet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  does  not  mean  that  it 
is  added  to  the  value— he  will  note  the  type 
of  pool  it  is  and  when  he  gets  back  to  the 
office  they  will  work  out  the  values,  then 
they  will  determine  that.  They  may  want 
to  know  what  facilities  are  there,  but  it 
does  not  mean  that  every  facility  is  going 
into  the  value. 

Mr.  Good:  If  it  adds  to  the  market  value 
it  is  assessed. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  point  I  suppose  is  that 
if  it  were  sold  with  the  house  it  would  add 
to  the  value;  if  it  is  not  sold  with  the  house 
it  does  not.  This  is  the  problem? 

I  want  then  to  say  to  the  minister  that 
in  terms  of  the  reassessment— I  said  it  before 
and  I  will  say  no  more  about  reassessment 
after  saying  it— I  do  not  happen  to  think  that 
assessment  based  on  market  value  is  a  very 
valid  way  of  raising  taxes.  I  have  never 
thought  it.  I  do  not  think  assessment  based 
on  market  value  is  a  very  accurate  measure- 
ment of  wealth  at  all. 

As  I  said  on  Friday,  there  are  people  who 
are  devoting  all  of  their  money  to  providing 
themselves  with  a  reasonable  place  to  live 
and  not  spending  their  money  on  frivolity, 
and  that  they  ought  not  to  be  taxed  for  it. 
I  will  put  it  another  way.  There  should  be  an 
allowance  made  whereby  individuals  should 
l)e  allowed  by  law  to  spend  a  certain  per- 
centage either  of  the  value  of  the  home  or 
of  their  income,  whichever  you  want  to 
choose,  on  home  improvements,  without  that 
affecting  the  total  tax  burden  that  they 
have  to   carry. 


They  pay  tax  on  any  materials  they  pur- 
chase. They  pay  tax  on  any  of  the  com- 
modities they  add.  It  does  not  seem  to  me 
to  be  fair— for  want  of  a  better  word— to 
then  tax  them  from  that  day  on  for  the  rest 
of  their  lives  for  things  which  they  add  to 
their  property  for  their  own  use.  On  Fri- 
day I  did  suggest  that  if  a  person  pur- 
chased some  plaything,  and  spent  an 
equivalent  amount  of  money  on  it,  he  would 
pay  tax  once  and  would  use  it  forever  per- 
haps, as  long  as  it  would  last- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  do  you  not  become  the 
great  innovator?  Move  in  on  some  legislation. 

Mr.  Deans:  —while  the  individual  prop- 
erty  owner  would  pay  tax   indefinitely. 

The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  pointed 
out  to  me— and  he  was  right,  I  meant  to  tell 
you  on  Friday— that  in  European  countries— 
in  France,  and  in  Paris  particularly— that 
because  of  the  method  of  assessing  and  the 
assessor  going  down  the  street  and  taking  a 
look,  the  end  result  was  that  the  people  al- 
lowed the  fronts  of  their  properties,  the 
parcels  facing  the  street,  to  deteriorate,  while 
fixing  up  the  backs  and  making  them  look 
great  where  they  overlook  their  patios  and 
gardens,  to  avoid  paying  tax.  I  am  not  sug- 
gesting that  will  happen  here,  but  there 
are  people  who  do  not  keep  their  properties 
up  for  that  reason. 

Right  on  this  it  says  "class  and  shape"— 
first  class,  I  suppose,  I  do  not  know.  It 
goes  on  to  talk  about  the  value  of  the 
property.  The  value  of  the  property  might 
well  be  related  to  whether  it  needs  a  coat 
of  paint  or  not.  A  newly  painted  property 
is  worth  more  than  a  piece  that  needs 
painting  and  a  minor  repair  being  effected 
to  the  front  of  a  property  might  well  raise 
the  value  of  it  $1,000. 

I  will  give  you  an  example.  You  could 
purchase  a  bay  window,  a  simple  thing,  and 
put  in  a  different  kind  of  window  structure 
for  a  very  limited  amount  of  money  and 
raise  the  value  of  your  property  considerably 
and  this  is  being  done. 

All  you  have  to  do  is  go  around  and  see 
some  of  the  older  homes  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  or  anyplace  else  where  people  are 
having  them  sandblasted  at  a  reasonable  cost 
and  putting  in  new  windows  and  doors.  The 
property  increases  in  value  considerably  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  those  kinds  of  repairs  and 
those  kinds  of  expenditures  are,  generally 
speaking,  for  the  benefit  and  enjoyment  of 
the  family  who  live  there.  If  they  are  going 


3006 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


to  spend  their  money  in  that  way,  then  that 
ought  not  to  be  considered  in  terms  of  asses- 
sing the  value  of  the  property. 

What  I  am  really  telling  you  is,  if  you  are 
going  to  use  these  other  things— if  a  concrete 
block  basement  is  going  to  be  more  or  less 
valuable  than  a  stone  basement— if  a  dry 
wall,  interior  wall,  was  to  be  more  or  less 
valuable  than  a  panelled  wall  or  a  plaster 
wall,  or  if  coloured  bathroom  facilities  are 
going  to  be  considered  as  adding  more  to  the 
property  than  white,  then  this  should  apply 
throughout  every  property.  There  should  be  a 
factor  attached  to  each  of  the  component 
parts  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  final  figure, 
rather  than  this  nonsense  of  a  final  appraisal 
being  made  on  the  appearance  of  the  pro- 
perty. 

People  should  be  encouraged  to  improve 
their  properties.  People  should  be  encouraged 
to  spend  their  money  on  those  kinds  of  things 
that  make  for  a  better  society,  and  a  better 
living  area.  You  are  not  doing  that  under  the 
present  assessment  practices  because  the 
present  assessment  puts  too  much  emphasis 
on  appearance  and  not  enough  emphasis  on 
what  the  actual  worth  of  the  property  itself 
is. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  You  could  put  shrubbery 
in  and  have  to  pay  extra. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Niagara  Falls. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  quite  a  stack  of  letters  from  the 
regional  municipality  of  Niagara.  There  is  a 
letter  of  May  19,  which  is  fairly  recent.  May- 
be if  I  read  a  paragraph  from  it,  it  will  start 
the  minister  thinking  along  the  lines  that  I 
am  trying  to  convey  to  this  House. 

With  regard  to  The  Assessment  Act,  at  the 
last  meeting  of  the  council  of  the  regional 
municipality  of  Niagara,  the  council  endorsed 
the  resolution  of  the  council  of  the  county 
of  Oxford  requesting  the  assessment  branch 
of  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  to 
restore  the  breakdown  of  land  and  building 
as  separate  value  on  the  assessment  rolls  and 
assessment  notices. 

I  did  not  think  that  practice  was  done  away 
with.  When  did  the  department  do  away 
with  the  breakdown  on  buildings  and  lands 
and  why  should  it  not  reveal  the  assessment 
on  the  building  and  on  the  land  on  the  tax 
bill,  as  I  remember  it?  Not  only  the  county 
of  Oxford  would  like  to  restore  it  to  the 
original  but  the  regional  municipality  of 
Niagara   also   feels,   by   resolution,   that   not 


only  should  the  minister  be  notified,  but  the 
five  members  representing  that  area.  I  guess 
they  all  received  similar  letters  to  mine. 
Those  are  the  members  for  Lincoln  (Mr. 
Welch),  for  St.  Catharines  (Mr.  R.  M.  Johns- 
ton), for  Welland  (Mr.  Momingstar),  and  for 
Welland  South.  I  would  like  an  answer  to 
that.  When  did  the  department  bulk  the  two 
together  and  why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  amendment  came  in 
with  the  changes  of  1968-1969  and  it  first 
appeared  on  the  assessment  notices  in  1970. 

Mr.  Bukator:  What  was  the  purpose  of  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  purpose  of  the 
change  in  the  legislation  passed  by  this 
House  was  that  property  value  is  very  diffi- 
cult really  to  break  down  as  between  land 
and  buildings  when  you  buy  a  property— and 
the  hon.  member,  I  think,  is  involved  in 
real  estate  in  his  sometimes  private- 
Mr.  Bukator:  Not  as  much  as  I  would  like 
to  be,  but— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  He  has  knowledge  of  it. 
Let  us  put  it  this  way.  In  dealing  with  a 
property  or  the  sale  of  a  property,  a  normal 
residential  property,  one  does  not  deal  with 
it  on  the  basis  of  so  much  for  land  and  so 
much  for  building.  The  member  and  I  know 
you  deal  with  it  at  total  value  for  that 
particular  property.  I  think  this  was  behind 
the  proposals  which  were  passed  by  the 
Legislature  to  have  one  value  for  assessed 
property  or  the  sale  of  a  property,  a  normal 
very  largely  with  it  as  a  unit,  not  as  various 
parts  of  a  home. 

More  than  that,  of  course,  when  one  is 
dealing  with  a  property  that  might  be  de- 
stroyed by  fire,  for  example,  under  section— I 
think  it  is  76  of  The  Assessment  Act— one  can 
take  out  a  portion  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty by  reason  of  the  destruction  by  fire. 
Under  the  old  system,  the  total  value  of  what- 
ever its  total  amount,  whatever  was  assessed 
for  building,  would  thereby  be  wiped  off  the 
assessment  roll  under  section  76,  if  it  were 
destroyed  by  fire.  But  that  does  not  mean  that 
one  was  left  with  only  that  rather  minimal 
value  placed  upon  the  land.  I  think  the  prop- 
erty may  well  have  a  different  value  and  it  is 
up  to  the  assessment  review  court  to  deter- 
mine what  that  value  would  be.  Land,  tra- 
ditionally, I  think,  has  had  a  rather  minimal 
value  placed  upon  it  as  compared  to  the  total 
value,  whereas  today,  as  you  and  I,  and  all 
members  recognize,  land  values,  or  lot  values 
have  changed  very  substantially  over  the  last 
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few    years    and    they    are    not    the    minimal 
amount  that  used  to  be  attributed  to  them. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Actually,  we  are  talking  on 
a  subject  that  I  am  acquainted  with.  You  can 
build  a  home  for  so  many  dollars  per  square 
foot.  For  the  same  home  built  in  Toronto,  on 
a  piece  of  property  here,  and  let  us  say,  Ham- 
ilton, and  then  Niagara  Falls,  or  the  village 
where  I  come  from,  Chippawa,  land  value  is 
much  different.  It  would  run  anywhere  from 
$4,000  to  possibly  $25,000  to  $30,000  in 
Toronto.  Yet  you  have  a  split-level  home  with, 
let  us  say,  1,300  square  feet  in  it.  Therefore, 
I  must  have  slipped,  or  must  have  been  out 
of  the  House  to  let  this  get  by  me,  because 
I  do  not  believe  it  is  fair  to  assess  anybody 
for  the  package  of  land  and  building  on  one 
assessment,  because  the  land  in  one  munici- 
pality is  much  more  costly  than  it  is  in  an- 
other. Just  to  give  you  a  good  illustration: 
My  daughter  recently  purchased  a  home  in 
Scarborough  and  it  cost  her  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  $30,000.  Now,  that  house  was  not 
worth  $30,000.  I  would  say  half  of  the  value 
of  that  house  happened  to  be  the  lot.  We  can 
build  a  similar  house  on  the  Niagara  Penin- 
sula for  $15,000  or  $16,000,  and  you  can 
have  your  home  for  $20,000.  How  does  the 
province,  through  your  assessment  depart- 
ment, assess  these  particular  buildings  on  the 
assessment  that  they  have  taken  from  those 
municipalities  and  have  studied  in  your  de- 
partment? What  have  they  done  about  that 
differential? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have 
to  relate  the  value  of  the  particular  property, 
and  I  am  talking  about  a  residential  property, 
according  to  the  average  value  of  other  resi- 
dential properties  in  a  particular  area.  You 
raised  a  point  about  Niagara  Falls  and  To- 
ronto. Yes,  housing  is  more  expensive  here 
than  it  is  there,  but  not  necessarily  any  bet- 
ter. The  average  price  here  may  be  higher 
than  it  is  in  Niagara  Falls,  and  I  know  that 
our  assessors,  in  estabhshing  the  value  of  the 
property  in  a  particular  area,  have  to  take 
into  account  the  average  value  of  housing  in 
that  particular  section. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Then  do  you  have  a  schedule 
for  each  municipality?  Do  you  work  it  out 
that  way?  Do  you  have  a  formula  whereby, 
let  us  say,  there  is  a  35  per  cent  or  a  30  per 
cent  difference  between  the  two  municipah- 
ties?  Let  us  take  Niagara  Falls  and  Toronto, 
if  you  will.  Are  you  telling  me  that  a  home  in 
Toronto  would  be  assessed  at  $30,000  where 
the  same  home  in  Niagara  would  be  assessed 
at  $20,000,  and  is  that  assessed  at  the  pro- 


vincial level  in  that  manner?  Is  that  the  way 
it  works? 

I  see  your  deputy  is  shaking  his  head.  If  it 
does,  do  you  not  believe  that  it  would  have 
been  fair  to  leave  the  land— because  your 
assessors  are  keen  people  and  they  know  the 
value  of  the  land— leave  the  land  and  the 
building  separate  and  show  the  two  different 
figures,  then  the  total  as  they  were  previously? 
Why  was  there  so  much  work  involved  there 
that  you  could  not  have  left  well  enough 
alone? 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  what  they  do  now  too, 
even  yet. 

Mr.  Good:  Where? 

Mr.  Deans:  Land  and  buildings— they  add 
them  together. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  method  you  suggest 
is  relatively  correct.  But  I  think  the  basic 
point  is  that  when  land  is  built  upon  then 
the  value  of  it  is  really  as  a  total  entity,  not 
simply  made  up  of  two  components  of  the 
land  and  the  building  themselves.  You  do  not 
deal  with  them  separately;  you  deal  with 
them  as  a  unit. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  you  do.  It  says  on  your 
sheet,  "building  and  site";  you  add  them 
together  to  get  the  final— excuse  me,  you  must 
deal  with  them  separately  when  you  are  cal- 
culating. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  one  value  applies 
really  to  the  reassessment;  the  old  pattern, 
of  course,  has  to  be  carried  on  until  reassess- 
ment is  complete  across  the  province. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  is  it  not  correct. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  what  is  the  local  modi- 
fier? Is  this  what  you  are  talking  about  when 
you  say  that  you  make  allowances  for  each 
municipality? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  local  modifier  adjusts 
the  value  according  to  sale  prices  in  the 
area,  taking  into  account  whether  prices 
are  going  up  or  going  down. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  I  just  want  to  get  the 
idea  of  what  this  means.  What  is  "normal 
percentage  good"?  What  does  that  mean? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  depreciation  of  the 
particular  property  from  the  normal,  whether 
it  is  up  to  the  normal  or  whether  it  is  better 
than  the  normal  or  less  than  the  normal. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Niagara  Falls. 
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Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.   Bukator:   I   have  not  completed,  but 
my  colleague  may  have  the  same  point. 

Mr.  Good:  On  the  same  point,  is  it  not 
correct  in  saying  that  the  reason  you  do  not 
want  to  separate  land  and  buildings  is 
because  that  would  make  it  a  little  easier 
for  the  person  who  wants  to  appeal  his 
assessment? 

Hon  Mr.  Bales:   No. 

Mr.  Good:   Exactiy,  that  is  the  reason. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No. 

Mr.  Good:  You  know  it  is  and  I  know  it 
is.  You  will  not  separate  the  land  from  the 
building  because  when  a  person  appeals 
his  assessment  he  has  two  arguments. 

Mr.  Ruston:  He  knows  what  the  house 
value  is. 

Mr.  Good:  He  knows  what  the  value  of 
the  lot  is  in  this  way,  but  yet  your  people 
will  have  access  to  what  they  put  on  the 
value  of  the  land  and  the  value  of  the 
building  separately.  But  on  the  roll  you 
show  it  as  one  unit.  That  is  the  reason  for 
it  and  you  know  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Niagara  Falls. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  am 
not  on  the  right  subject  here  may  be  I  can 
get  it  at  the  right  vote.  You  spoke  in  the 
House— a  question  was  asked  of  the  minister, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  he  said  at  that  time 
some  of  the  municipalities— I  believe  in  the 
Niagara  region— would  have  an  increase  in 
their  taxes  of  something  like  34  per  cent. 

I  realize  I  am  talking  about  dollars,  but 
the  dollars  are  related  to  assessment.  Now, 
under  those  circumstances— and  I  do  not  go 
looking  for  information  from  the  regional 
government  or  council.  I  have  enough  prob- 
lems of  my  own— but  a  year  ago  I  received  a 
letter  from  the  City  of  Niagara  Falls  con- 
cerning of  their  interim  financing.  They  did 
not  know  how  far  the  government  was  going 
to  go  with  them  as  far  as  grants  were  con- 
cerned in  the  restructuring  of  the  system. 

They  had  to  borrow  money  from  the  bank 
and  found  they  had  quite  a  substantial 
amount  of  interest  to  pay  because  they  were 
not  taxing  their  people,  and  I  realize  they 
have  the  authority  to  do  so. 

They  could  have  taxed  them  but  they  did 
not.  However,  they  paid  a  large  amount  of 


interest  to  the  bank  until  they  got  settled 
with  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 
Then  they  taxed  accordingly,  but  found 
themselves  away  out  in  left  field  and  I  think 
the  record  will  show  that  their  taxes  are 
going  to  be  increased  this  year  by  34  per 
cent.  They  had  quite  a  substantial  increase 
last  year. 

Now,  if  that  is  so,  have  you  now— I  know 
you  have  had  reresentation  before  you,  Mr. 
Minister,  through  the  Chairman— have  you 
now  setded  with  the  amounts  of  money 
they  are  going  to  receive  in  that  municipality 
so  they  can  set  their  tax  rate  and  get  on 
with  collecting  their  taxes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  comes 
under  an  entirely  difi^erent  vote,  but  I  am 
quite  happy  to  answer  it.  I  will  endeavor 
to  at  this  point.  I  think  the  statement  I 
made  says  the  budgets  as  we  had  them  indi- 
cated an  increase  of  some  34  per  cent 
substantially  beyond  the  average  increase 
in  budgets  of  municipalities  across  the  year. 

At  the  same  time,  I  pointed  out  it  did 
not  represent  an  increase  in  new  or  different 
types  of  servicing  to  account  for  that.  My 
staff  have  had  some  detailed  discussion  with 
the  various  municipalities  in  the  Niagara 
regional  government  area.  Not  all  of  them 
have  been  dealt  with  as  yet  because  not  all 
of  them  had  their  budgets  ready,  but  for 
those  that  did,  that  was  the  average  increase. 

I  anticipate  that  we  will  deal  with  them 
very  shortly.  Once  we  have  all  of  the 
budgets  we  can.  Very  shortly  I  will  know 
how  we  can  assist  them  with  their  tax 
matters  in  the  Niagara  region,  but  I  think 
it  is  important  that  we  be  able  to  look  at 
their  budgets  and  see  where  these  increases 
have  come.  Quite  a  number  of  them  have 
found  in  our  discussions  ways  and  means 
whereby  their  budgets  could  be  reduced. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Well  then,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  are  back  on  the  subject  of  assessments 
again.  An  assessment  has  not  been  estab- 
lished or  municipalities  have  not  set  their 
mill  rates  in  those  areas  yet  because  they 
have  not  completed  their  budgets. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Quite  a  number!  For  ex- 
ample, St.  Catharines,  I  believe,  set  its 
mill  rate  a  week  ago  or  thereabouts.  Their 
school  rate  was  down,  I  believe,  14  mills. 
Their  general  rate  for  St.  Catharines  was  up 
1^  to  1%,  say  two  mills,  so  there  is  a  de- 
crease on  the  city  rate  of  about  12  mills  over 
a  year  ago.  Now,  their  regional  rate  has  to 
come  into  that  as  well.  But  a  number  of  them 
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have  had  in  their  budgets— as  presented  to 
us— very  substantial  increases,  an  average  of 
34  per  cent. 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  can  understand  why  the 
school  rate  would  be  down,  it  was  quite  a 
stroke  of  business  by  The  Department  of 
Education— we  are  not  on  the  subject  now— 
they  just  arbitrarily  went  in  and  said:  "You 
will  cut  your  budget  back  to  X  amount  of 
dollars." 

What  some  of  us  argued  in  this  House 
before  regional  government  was  implemented, 
and  also  this  assessment,  was  why  not  let 
them  know  how  much  more  it  is  going  to 
cost,  determine  these  things  before  imple- 
menting, experiment  in  that  particular  area. 

We  have  come  to  the  position  now,  Mr. 
Chairman,  where  they,  knowing  full  well 
how  badly  it  hurt  them  in  their  taxes,  made 
recommendations  to  this  government  that  no 
more  regional  governments  be  implemented 
until  they  find  out  what  it  is  going  to  cost 
them  in  added  costs. 

Now,  if  we  had  lowered  our  taxes  and  our 
assessments  in  those  areas  simply  because 
the  government  found  the  error  of  their 
ways  and  finally,  through  The  Department 
of  Education  said:  "Cut  back  because  we  are 
not  going  to  continue  to  spend  as  much 
money"  and  this  is  where  they  were  hurt. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  may  be  just  a  little 
off  beam,  but  I  may  not  be  here  tonight 
and  I  did  not  want  to  miss  an  opportunity 
to  be  critical  of  some  of  you  people  on  that 
side  of  the  House.  You  know,  they  tell  me 
there  is  an  election  coming. 

In  all  fairness,  I  realize  that  it  was  through 
trial  and  error  that  we  implemented  many 
of  these  statutes,  including  the  regional 
government  of  Niagara.  And  because  I  repre- 
sent that  area  I  felt  I  should  tell  you  what 
some  of  your  municipalities  are  thinking 
about  the  method.  Now,  I  do  not  think  you 
corrected  the  one  point  and  I  would  like 
to  ask  this  question  of  the  minister:  As  far 
as  municipalities  are  concerned,  are  they 
still  borrowing  money  from  the  bank  to  pay 
the  bill  until  they  can  collect  their  taxes 
once  they  know  what  their  mill  rate  is,  or 
are  they  collecting  on  an  interim  bill,  or  are 
you  assisting  them  with  some  of  the  expenses 
of  the   bank   interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  have  an  interim 
bill  which  gave  them  a  very  substantial 
amount  of  money  to  work  on  in  the  early 
part  of  the  year. 

Mr.   Bukator:  Very  good. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  And  I  will  just  say  on  one 
other  matter  for  the  member's  benefit  be- 
cause he  has  taken  a  reasonable  approach 
to  this:  many  of  them  when  they  came  in 
with  their  budgets  have  welcomed  the  assist- 
ance of  our  finance  section  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Municipal  Affairs  in  dealing  with 
their  budgets  and  in  the  approach  that  we 
have  taken  to  try  and  help  them  keep  their 
costs  in  line,  bearing  in  mind  the  services 
they  are  endeavouring  to  render.  And  I 
may  say  to  you  that  St.  Catharines'  council 
were  in  my  oflBce,  I  think  a  week  ago,  and 
it  was  a  very  reasonable  and  constructive 
approach  when  they  were  dealing  with  their 
budget  with  our  officials,  in  trying  to  find 
ways  and  means  so  that  their  tax  level  can 
be  kept  at  reasonable  levels  in  that  area. 
They  have  got  certain  problems  over  there 
and  we  recognize  them. 

We  know  that  there  is  an  obligation  on 
this  department,  and  when  you  bring  in  re- 
gional government  you  continue  to  work  with 
those  people  over  the  succeeding  years  to 
really  make  that  'kind  of  system  of  govern- 
ment work.  The  same  thing  applies  here  in 
Metro.  All  the  problems  were  not  solved  at 
the  beginning  in  1963.  Year  by  year  the 
government  had  to  work  with  them,  and  they 
developed,  in  my  view,  a  very  effective  type 
of  government  here  in  Metro  Toronto. 

I  think  we  will  do  the  same  in  reference 
to  Niagara  and  the  other  regions.  But  there 
is  a  real  obligation  on  me  as  minister,  and  my 
oflScials,  to  continue  to  work  with  those 
people  constructively  to  help  them  with  their 
problems. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Yes.  I  suggest  the  minister 
read  my  remarks  on  this  issue.  I  have  the 
brief  of  the  city  of  St.  Catharines  of  March 
22,  where  they  were  talking  about  anything 
but  regional  government.  They  were  talking 
about  seceding  at  that  time  because  they 
did  not  feel  they  should  have  to  carry  that 
added  burden  of  financing.  Now  if  the  min- 
ister is  going  to  pick  up  the  tab— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  hon.  member  ihas  not 
heard  much  of  that  lately. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Well,  that  is  the  very  fact, 
that  I  must  get  my  information  somewhere 
and  I  do  not  know  of  a  better  place  to  get 
it  than  directly  from  the  minister.  If  he  and 
his  government  through  him  would  pick  up 
the  tab  for  the  added  cost  because  he  forced 
this  on  them,  then  and  only  then  the  prov- 
ince is  doing  what  is  right  by  that  munici- 
pality   or    that    regional    government.    They 
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certainly  did  not  ask  for  this;  some  of  them 
wanted  it,  including  the  mayor  of  St.  Catha- 
rines who  was  wholeheartedly  in  support  of 
this  Idnd  of  govenmient— getting  back  to 
assessment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  mayor  of  that  city  felt  that  this  kind 
of  assessment  would  be  the  answer  to  a  prob- 
lem that  was  not  working  too  well  in  munici- 
palities going  in  all  directions,  so  they  sup- 
ported this  until  they  finally  found  out.  It 
did  not  take  a  mastermind  at  that  time,  at 
least  I  kept  this  House  awake  until  20 
minutes  to  3  one  morning  telling  you  that 
by  the  very  fact  that  you  would  implement 
this  it  would  cost  money  and  especially  the 
rural  people  that  you  are  talking  about,  and 
the  small  municipalities  and  the  police  de- 
partments, certainly  if  councillors  are  going 
to  sit  and  give  you  everything  you  want  all 
across  the  board  the  same  as  they  have  every 
place  else,  these  are  added  costs  and  these 
are  the  facts  that  I  was  trymg  to  bring  to 
you.  Now  that  you  have  given  it  to  them 
you  find  that  the  cost  is  too  much,  and  I 
think  since  you  are  the  parent  body  and  I 
understand,  that  you  are  the  creator  of  the 
municipalities  away  back  since  The  British 
North  America  Act  came  into  existence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Eighteen  forty-nine. 

Mr.  Bukator:  That  is  right,  they  tell  me 
that  Mr.  Baldwin  left  the  Conservative  Gov- 
enmient at  that  time  to  bring  in  better 
county  government  for  you.  His  father  was 
a  Conservative— an  intelligent  man  too  a 
lawyer— and  he  felt,  "No,  they  are  not  doing 
this  job  properly,  I  will  join?  Mr.  Mackenzie." 
So  when  Mackenzie  began  to  tell  the  people 
the  facts  of  life,  being  the  rebel  he  was, 
they  threw  his  printer  into  Lake  Ontario. 

However,  since  that  time  you  have  gone 
a  few  steps  further  and  you  are  giving  the 
people  a  little  bit  more.  But  there  are  two 
people  that  we  have  forgotten  with  this 
reassessment,  and  those  are  the  people  on 
a  fixed  income  and  people  who  are  on  pen- 
sions, who  cannot  purchase  the  things  that 
money  used  to  buy  for  them  when  they  had 
their  income,  when  they  had  their  pay.  So 
they  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  Now 
if  you  have  made  peace  with  St.  Catharines 
nothing  would  please  me  better  than  to  read 
in  the  headlines  where  they  are  satisfied  and 
the  show  is  on  the  road  and  we  are  quite 
happy.  I  will  be  looking  for  that  headline. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  assess- 
ment—vote 1402,  item  2?  The  hon.  member 
for  Waterloo  North. 


Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  are  we  dealing 
with  only  matters  under  item  2  in  the  assess- 
ment picture  generally? 

Mr.  Deans:  Generally. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  I  attempted  in  the 
beginning  to  restrict  it  to  item  2,  but  I  do 
not  think  we  can. 

Mr.  Good:   My  first  question  has  to  deal 
with  vote  1402,  and  that  is,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  minister- 
Mr.   Chairman:    1402   only,   but  we  were 
dealing  with  it  by  items. 

Mr.  Good:  Item  two  of  course. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  going  to  permit  the 
members  to  go  ahead  on  any  items  within 
the  vote. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
could  have  related  this  to  item  2. 

An  Hon.  member:  Nice  fellow. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  minister,  through  you,  what  progress 
is  being  made  on  the  group  whom  we  were 
told  last  year  are  looking  into  the  matter  of 
assessment  on  cottages?  In  each  problem 
area  that  we  bring  up,  we  have  been  told  in 
former  years  that  we  had  someone  studying 
this  situation. 

Now  many  cottage  people  feel  that  because 
of  the  limited  use  of  their  facilities  they 
should  not  be  paying  the  full  portion  of 
education  costs  in  the  municipality  in  which 
their  cottage  is  situated.  This  I  think  is 
quite  a  valid  argument,  and  we  have  been 
told  over  the  years  that  this  point  is  being 
studied.  With  the  tremendous  increase  in 
value  of  lakefront  property,  of  course,  many 
cottages  under  market  value  assessment  will 
receive  a  substantial  increase,  I  would  think, 
in  their  assessing.  This  has  already  occurred 
in  some  areas  where  reassessing  at  market 
value  came  in  in  cottage  areas. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  relate  that  question 
to  a  regular  cottage,  whether  the  minister 
does  have  someone  looking  into  this  whole 
area  of  whether  or  not  cottage  assessment 
should  be  on  the  full  basis  and  include  the 
full  education  tax  payable  in  the  area?  And 
the, second  part  of  the  question  I  would  like 
to  ask  is,  what  consideration  has  the  minister 
given  regarding  the  assessment  of  lands 
which  are  leased  by  cottage  owners  from 
Indian  bands? 
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I  am  not  dealing  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
the  agreement  with  the  federal  government. 
I  know  that  is  a  separate  issue  and  one  which 
is  very  contentous  with  the  cottage  owners 
as  to  the  lease  that  they  have  with  the 
Indians  and  the  amount  they  pay  monthly. 
I  am  talking  about  the  municipal  tax  which 
the  municipality  collects  from  the  cottage 
owner  who  is  leasing  that  land  from  the 
Indians,  because  The  Municipal  Act  says  that 
where  someone  is  living  on  Indian  lands  who 
is  not  a  member  of  the  band,  the  municipal- 
ity may  assess  and  tax  that  property,  which 
they  have  been  doing. 

Now  I  would  suggest  this— and  I  have 
said  this  before  to  the  previous  minister— that 
the  assessment  on  that  land  should  not  be 
on  the  actual  land  itself  but  it  should  be  on 
the  value  of  the  lease  rather  than  on  the 
land.  But  this  is  not  really  what  is  happening. 
They  are,  in  fact,  assessing  the  land  which  is 
considerably  more  than  really  the  value  of 
the  lease,  because  in  some  Indian  bands  they 
put  such  high  lease  values  on  their  land  that 
it  has  made  the  lease  almost  something  which 
cannot  be  sold  at  all.  Could  I  have  the 
minister's  reply,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  those  two 
inquiries,  and  then  I  will  go  on? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  land 
in  those  cases  may  be  over-assessed,  I 
cannot  be  sure.  I  can  appreciate  the  point 
the  member  makes.  But  on  the  problem  of 
summer  cottages,  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
special  study  on  that  matter.  I  am  aware 
that  the  cottage  owners  have  written  to  me 
—and  I  am  dealing  with  the  matter  of  the 
taxation  of  summer  cottages— and  the  lack  of 
provision  of  services,  which  they  claim  should 
have  an  effect  on  the  assessment  and  I  take 
their  point  on  that.  But  mostly  this  is  a  tax 
problem,  not  an  assessment  problem. 

Mr.  Good:  It  is  an  assessment  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  mainly,  I  think  a  tax 
problem,  because  what  the  people  are  con- 
cerned about  is  that  they  have  a  summer 
cottage,  they  are  charged  educational  taxes 
and  yet  they  cannot  avail  themselves  of  the 
service  of  sending  their  children,  or  they 
would  not  normally  send  their  children  to 
school  in  that  summer  cottage  area.  Hence, 
they  are  paying  a  tax  for  education,  which 
service  they  never  take  advantage  of. 

The  other  problem  of  the  leases  on  Indian 
lands,  should  be  an  assessment  really  of  the 
value  of  the  lease  and  there  may  he  over- 
assessment  on  that.  I  am  sure  the  director 
will  look  at  it  and  endeavour  to  come  up  with 
a  solution  to  it. 


Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  have  an 
under-taking  from  the  minister  that  the 
regional  assessment  officer  in  the  Owen 
Sound  area  who  assesses  the  land  on  the 
Indian  reserve  in  the  Sauble  Beach  area 
would  look  into  that  problem  because  this 
is  part  of  the  problem  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  He  is  doing  that.  Sauble 
Beach  particularly  has  been  raised  with  him. 

Mr.  Good:  One  other  question  I  have  here 
under  assessment— in  fact  there  are  several— 
and  that  has  to  do  with  this  shift  of  assess- 
ment after  reassessment  at  market  value,  the 
shift  from  commercial  and  industrial  assess- 
ment to  residential  assessment.  The  minister 
did  not  reply  to  my  query  in  my  leadoff 
speech  and  fortunately  he  has  the  director 
right  in  front  of  him  there,  so  he  can  inform 
him  as  to  what  the  situation  is,  where  the 
director  of  assessment  has  stated  that  the 
"fear  that  the  new  system  of  assessment 
would  shift  the  burden  of  taxation  to  house- 
holders from  commercial  properties  is  un- 
founded," as  he  was  quoted  as  saying 
recently— I  think  it  was  in  the  Toronto  Star, 
if  I  am  correct.  He  will  know  where  he  was 
quoted  and  whether  he  said  it. 

In  the  past  two  years  we  have  been 
making  the  point  in  the  House  here  regularly 
that  there  is  indeed  a  shift,  and  I  have 
documented  many  municipalities  where  such 
a  shift  occurred— the  towns  of  Preston,  Hes- 
peler,  Elmira,  New  Hamburg,  Ajax,  Missis- 
sauga;  in  all  these  areas  there  has  been  a 
shift. 

Last  fall,  the  then  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  finally  admitted  to  the  House  that 
they  did,  in  fact,  feel  there  was  a  shift  to 
residential  property  from  commercial  and 
industrial  and  he  had  instituted  a  study  in 
the  region  of  York  and  in  the  town  of 
Mississauga.  Now  the  director  tells  us  that 
there  is  no  shift,  and  I  would  like  to  know 
whether  this  study  has  been  wtihdrawn  or 
whether  it  has  folded  its  tent  and  gone  home 
on  the  authority  of  the  regional  director  or 
on  the  director  of  assessment,  or  what  is  the 
situation  in  this  particular  point? 

Mr.  H.  Edighoffer  (Perth):  It  has  been 
shifted. 

Mr.  Good:  I  think  they  are  a  shifty 
bunch.  Do  not  put  that  in  Hansard,  I  did 
not  really  mean  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  carry  on  for  a  minute, 
I  have  made  some  notes. 
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Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes.  The  situation  varies 
from  municipality  to  municipality.  There 
will  not  be  a  shift  in  taxes  from  one  class 
of  property  to  another  on  a  province-wide 
basis,  but  rather  on  a  municipality  to  muni- 
cipality basis. 

At  the  present  time,  residential  property 
in  one  area  may  be  assessed  at  20  per  cent 
of  value,  and  another  one  at  60  per  cent, 
50  per  cent,  and  so  on.  The  same  thing 
applies  in  reference  to  industrial  and  com- 
mercial. You  cannot  relate  it  across  the  board 
provincially,  but  rather  you  must  deal  with 
it  in  each  municipality. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the 
results  were  coming  in,  municipality  by 
municipality,  where  reassessment  in  market 
value  had  taken  place  almost  without  excep- 
tion, where  there  was  any  degree  of  com- 
merical  and  industrial  assessment,  it  was 
found  that  after  the  reassessment  the  prop- 
erty owners  were  paying  a  larger  proportion 
of  the  tax  than  were  the  industrial  and 
commercial  people  because— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No! 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  true,  Mr.  Minister.  It 
happened  in  practically  every  municipality 
except  may  be  Arthur— I  think  in  Guelph 
there  was  only  a  three  per  cent  shift,  but 
there  was  still  a  small  shift— and  I  think 
in  Kapuskasing  there  was  not  a  shift,  if  I 
am  correct. 

But  in  many  municipalities  there  was 
indeed  a  shift.  I  can  show  the  minister  if 
he  is  not  convinced  that  there  was. 

If  the  minister  says  it  does  not  happen 
on  a  province-wide  basis,  can  he  show  me 
areas  that  did  counteract  the  balance  of 
other  areas?  Where  in  fact  there  was  a  shift 
away  from  residential  to  industrial  or  com- 
mercial assessment?  I  do  not  think  there 
were  any  in  that  category. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  in  most  munici- 
palities the  industrial  or  commercial  assess- 
ment has  been  at  a  higher  percentage  than 
has  residential.  In  one  particular  municipality, 
I  know,  there  was  a  shift  to  vacant  land, 
for  example,  which  had  been  assessed  at  a 
very  low  figure.  There  was  a  shift  in  taxation 
to  that,  not  to  the  residential. 

It  varies  in  different  areas,  but  the  general 
pattern  has  been  not  too  great  an  increase 
in  the  residential  tax  burden.  There  may  be 
some  adjustment,  but  there  has  not  been 
any  great  shift. 


Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  brings  me 
right  back  to  the  point  where,  I  think,  you 
really  do  need  a  study.  That  is  the  two 
bases  of  assessments  that  you  are  using— 
market  value  for  residential  assessment,  and 
replacement  cost  less  depreciation  for  indus- 
trial and  commercial.  This  is  really  what 
you  are  doing. 

You  are  assessing  or  evaluating  residential 
property  in  an  entirely  different  manner 
because  it  is  simply  impossible  to  get  market 
value  assessment  on  a  commercial  or  an 
industrial  building.  It  caimot  be  done.  But 
we  have  been  through  that  argument  so 
often  that  I  will  not  even  pursue  it  any 
further. 

In  the  next  area— assessment  standards- 
could  the  minister  inform  me  whether  assess- 
ment has  been  removed  from  the  facilities 
and  machinery  and  the  lanes  in  bowling 
alleys,  which  at  one  time  were  assessed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  know.  I  will 
have    to    ascertain— 

Mr.  Good:  Come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  advised  by  the  di- 
rector that  it  has  been  reduced  on  the  equip- 
ment in  those  kinds  of  facilities— bowling 
alleys. 

Mr.  Good:  The  equipment  is  no  longer 
considered  part  of  the  building  and  it  is 
relieved  of  assessment,  is  that  correct? 

Hon.   Mr.  Bales:   That  is  the  policy. 

Mr.  Good:  Fine,  thank  you.  Now,  two 
other  things  I  would  like  to  speak  of  briefly. 
That  is,  the  theory  that  the  previous  minister 
was  pushing  very  hard,  and  that  is  what  he 
used  to  call  a  neutral  business  tax,  one  with 
which  I  could  not  agree  at  all.  I  am  won- 
dering if  the  minister  here  is  going  to  pursue 
the  same  theory. 

We  now  have  business  tax  varying  all  the 
way,  I  think  it  is,  from  30  per  cent  on  the 
low  end  of  the  scale  for  certain  businesses 
up  to  140  per  cent  in  the  case  of  distilleries 
which  used  to  be  150  per  cent. 

The  previous  minister's  theory  was  that 
those  at  the  high  end  of  the  scale,  which 
included  distilleries,  breweries,  the  financial 
institutions,  the  banks,  the  trust  companies, 
the  loan  companies  and  the  insurance  com- 
panies should  have  their  business  tax  reduced 
and  those  in  the  bottom  level,  which  are  now 
paying  only  30  per  cent— which  used  to  pay 
20  and  25  per  cent  incidentally  until  this 
year- should  have  theirs  raised  so  that  every- 
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body  levels  out  at,  say,  around  50  or  55  per 
cent  to  generate  the  same  amount  of  business 
tax  but  on  the  same  basis. 

I  am  wondering  has  this  policy  been 
adopted  as  a  definite  stand  of  the  department 
and  the  minister  or  is  there  still  room  for 
discussion  on  this  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  prede- 
cessor made  some  changes  in  that  arrange- 
ment several  years  ago  and  I  do  not  anti- 
cipate  any   further  changes    at   this    time. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you.  My  final  point 
imder  assessment,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
ask  the  minister  through  you:  The  informa- 
tion which  is  available  in  the  regional  as- 
sessment oflBces  which  has  been  put  on  tape 
—taped  by  computer  tape  on  magnetic  tape. 
Is  this  information  available  to  any  munici- 
pality in  that  region,  all  of  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  All  right,  now,  the  Kitchener, 
Hamilton,  London,  and  Windsor  regional 
offices— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Whatever  they  require 
for  their  information  within  that  area,  yes. 

Mr.  Good:  Oh,  now  you  are  qualifying  it, 
are  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  think  so.  What- 
e\  er  they  reasonably  need;  they  get  their  own 
particular  tapes  dealing  with  their  own  muni- 
cipalities,  but  I  think— 

Mr.  Good:  Oh,  yes,  they  get  their  own  tape, 
but  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  many— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  are  given  them  with- 
out charge. 

Mr.  Good:  —there  are  many— pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  given  them  wdthout 
charge.  It  is  just  made  available  to  them. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  fine.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
minister  is  probably  aware  that  there  are 
many  small  municipalities,  within  the  large, 
which  do  not  have  their  own  computer  serv- 
ice so  they  get  a  print-out  of  the  tape  and 
the  tape  remains  back  in  the  regional  assess- 
ment office. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  to  know  what  kind 
of  tie-up  there  is  between  the  regional  assess- 
ment office  and  IBM  who,  I  understand,  do 
the  computer  work  in  the  Kitchener,  Hamil- 
ton,  London   and   Windsor   offices   and   why 


municipalities  have  all  kinds  of  road  blocks 
.set  in  their  way  to  get  the  tape  for  their 
own  municipality  from  IBM,  because  this  is 
happening. 

I  have  documented  here  one  case  where  a 
municipality  was  hiring  someone  else  to  put 
out  their  tax  bills  and  it  took  one  whole 
month  for  IBM  to  give  up  the  tape  for  that 
municipality  so  that  they  could  get  another 
private  firm  to  do  their  tax  bills.  I  will  tell 
you  what  one  of  the  reasons  probably  is. 

Another  job  that  the  city  of  London  wanted 
done  included  the  separation  from  their 
roll  of  separate  school  supporters,  Roman 
Catholics  who  were  non-supporters,  and 
public  school  supporters.  They  put  this  job 
out  to  tender.  IBM's  tender  was  $4,000; 
ano^her  firm,  EMCO  Limited,  tendered 
$1,200;  and  the  city  of  London,  which  has 
computer  facilities  itself,  did  the  job  for  the 
school  board  for  $1,150. 

I  understand  that  IBM  does  everything  in 
its  power  to  prevent  municipalities  from  get- 
ting tihe  tape  for  that  municipality  to  have 
another  independent  firm  use  that  computer 
information.  Is  the  regional  assessment  oflBce 
in  any  way  tied  in  with  IBM,  that  they  can- 
not retrieve  that  information  when  they  want 
it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  application  for  the 
tape  should  be  made  to  my  department,  not 
to  the  regional  office. 

Mr.  Good:  Not  to  the  regional  office? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  To  the  regional  assessment 
commission;  that  is  the  same  as  this  office.  It 
should  not  be  made  to  IBM  direct. 

If  they  would  make  their  application  to 
us,  we  will  see  that  they  get  the  tape.  If  we 
do  not  know  about  their  application,  then 
some  difficulty  may  arise  but  it  should  be 
done  that  way.  I  know  of  no  difficulties  when 
that  procedure  has  been  carried  out. 

Mr.  Good:  Then  I  would  like  to  inform  the 
minister,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  some  difficulties 
that  have  occurred. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  but  they  may  have 
gone  direct  to  IBM. 

Mr.  Good:  In  one  instance,  the  town  clerk 
made  the  application  to  the  regional  assess- 
ment office.  Excuse  after  excuse  was  given 
and,  finally,  a  day  before  the  tax  rolls  were  to 
be  sent  out,  the  man  from  IBM  came,  with  the 
clerk  of  the  township,  to  the  independent 
office  of  another  computer  firm  and  stayed 
there  all  the  time  their  tape  was  being  used, 
as  though  they  owned  the  information  on  it. 
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There  is  something  wrong  here  somewhere, 
and  all  I  would  like  to  know  is,  what  proce- 
dure a  municipality  should  go  through. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  know  about  that  par- 
ticular one  you  are  talking  about.  I  think  I 
could  identify  it  here,  but  that  was  taken  care 
of  and  it  has  not  occurred  again  since  then. 
We  have  cleared  up  the  problem. 

Mr.  Good:  Would  the  minister  suggest  that 
if  the  municipality  sends  a  letter  to  The  De- 
partment of  Municipal  Affairs  .assessment 
branch  and  asks  for  the  tape  of  that  munici- 
pality, it  would  be  sent  to  the  municipal 
office  and  they  could  then  farm  it  out  to  any 
company  they  wanted,  to  get  what  informa- 
tion they  wanted  from  it?  Is  that  all  that  is 
required? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  that  is  correct.  It  is  in 
their  hands.  We  do  not  dictate  to  them  who— 

Mr.  Good:  Yes.  Well,  your  office  has  a 
request  now  in  a  letter  which  is  almost  two 
weeks  old,  which  has  not  been  answered  yet. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Would  you  like  to  identify 


it? 

Mr.  Good:  Not  necessarily  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Send  me  a  copy  of  the 
letter  and  I  will  see  that  it  is  looked  at. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Two  questions  of  the  minister. 
One,  who  has  access  to  the  assessment  rec- 
ords? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  really  depends  on  who 
the  municipality  authorizes  for  that  access. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  was  thinking;  first  of  all,  the 
first  question  that  comes  to  my  mind  is  would 
an  individual  householder  have  access  to  rec- 
ords of  similar  properties  to  the  property 
which  he  owns? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  would? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Then  would  businesses  have 
access  to  the  records  of  properties  of  a  cer- 
tain class?  Would  they  be  able  to  ask  for  a 
printout  of  the  assessment  record  of  properties 
of  a  certain  class? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  A  business  can  coanpare  its 
property  to  other  similar  properties. 


Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  am  sorry.  I  do  not  mean 
when  one  business  gets  access  to  similar  busi- 
ness properties.  I  am  wondering,  whether 
for  example,  realty  companies  or  other  com- 
panies involved  in  the  sale  of— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  For  example,  if  you  are 
thinking  of  a  business  wanting  to  get  a  mail- 
ing list,  for  example,  of  businesses- 
Mr.  Deans:  Or  people,  or  homes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  cannot— they  can  only 
if  the  municipality  authorizes  and  gives  it  to 
them.  From  the  assessment  branch  standpoint 
we  deal  with  the  matter  of  evaluation  of  prop- 
erties. If  they  want  to  compare  that  particular 
property  to  other  properties,  all  right,  they 
will  get  assistance,  but  they  will  not  get  a 
whole  list  of  all  of  the  businesses  in  a  par- 
ticular municipality. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  see.  Just  for  my  own  clarifica- 
tion then,  a  company  wanting  to  determine— 
you  know,  if  they  were  in  the  business  of  sell- 
ing a  product  and  they  wanted  to  see  into 
which  areas  they  should  move  in  order  to 
assess  the  market,  would  they  be  able  to  get 
access  to  the  records  of  the  assessment  de- 
partment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  not  from  the  assess- 
ment department,  but  once  that  is  given  to 
the  municipality  we  cannot  control  what  the 
municipality  does  with  it. 

,     Mr.  Deans:   I  think  you  can,  but  you  do 
not. 

The  final  question  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned—is it  still  the  intent  of  the  government 
to  return  the  assessment  function  to  munici- 
palities in  1974? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  is  some— the  mem- 
ber referred  to  a  statement  by  the  Prime 
Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  in  his  remarks  on  Fri- 
day. I  listened  to  that  carefully.  I  have  not 
formulated  any  views  on  that  at  the  present 
time.  The  job  is  not  done  and  until  such 
time  as  it  is  done,  I  am  not  making  any 
predetermination  on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  2  agreed  to?  Item 
3?  Item  4? 

Vote  1402  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1403: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to   speak  with   regard  to   planning   and   ap- 
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proval  of  plans  or  alterations  in  plans  of 
municipalities.  We  have  had  some  in  our 
area  where  municipalities  had  plans  made  in 
about  1965  and  they  wanted  to  review  them 
every  five  years,  and  made  a  review  of  them. 

In  some  cases  they  could  not  get  the  ap- 
roval  of  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs 
for  the  changes  after  the  planning  board  and 
the  township  council  had  recommended  them. 
This  is  not,  I  think,  very  good  procedure.  I 
think  if  a  local  municipality  with  its  planning 
board— these  are  people  outside  the  local 
council,  the  people  on  the  planning  board- 
sees  fit  that  they  made  some  mistakes  perhaps 
in  the  original  plans  and  want  to  add  to  them 
and  so  forth,  it  seems  to  me  that  it  should 
be  a  little  easier  to  have  these  changes  made. 

In  one  case  I  can  think  of  offhand  I  think 
the  reason  for  the  refusal  to  accept  the 
change  in  one  part  of  the  township  was  that 
this  department— I  do  not  have  the  corres- 
pondence with  me,  but  I  think  I  can  remem- 
ber it  pretty  well— said  that  there  was  no 
sewage  disposal  system  available  in  the  area 
and  what  the  township  was  doing  was  ex- 
tending the  residential  area  around  one  of  the 
smaller  villages.  As  I  say,  the  reason  men- 
tioned was  that  there  was  no  sewage  dis- 
posal in  the  area  and,  being  a  very  small 
village,  there  was  not  likely  to  be  any  for 
some  time,  although  in  the  immediate  area— 
within  half  a  mile  or  a  mile— there  have  been 
50  or  100  homes  put  up  in  the  past  two  years. 
Apparently  the  local  health  unit  and  other 
people  are  satisfied  with  what  facilities  they 
have  there. 

At  the  same  time,  in  another  area  of  the 
municipality  where  an  application  was  made, 
the  local  health  unit— and  I  do  not  know 
whether  I  agree  with  their  decision— gave 
approval  of  subdivision  for  the  facilities  that 
were  there,  and  it  was  turned  down  by  this 
department.  What  I  am  wondering  is,  are 
people  in  the  planning  department  more 
capable  of  telling  what  is  satisfactory  for  a 
municipality  than  a  local  health  unit  or  the 
Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission?  I  am 
not  too  sure  that  the  people  in  the  planning 
department  are  more  capable.  They  may  be, 
but  it  would  be  very  doubtful  to  me.  It  dis- 
courages the  municipality,  I  think,  to  put  a 
plan  on  the  area,  if  they  once  get  a  plan, 
and  find  out  that  the  changes  take  years  and 
sometimes  are  impossible. 

I  happen  to  have  been  involved  in  the 
plarming  of  one  of  the  municipahties;  we 
were  new  at  it,  although  I  think  our  planning 
consultant  had  done  some,  but  probably  he 
was  not  aware  of  the  growth  in  certain  areas. 


We  were  able  to  see  our  mistakes  a  few  years 
later;  we  had  not  supplied  enough  residential 
areas  in  some  parts  of  the  municipality;  then 
when  we  wanted  to  get  them  changed,  we 
could  not  get  them  changed.  This,  to  me,  is 
probably  a  lack  by  the  municipality  in  not 
looking  far  enough  ahead,  but  it  is  very 
difficult  at  times  to  look  more  than  five  years 
ahead. 

I  think  the  minister's  department  has  been 
lax  and  very  slow  in  giving  any  approvals 
that  have  been  approved,  and  I  think  some 
of  the  decisions  are  not  quite  in  keeping  with 
the  areas  that  they  are  concerned  with.  I 
think  the  local  people  are  more  aware  of 
v/hat  is  going  on;  in  some  of  the  ones  I  am 
thinking  of  there  was  actually  good  planning 
in  what  they  were  proposing.  Some  of  them 
were  not,  but  some  of  them  were.  The  ones 
where  I  made  representation,  I  know,  were 
according  to  the  broad  terms  of  the  official 
plan,  that  any  new  building  or  so  forth 
would  be  put  in  the  general  areas  of  the 
residential  parts  of  the  township  at  that  time. 
It  looked  to  me  like  good  planning,  but  your 
department  saw  fit  to  think  otherwise;  so  we 
have  a  bit  of  a  bad  taste  in  that  municipality 
over  your  department,  I  just  wanted  to  bring 
that  to  the  attention  of  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  rely 
on  the  OWRC  or  the  health  units  for  advice 
in  reference  to  matters  in  their  particular 
fields.  If  these  amendments  to  the  official 
plan  are  relatively  minor— and  they  are  all 
different,  so  that  you  cannot  set  an  exact 
time  limit  on  it— but  I  have  found  that  if 
official  plan  amendments  are  not  overly  com- 
plicated, they  are  dealt  with  in  a  period  of 
about  three   to  four  months. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  curious,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  know  from  the  minister  what  the  criteria 
are  for  decisions  on  local  planning  matters 
when  there  is  no  overall  land-use  policy  for 
the  Province  of  Ontario?  How  does  the 
department  come  to  grips  with  whether  or 
not  a  plan  being  submitted  is  suitable  or 
otherwise  when  there  is  not  any  indication 
from  the  other  departments  of  government 
what  their  function  is  and  what  their  plans 
are  for  the  use  of  the  resources  that  are 
available  for  the  use  of  the  people  of  the 
province? 

The  example  I  want  to  give  is  the  one 
before  the  inquiry— and  I  am  not  going  to 
deal  with  it— but  an  example  is  surely  the 
Caledon   Mountain   Estates.    I   do   not   want 
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to  talk  about  it  here,  but  I  say  that  this  is 
one  instance  where  the  community  planning 
branch  ought  to  have  been  much  more 
involved,  and  where  it  ought  ,to  have  had 
guidance  in  terms  of  a  policy,  an  overall 
policy,  to  be  followed  as  laid  down  by  the 
cabinet  and  the  government.  Now  this  just 
does  not  happen. 

The  same  thing  is  true  of  the  lands 
adjacent  to  the  Great  Lakes  where  there 
ought  to  be  easy  access,  or  in  the  lands 
adjacent  to  the  inland  waters  where  there 
ought  to  be  easy  access.  There  is  no  policy 
established  and  therefore  everything  that  is 
done  is  done  on  a  piecemeal  basis.  Everything 
that  is  done  is  done  piecemeal.  Every  single 
decision  that  has  to  be  made  has  to  be  made 
from  the  evidence  presented  on  that  par- 
ticular problem  without  any  consideration  of 
what  is  best  for  the  overall  province. 

At  the  moment  we  are  studying  the 
possible  location  for  an  airport  facility,  and 
I  am  curious  to  know  what  part  the  com- 
munity planning  branch  has  played  in  deter- 
mining and  first  of  all  presenting  to  the 
federal  govenmient  its  views  on  the  location 
of  an  airport  and  the  kind  of  generation  of 
growth,  if  there  is  to  be  any  growth  genera- 
tion, from  an  airport  facility  being  located 
in  one  area  rather  than  another. 

What  is  being  done  by  the  department  to 
try  to  sit  down  with  the  Minister  of  Trade 
and  Development  (Mr.  Grossman)  and  to 
point  the  way  for  future  industrial  develop- 
ment in  terms  of  properly  planned  devel- 
opment throughout  the  Province  of  Ontario? 
Could  the  minister  indicate  what  liaison  there 
is  between  his  department  and  OWRC  or 
Trade  and  Development  for  industrial  loca- 
tion, or  for  that  matter  with  the  federal 
government,  in  the  planning  of  airport 
facilities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  As  you  well  know,  Mr. 
Chairman,  over  the  last  few  years  the  re- 
gional economic  studies  have  taken  place 
which  developed  a  concept  for  different 
sections  of  the  provmce. 

More  than  that,  you  have  the  regional 
development  branch,  the  Ontario  Develop- 
ment Corporation  and  our  people  working 
with  them.  For  example,  in  reference  to  the 
airport  particularly,  that  was  a  Treasury 
department  regional  development-type  study 
and  there  were  certain  people  in  our  depart- 
ment who  were  designated  to  work  on  the 
provision  of  information,  the  material  which 
could  be  used  in  the  ultimate  decision  as 
to  the  location  of  an  airport,  and  so  on. 


These  are  the  kinds  of  concepts  that  are 
being  developed,  not  necessarily  entirely 
through  our  department  but  wherein  our 
department  has  a  part  to  play.  When  the 
policy  or  the  concept  is  developed,  then  it 
is  used  as  an  assist  in  our  area,  in  the 
community  planning  branch,  for  the  develop- 
ment of  plans  and  so  on,  for  that  particular 
area. 

Mr.  Deans:  Might  I  ask  the  minister, 
then— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  not  done  entirely 
within  The  Department  of  Municipal  Af- 
fairs. We  work  with  the  other  departments. 

Mr.  Deans:  Can  I  ask  the  minister  whether, 
in  such  things  as  the  development  of  air- 
ports, in  major  industrial  development,  par- 
ticularly as  it  affects  natural  resources,  there 
is  an  automatic  reference  to  the  community 
planning  branch  to  determine  whether  or 
not  that  fits  in  with  the  concept  of  good 
planning  for  the  Province  of  Ontario?  Or  is 
it  simply  that  if  it  is  not  brought  to  the 
minister,  he  does  not  look  at  it— if  it  does 
not  become  a  public  issue  it  is  not  con- 
sidered? 

I  am  saying  this,  because  often  munici- 
palities will  go  ahead  and  do  things  that 
may  well  be  completely  outside  of  the  bounds 
of  good  planning.  Is  there  a  requirement 
that  any  major  facilities  being  installed  re- 
ceive the  careful  scrutiny  of  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs— the  planning  branch 
in  particular— and  does  any  final  decision 
hinge  on  recommendations  of  this  depart- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  work  through  the 
advisory  committee  on  regional  development 
on  these  things  to  provide  information  and 
liaison  back  and  forth  to  the  department,  and 
it  is  something  that  we  have,  in  the  last  few 
years— I  was  not  there— but  the  department 
I  think  has  felt  a  need  for  closer  liaison 
than  this,  and  that  is  the  reason  the  advisory 
committee  was  established  and  it  is  begin- 
ning  to   work  quite   well. 

Mr.  Deans:  In  the  matter  of  airports,  I 
have  a  press  release  which  was  put  out  by 
the  minister's  predecessor  on  October  9,  1969, 
in  which  he  claims  to  be  directly  involved 
in  the  whole  planning  aspect  of  an  inter- 
national airport  in  the  Toronto  area.  He 
points  out  that  this  is  one  of  his  responsi- 
bilities—he was  always  good  for  saying  these 
things  anyway— that  he  was  concerned  about 
the  proper  location  and  planning  because  of 
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the  effect  that  it  had  on  regional  develop- 
ment, the  efiFect  that  it  had  on  community 
planning  and  the  effect  that  it  had  on  resi- 
dential development. 

Under  what  structure  does  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  entertain  these  kinds 
of  proposals?  Is  there  any  guarantee  that 
there  will  be  some  say  accorded  to  his 
department  in  the  determination  of  the  final 
decision  in  regard  to  airport  location.  Be- 
cause airport  location  is  very  important.  It 
5s  one  of  the  many  things;  it  is  one  of  the 
many  important  features  of  any  kind  of 
development.  I  am  curious,  because  in 
Hamilton  we  face  such  a  situation  at  the 
moment,  and  I  want  to  see  what  is  going 
to  happen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  member  referred  a 
minute  ago  to  the  advisory  committee  on 
regional  development.  That  is  the  means 
whereby  people  in  our  department  are  con- 
sulted about  particular  types  of  development 
in  various  areas,  wherein  there  can  be  an 
input  from  our  department  into  the  other 
group,  giving  the  information  that  we  think 
is  necessary  in  dealing  with  this  as  com- 
pletely as  we  can.  We  give  information  to 
the  central  group,  so  that  they,  in  turn,  can 
deal  with  the  matter  from  an  overall  stand- 
point. 

You  must  have  that  because,  for  example, 
there  is  the  provision  of  services,  water 
services  and  so  on,  or  taking  an  airport  as 
an  example,  the  provision  of  roads.  There 
would  be  new  types  of  housing  needed  and 
all  the  other  things.  You  cannot  deal  with 
that  on  a  one-department  basis,  but  rather 
you  must,  like  spokes  of  a  wheel,  come  into 
the  centre.  We  have  found  the  advisory 
committee  to  be  helpful  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  agree  100  per  cent  with  the 
minister  on  that,  but  it  is  not  a  function 
that  one  department  can  do  all  the  work. 
I  think  the  one  department  should  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  final  decision.  I  think  this 
is  what  we  are  saying. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  then, 
specifically,  whether  there  has  been  any 
representation  made  to  the  department,  to 
the  planning  branch,  in  regard  to  the  pro- 
posed regional  airport  development  in  the 
Hamilton  area,  whether  there  has  been  dis- 
cussion at  this  stage. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  has  been  a  question, 
not  particularly  in  reference  to  the  airport 
itself,  but  dealing  with  the  new  international 
airport,  wherever  it  may  be.  That  is  different. 


But,  not  so  much  on  the  airport  in  the 
Hamilton  area,  but  rather  the  questions  re- 
lating to  transportation  in  the  Hamilton 
area,  that  kind  of  thing  has  come  to  us  for 
opinion. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  say  to  the 
minister,  then,  that,  just  by  way  of  explana- 
tion, at  the  moment,  there  is  a  fairly  strong 
push  going  on  to  have  the  federal  govern- 
ment expand  the  facilities  in  the  Hamilton 
area,  in  Mount  Hope,  into  what  they  call 
a  regional  airport. 

I  am  not  absolutely  sure  what  a  regional 
airport  is.  It  is  very  difiBcult  to  find  out, 
but  I  would  have  hoped  that  before  the 
municipality  went  ahead  and  did  anything 
in  the  way  of  promotion  in  this  area,  that 
it  would  have  had  to  speak  with  The  De- 
partment of  Municipal  Affairs,  simply 
because  the  location  of  any  major  facility 
of  that  type  is  of  vital  importance  to  the 
economic  growth  of  the  province.  Not  only 
that,  it  can  be  of  vital  importance  to  the 
growth,  the  growth  patterns  and  future 
development  of  the  municipality,  perhaps 
far  beyond  what  they,  themselves,  are  able 
to  see. 

I  was  very  curious,  because  it  strikes  me 
that  if  we  are  going  to  permit  municipalities 
to  seek  federal  assistance— and  obviously  they 
would  have  to  have  that  or  federal  participa- 
tion in  the  development  of  a  regional  airport 
in  that  area— if  it  were  decided  at  some  future 
point  after  all  of  the  presentations  have  been 
made  that  the  provincial  government  did  not 
want  it  there,  then  all  of  the  effort  that  would 
have  gone  on  to  that  point  would  be  useless 
and  wasted. 

At  the  moment,  there  are  at  least  three 
briefs  that  I  know  of  that  have  been  presented 
to  the  federal  minister  in  regard  to  this  facil- 
ity. I  happen  to  have  taken  the  view  that, 
while  I  am  prepared,  as  an  individual  to  sup- 
port the  development  of  such  a  facility,  I  feel 
that  that  location  is  not  exactly  the  best  loca- 
tion for  the  region— not  best  for  Hamilton  and 
not  best  for  the  total  region.  I  want  to  know 
if  the  department  were  approached  by  inter- 
ested persons,  whether  it  would  do  a  study  on 
that  in  order  to  be  able  to  make  some  kind  of 
official  or  semi-official  representation,  as  the 
development  of  an  airport  would  in  fact  be 
very  much  a  part  of  the  overall  development, 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  primary  department 
in  that  kind  of  a  situation  woidd  be  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications  and— 
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Mr.  Deans:  And  development  has— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  now,  just  a  aminute. 
I  think  they  would  be  the  primary  ones  but 
they  are  the  ones  who  would  in  turn  seek, 
through  an  advisory  committee,  arrangement 
information  from  The  Department  of  Munici- 
pal Affairs  along  with  others,  the  kind  of  input 
they  need  to  have  a  complete  view  of  the 
situation  and  be  able  to  respond  properly. 

I  think  you  would  have  to  relate  it  to  one 
particular  agency  or  department  which  would 
have  the  primary  responsibility  to  communi- 
cate with  others. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  in  the  matter  of  planning 
does  The  Department  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment—Ontario Housing  Corporation— submit 
its  plans  of  development  and  purchases  to  the 
commimity  planning  branch  in  order  to  get  a 
view  of  whether  or  not  it  is  within  the  proper 
planning  concepts  that  have  been  set  out  by 
this  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  plans  themselves  are 
submitted  to  the  department  and  this  is  one  of 
the  areas  I  feel  there  should  be  close  liaison 
in  reference  to  The  Department  of  Trade  and 
Development  before  plans  get  too  far  ad- 
vanced. This  is  one  of  the  matters  I  have 
been  working  on,  because  I  wanted  closer 
liaison  with  the  minister. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  can  expect  then  that  before 
announcements  are  made  by  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development  of  acquisitions  of 
land  and  housing  projects  that  the  Minister  of 
Municipal  AflFairs'  department  will  have  had 
a  look  at  ithis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  would  hoi)e  so. 

Mr.  Deans:  Because  it  appears  to  me,  in 
retrospect,  this  has  not  been  the  case;  that,  in 
fact,  upon  the  signing  of  the  agreement  to 
purchase  land,  the  announcement  is  made  that 
some  magical  city  is  going  to  appear  and  then 
we  find  out  that  in  planning  terms,  if  not  an 
impossible  task,  it  will  be  at  least  an  extreme- 
ly costly  one. 

We  have  had  this  situation  right  here  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto  on  a  number  of  occa- 
sions, not  the  least  of  which  was  only  a  year 
ago.  We  have,  in  my  own  riding,  a  similar 
situation  where  the  department  purchased  a 
great  many  acres  of  land.  It  is  now  develop- 
ing them  but  the  land  ought  not  to  have  been 
developed  at  this  time  and  perhaps  should  not 
he  developed  until  five  or  six  or  10  years  from 
now. 


I  think  that  good  planning  would  have  dic- 
tated that,  had  the  planning  department  had 
a  function  to  play  in  the  decisions  being 
made.  I  want  to  say  then,  and  to  stress  to  the 
minister  that  that  kind  of  change  would  be 
welcome.  That  kind  of  change  and  a  much 
closer  relationship  between  The  Department 
of  Trade  and  Development  and  The  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  Resources  Management 
as  it  affects  provision  of  facilities;  and  the 
community  planning  branch  is  absolutely  ne- 
cessary if  we  are  going  to  have  any  kind  of 
proper  plaiming. 

Finally,  I  wonder  what  is  happening  in  the 
way  of  an  overall  land-use  policy?  There  has 
been  a  lot  of  discussion.  There  was  some  dis- 
cussion about  a  year  ago  by  the  Prime  Minis- 
ter. There  was  talk  by  the  previous  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  about  the  need  to  recog- 
nize the  potential  of  land  and  to  set  up  poli- 
cies in  the  use  of  particular  areas  for  develop- 
ment purposes. 

What  has  been  happening  in  that  regard? 
Has  there  been  any  indication,  or  any 
interim  reports  being  made,  or  is  there 
anything  available  to  the  House  that  would 
indicate  what  is  being  done  in  the  province, 
what  kinds  of  things  we  are  going  to  pre- 
serve, how  we  intend  to  shore  up  the 
regional  governments.  They  are  going  to  need 
this  kind  of  guidance  when  they  are  set  up 
—what  we  intend  to  do  by  way  of  demon- 
stration through  a  land-bank  inventory  per- 
haps, and  other  ways— what  we  hope  to  see 
accomplished  in  the  province  of  Ontario 
over  the  next  50  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  the  overall  basis,  the 
regional  development  branch  of  the  Treasury 
really  is  the  one  to  formulate  those  general 
schemes  or  plans.  When  we  establish  re- 
gional governments,  one  of  the  provisions 
is  that  they  get  official  plans  for  the  region 
within  a  certain  period  of  time. 

In  a  number  of  cases— there  are  several 
cases— there  have  been  provisions  of  money, 
for  example,  to  the  region  to  assist  in 
formulating  that  official  plan.  I  think  it  is 
important  and  we  will  have  to  do  this  on 
a  fairly  consistent  basis. 

When  you  have  a  regional  government 
set  up,  you  must  then  set  a  period  of  time 
—as  short  a  time  as  you  can— for  establish- 
ment of  that  official  plan,  and  you  have  to 
provide  money  to  speed  it  up  or  make  it 
feasible,  and  that  is  a  good  thing  in  my 
view  and  I  want  to  see  this  expedited. 
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Mr.  Chainnan:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Has  the  member  finished? 

Mr.  Deans:  I  believe  I  have  finished  and 
it  is  6  o'clock. 

Mr.  Good:  I  want  to  get  on  to  a  new 
subject. 

Mr.  Chainnan:  The  member  for  Hamilton 
East  then,  as  we  have  a  couple  of  moments 
if  you  wish  to  use  them  up? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes.  Just  out  of  curiosity  I 
would  like  to  get  a  few  things  clear.  On 
page  27  of  the  minister's  report,  official 
plans,  it  tells  at  the  top  of  the  page  that 
during  the  year  34  official  plans  and  280 
amendments  to  official  plans  were  submitted 
for  approval,  the  highest  number  of  appli- 
cations ever  received.  Does  that  mean,  Mr. 
Chairman,  through  you  to  the  minister,  in 
this  year  1971? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  says  there,  as  we  read 
it,  during  1970. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Underneath  it  says  a  total 
of  16  official  plans  and  200  amendments  were 
approved  during  1970. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  are  dealing  there 
throughout  on  a  calendar  year  basis. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  The  question  that  enters  my 
mind— I  cannot  separate  the  two  sentences, 
the  one  paragraph  from  the  other  sentence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  If  you  look  down  at  the 
fourth  paragraph,  it  says,  "The  record  for 
1970  shows  a  welcome  continuation,"  etc. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes.  Taking  these  34  official 
plans  and,  you  say,  280  amendments  to 
official  plans  which  were  submitted  for 
approval.  What  type  of  amendment  would 
that  range  in? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Very  wide.  Sometimes 
there  would  be  a  change  in  use,  for  example, 
in  a  particular  geographic  area.  Sometimes 
you  have  a  general  nature,  a  new  type  of 
use  entirely.  Sometimes  it  is  a  broad  matter, 
and  sometimes  it  is  quite  minute  or  affecting 
perhaps  a  block  or  something  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  one  of  the  problems 
that  arise. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Order,  please! 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
MUNICIPAL  AFFAIRS 

(continued) 

On  vote  1403: 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Chairman, 
on  a  point  of  order.  Can  you  settle  under 
which  vote  it  would  be  appropriate  to  raise 
the  matter  of  regional  govenunent? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  believe  there  is  a  muni- 
cipal- 
Mr.  Sopha:  One  cannot  tell  from  the  words 
used  to  describe  the  functions  in  the  book  of 
estimates.  The  term  is  never  used. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1404.  We  are  on  vote 
1403,  the  plarming  branch.  The  hon.  member 
for  Hamilton  East. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Yes  Mr. 
Chairman.  Before  we  rose  for  supper  break 
I  was  concerned  about  the  number  of  ap- 
proved or  submitted  oflBcial  plans  for  the 
municipalities,  and  of  course  the  number  of 
amendments  that  have  been  submitted  and 
approved  to  those  official  plans.  The  numbers 
of  amendments  seem  very  high,  so  I  won- 
dered if  the  minister  could  advise  us  as  to 
what  are  the  standards  for  submitting  official 
plans? 

My  understanding  is  that  the  municipality, 
through  the  assistance  of  the  planning  de- 
partment, establishes  a  design  for  an  official 
plan  for  the  development  of  the  particular 
community  and  then  it  is  approved.  And 
then  we  read  in  the  report  that  many,  many 
amendments  are  made  to  the  same  plan, 
Vv'hich  seems  to  indicate  to  me  that  something 
was  wrong  with  the  original  submission  and 
the  original  conclusion  of  those  plans. 

Would  the  minister  explain  the  standards 
first  established  for  an  official  plan;  in  co- 
operation with  whom  are  the  oJBBcial  plans 
arrived  at;  and  how  can  we  have  an  oflBcial 
plan  approved  after  lengthy  research  and 
designing   and   then   have   so   many   amend- 
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ments  submitted  and  approved  following  that 
approval? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the  present  time 
there  are  about  190  oflBcial  plans  in  the  prov- 
ince; in  population  that  covers  the  larger 
areas  by  far.  But  many  of  the  original  or  tne 
older  oflBcial  plans  are  inclined  to  be  very 
definite  as  to  areas,  specific  uses  and  so  on. 

What  the  department  is  endeavouring  to 
do  is  make  them  of  a  more  general  nature, 
encourage  them  to  be  of  a  more  general 
nature,  so  that  they  do  not  need  to  be 
amended  very  much  from  time  to  time.  It 
serves  as  an  on-going  guide  for  development 
in  the  municipality.  But  we  have  found  that 
there  are  older  plans  and  they  are  quite 
specific  they  do  require  more  amendments 
from  time  to  time.  That  is  the  reason  Vv'hy 
there  is  a  relatively  large  number  of  amend- 
ments there. 

For  example,  recently  I  recall  one  oflBcial 
plan,  I  think  it  was  oflBcial  plan  amendment 
number  31  to  that  particular  oflBcial  plan.  It 
had  been  in  existence  for  some  period  of 
time.  But  where  the  new  ones  are  developed 
at  this  time,  the  community  planning  branch 
endeavours  to  assist  the  municipality  to  keep 
them  of  a  general  nature  and  we  find  then 
that  there  does  not  need  to  be  as  many 
amendments  as  there  might  normally  be. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Then,  I  take  it  that  the 
amendments  are  submitted  by  the  munici- 
palities— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  —based  on  applications  for 
rezoning  changes  maybe? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  sometimes  on  the 
application  for  rezoning.  At  other  times  it 
is  studied  within  the  municipality  itself  and 
its  feeling  is  that  sometimes  a  provision  of 
the  earlier  oflBcial  plan  was  not  as  it  perhaps 
should  be  and  it  needed  the  passage  of  time 
to  be  changed.  They  take  the  initiative  and 
make  the  amendment.  Other  times  it  is  the 
result  of  the  rezoning  application. 
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Mr.  Gisbom:  Well,  one  final  question  to 
clear  this  up  in  my  own  mind.  If  the  minister 
and  his  department  are  satisfied  that  the 
standards  and  procedures  for  establishing 
official  plans  is  worked  out  properly  in  the 
first  place,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  ofiBcial 
plan,  if  it  is  going  to  be  subject  to  so  many 
amendments  as  time  goes  on,  then  it  is  not 
really  an  oflBcial  plan.  Maybe  we  have  to 
take  a  look  at  the  standards  in  the  policies 
applied  to  oflBcial  plans  and  make  them  less 
concise  and  more  in  the  general  sense  of 
land-use  and  area  planning  and  leave- 
Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Hear, 
hear! 

Mr.  Gisbom:  —the  municipalities  to  es- 
tablish a  superimposed  secondary  use  of  the 
official  plan  in  their  own  way  for  a  certain 
period  and  then  resubmit  that.  I  cannot  see 
the  benefit  of  establishing  what  is  called 
an  oflBcial  plan,  and  in  many  cases  certain 
grants  are  dependent  upon  oflBcial  plans  being 
filed  in  areas  where  they  have  undeveloped 
roads  and  quarries  and  certain  industrial 
use  that  is  going  out  of  style  and  this  sort 
of  thing. 

Now,  if  we  establish  an  oflBcial  plan  to 
make  it  legal  for  certain  grants  to  be  paid 
and  then  amendments  can  be  made  to  that 
oflBcial  plan,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  whole 
procedure  is  becoming  sort  of  a  mish-mash 
of  action. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  department,  I  think, 
lias  recognized  the  need  for  looking  at  the 
oflBcial  plan  procedures  with  a  view  largely 
to  meeting  some  of  the  requirements  or  sug- 
gestions that  you  have  suggested.  Within  the 
department  itself,  we  have  a  committee  look- 
ing at  possible  changes  in  the  practices  and 
procedures  under  oflBcial  planning  to  make 
them  of  a  more  permanent  nature. 

I  think  they  should  be  because  the  real 
usefulness  of  the  oflBcial  plan  is  a  guide  as 
to  the  homeowners  or  the  property  owners 
within  the  area.  They  can  appreciate  and 
understand  what  uses  are  going  to  be  made 
of  property  in  a  particular  area  over  a  long 
period  of  time.  We  have  one  of  our  senior 
staflF  people  doing  this  study  within  the  de- 
partment and,  subject  to  what  that  study 
reveals,  we  will  be  looking  at  possible  changes 
in  the  oflBcial  plan  practice  but  with  a  view 
to  maintaining  that  principle. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Might  I  ask,  through  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister,  has  the  de- 
partment now  ironed  out  a  programme  that 
will  arrive  at  some  date  at  a  completion  of 


oflBcial  plan  adoption  across  the  province?  In 
a  sense,  I  take  it  we  have  922  municipalities 
dn  that  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  have  907  mxmicipali- 
ties. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Nine  hunderd  and  seven? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  907.  But  we  may 
get  to  the  stage  where  the  whole  province 
is  covered  by  oflBcial  plans;  bear  in  mind 
that  quite  a  large  number  of  the  municipali- 
ties are  very  small  in  size.  All  of  the  larger 
municipalities  are  covered  by  oflBcial  plans, 
with  one  or  two  exceptions. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  You  gave  a  figure  of  36. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  I  said  190  oflBcial 
plans  and  that  covers,  in  all,  about  230  to 
240  municipalities. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes,  naturally  a  plan  would 
cover  multiple  municipalities  in  various  areas. 
That  would  be  considered  a  good  idea  and 
that  is  what  I  was  leading  up  to  in  my 
question.  We  should  have  an  objective  of 
various  areas  of  the  province  where  there 
would  be  multiple  municipalities  covered  by 
one  oflBcial  plan  on  an  agreeable  basis. 

Many  of  the  small  municipalities,  I  would 
think,  would  not  be  interested  because  of 
their  small  ness  in  the  development  of  a  so- 
called  oflBcial  plan  at  this  time.  One  would 
take  priority  over  the  other.  Eventually,  we 
would  come  to  the  point  where  we  would 
have  a  provincial  plan  that  we  call  a  pro- 
vincial oflBcial  plan  of  land  use  and  municipal 
development,  arrived  at  from  the  various 
agreements  on  the  area  basis. 

A  question  that  arises  in  my  mind,  at  this 
point  in  1971,  is  that  we  should  be  in  the 
area  of  being  able  to  say  to  ourselves,  "This 
is  our  objective— these  are  the  areas  where 
we  will  have  multiple  municipal  plans,  and 
where  we  will  have  individual  plans  and  tie 
that  in  the  standards  of  the  planning." 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
ask  just  a  few  questions  on  this  point  of 
oflBcial  plan.  Unfortunately  I  have  not  visited 
the  community  planning  branch  department 
for  the  last  year,  so  I  am  not  aware  how  its 
map  looks.  But  the  last  time  I  looked  at  it 
the  land  area  in  southern  Ontario  which  was 
covered  by  municipalities  which  had,  in 
fact,  filed  oflBcial  plans,  to  me  looked  rather 
»nall. 
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I  am  wondering  now,  in  land  area— we 
will  say  in  southern  Ontario,  which  is  per- 
haps more  important  for  land-use  planning 
than  the  larger  areas  of  northern  Ontario— I 
am  wondering  in  proportion  to  the  land 
areas  in  the  southern  part  of  Ontario,  how 
much  of  it,  in  fact,  is  covered  by  official 
plans?  The  last  time  I  saw  the  map  over  in 
the  department  it  looked  to  be  a  very  small 
proportion,  maybe  10  per  cent  or  something. 
I  am  just  guessing  at  that  figure,  but  I  am 
wondering  if  the  minister  could  tell  us  how 
much  is  covered? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  can  tell  you  the  particu- 
lar municipalities,  but  I  cannot  tell  you  the 
proportion  of  the  land.  I  can  say  to  you, 
though,  that  about  80  per  cent  of  the  popula- 
tion of  the  province  is  covered  at  the  pres- 
ent time  by  official  plans,  but  I  cannot  tell 
you  by  percentage  of  geographic  area- 
Mr.   Good:   This  point— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —bearing  in  mind  in  the 
north  country  there  is  a  very  large  area  not 
covered  by  official  plans. 

Mr.  Good:  This  point  is  fine  in  the  areas 
where  population  is  dense,  of  course.  Most 
of  those  municipalities  do  have  official  plans, 
and  the  newly  constructed  regional  govern- 
ments will  have,  by  the  target  dates  set  out 
in  the  Acts  governing  them. 

I  am  talking  now  particularly  of  the  small 
rural  municipalities,  townships  and  especially 
those  areas  which  are  now  being  exploited 
for  vacation  properties.  I  think  there  is 
much  that  has  to  be  done,  and  done  rather 
quickly,  in  these  areas. 

I  know  the  department  is  reluctant  in 
some  instances  to  move  into  areas  and  say, 
"Well,  we  just  cannot  do  a  thing  until  you 
file  an  official  plan  with  us."  I  have  men- 
tioned this  before  in  the  House.  I  think  the 
fastest  way  in  which  we  can  get  some  good 
planning  in  our  rural  areas  and  especially 
in  our  vacation  areas  is  by  a  little  infusion 
of  provincial  money  into  these  townships 
to  help  them  get  official  plans. 

There  are  very  few  townships  that  can 
be  persuaded  to  try  to  raise  $30,000,  $40,000, 
$50,000,  $60,000,  up  to  $100,000  which  is 
required  to  draw  up  an  official  plan  for  that 
area.  So  we  are  back  to  the  point  where  the 
department  tells  a  developer:  "We  will  not 
give  you  plans  of  subdivisions  for  that 
cottage  area  until  your  township  has  an 
official  plan."  In  other  words,  you  are  asking 
private  developers  to  be  a  source  of  leverage, 


we  will  call  it,  to  be  polite— to  put  pressures 
on  the  local  municipalities  to  do  something 
about  their  planning. 

I  would  think  it  needs  a  little  better  co- 
operation from  the  department,  with  some 
grants.  You  give  grants  to  no  end  for  every 
other  purpose  in  the  province,  except  in 
these  areas  of  establishing  an  oflBcial  plan. 
I  know  there  are  a  few  municipalities  that 
are  getting  planning  grants.  In  my  own 
area,  the  Waterloo,  planning  board  is  one 
that  has  been  getting  grants  for  a  good 
number  of  years.  But  in  the  little  munici- 
pality that  has  a  small  recreational  lake,  it 
is  going  to  be  very  vital  in  the  next  five  or 
10  years  that  proper  planning  be  done  in 
that  area  so  the  development  of  that  lake 
will  not  proceed  without  proper  direction, 

I  am  wondering  if  the  minister  has  given 
any  consideration  to  some  means  whereby 
there  could  be  a  speedup,  because  I  think 
the  local  residents  would  like  to  know  which 
areas  in  their  municipality  are  designated 
for  some  potential  future  growth  and  which 
are  not.  But  there  is  the  matter  of  thousands 
of  dollars  that  are  required  in  a  small 
municipality;  there  may  be  only  4,000  or 
5,000  permanent  residents,  maybe  even  less, 
who  just  cannot  raise  that  kind  of  money 
to  bring  in  the  experts  from  out  of  the  area. 
They  have  to  bring  them  in  from  out  of 
the  area  to  do  their  planning  work  for  them. 
If  the  minister  could  answer  that  point,  then 
I  would  like  to  proceed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
list  of  the  areas  where  we  have  assisted  them 
with  moneys,  but  it  is  very  diJSicult  for  a 
small  or  single  municipality  to  develop  its 
oflBcial  plan  on  its  own,  because  the  whole 
area  is  really  a  part  of  the  type  of  develop- 
ment that  you  need.  So  we  have  encouraged 
them  to  develop  oflBcial  plans  on  a  county 
basis,  and  from  time  to  time  we  assist  them 
with  moneys  to  encourage  that.  We  also 
encourage  them  to  have  larger  planning 
areas  than  merely  their  own  township;  and 
if  they  get  a  combined  planning  area,  we 
frequently  provide  them  with  some  assist- 
ance to  help  establish  that  planning  depart- 
ment and  so  on. 

But  looking  at  the  areas  that  are  receiving 
planning  grants— of  course  you  mentioned 
your  own,  but  there  is  the  Lakehead,  there 
is  West  Nipissing  Planning  Board;  there  is 
Sault  Ste.  Marie  and  Area  Planning  Board, 
Sudbury  Planning  Board,  Hearst  Planning 
Board,  and  Hastings,  Haldimand-Norfolk,  and 
Township  of  Caledon  Planning  Boards 
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These  are  the  kind  of  areas,  not  necessarily 
the  big  urban  areas,  that  we  are  assisting.  I 
think  this  policy  of  assisting  some  of  these 
areas  to  receive  moneys  to  develop  their 
official  plans  is  good,  and  I  would  like  to  see 
ii  extended. 

Mr.  Good:  Proceeding  on  this  point— and  I 
will  leave  out  the  big  urban  areas,  where 
there  is  population,  and  the  heavily  concen- 
trated areas— let  us  get  down  to  the  effect 
on  the  many  areas  in  the  province  where 
there  is  a  small  development  and  a  small 
lake.  Talking  about  summer  cottage  develop- 
ment, we  now  have,  you  might  say,  a  hang- 
over of  lots  that  may  have  been  developed 
before  subdivision  control  and  ministerial 
orders  were  put  into  various  areas.  These 
lots  are  now  being  peddled  on  the  market 
and  in  many  cases  are  causing  hardships  to 
people. 

I  would  like  to  quote  briefly  from  the 
report  of  OWRC  on  tlie  water  quality  along 
the  Bruce  county  shoreline,  and  invariably 
in  every  township  they  give  as  their  recom- 
mendation of  what  is  really  required  in  the 
area  to  raise  the  water  quality,  which  is 
closely  tied  in  with  the  whole  quality  of 
life  in  the  area.  The  recommendation  present- 
ly says: 

In  order  to  properly  control  future  de- 
velopment in  the  township  in  accordance 
with  the  servicing  requirements,  an  official 
plan  and  associated  bylaws  should  be 
developed  as  soon  as  possible. 

And  in  every  township  in  the  Bruce  Peninsula 
study  area  that  was  done  by  OWRC  the 
recommendation  was  exactiy  the  same.  In 
Amabel  township,  where  there  is  an  official 
plan  the  recommendation  is: 

The  present  official  plan  should  be 
studied  to  ensure,  where  possible,  that 
proposed  development  patterns  are  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  findings  of  this  report. 

So  I  am  wondering  about  two  things:  First 
of  all,  how  deeply  does  The  Department  of 
Municipal  Affairs  get  itself  involved  in  the 
study  reports  of  OWRC  and  The  Department 
of  Lands  and  Forests  when  it  comes  to  the 
development  of  cottage  sites  around  our 
many  lakes  in  the  province,  and  especially 
those  in  southern  Ontario? 

I  was  led  to  believe  last  year,  when  the 
controversy  of  the  Walker  Lake  development 
was  discussed  here  in  the  Legislature  and 
outside  the  Legislature,  that  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  did  not  consult  too 
closely  with  either  The  Department  of  Lands 


and  Forests  or  OWRC,  because  I  was  led  to 
believe— and  I  showed  documented  proof 
here— that  in  the  case  of  the  one  report  which 
I  had  of  OWRC,  showing  that  that  particular 
lake  could  not  support  the  number  of  cot- 
tages that  the  subdivider  wanted  to,  this 
report  had  never  reached  the  hands,  so  I  was 
told,  of  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 

I  had  suggested  at  that  time  that  somebody 
has  got  to  figure  out  for  this  department,  if 
it  cannot  do  it  itself,  just  how  many  cottages 
the  small  lakes  in  southern  Ontario  can  sup- 
port and  still  keep  the  quality  of  water  and 
the  quality  of  the  environment  within  rea- 
sonable bounds.  Up  until  that  time,  no  one 
was  ready  to  ascertain  what  information 
would  be  required  to  say  whether  this  lake 
could  support  100  cottages  or  50  cottages. 
There  are  many  factors  which  would  enter 
here  I  am  sure.  The  overburden  on  the  rock, 
the  amount  of  topsoils,  the  drainage,  the 
types  of  land,  the  lake  itself,  inflow  springs 
and  outflow  of  the  lake  must  all  surely  be 
considered. 

But  I  really  do  not  think  that  this  depart- 
ment has  had  a  thorough  study  so  that  they 
are  prepared  to  say  that  "Because  of  the 
information  before  us,  this  lake  will  support 
150  residents,  unless  you  are  prepared  to  put 
in  a  central  sewage  and  water  system."  A 
central  water  system;  yes,  OWRC  does  re- 
quire that  in  many  developments  But  some- 
where along  the  line  somebody  has  got  to 
say  this  is  the  maximum  amount  of  develop- 
ment we  will  allow  on  this  lake,  if  we  are 
going  to  keep  that  water  clear.  I  am  wonder- 
ing if  there  has  been  any  progress  made  in 
the  past  year  in  developing  this  type  of 
information,  so  that  we  can  then  simply  say 
to  a  subdivider  there  is  no  use  submitting  a 
draft  plan  for  approval,  because  that  lake  will 
not  support  any  more  development. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think,  basically  I  agree 
with  what  the  hon.  member  is  saying,  but  in 
this  particular  one.  Walker  Lake  subdivision, 
OWRC  is  deeply  involved  as  is  Lands  and 
Forests,  as  well  as  our  own  department.  We 
had  certain  studies  undertaken  on  our  behalf 
in  this  regard.  As  of  January  1  this  year,  this 
particular  development  was  in  the  unorgan- 
ized township  of  Sinclair  when  it  became  part 
of  the  township  of  Lake  of  Bays.  Now  they 
have  put  a  holding  bylaw  on  the  whole  de- 
velopment until  such  time- 
Mr.  Good:  That  is  July  8. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  July  2  or  something  like 
that,  but  until  such  time  as  we  can  get  a 
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final  decision  on  it,  or  a  decision  on  which 
the  apphcation  can  be'  acted  upon.  I  think 
we  have  received  an  interim  report  from  the 
study  and  we  are  checking  that  with  OWRC 
and  others.  We  may  now  be  able  to  make  a 
determination  as  to  what  parts  of  that  sub- 
division application  can  proceed. 

But  I  think  it  was  best  to  hold  it  up  imtil 
such  time  as  we  could  assess  the  number  of 
cottages  that  should  be  permitted  in  that 
particular  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1403— the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Timiskaming. 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  The  de- 
partment report  says  in  Timagami  35  addi- 
tional building  lots  were  serviced  and  a  new 
road  completed.  Can  the  minister  tell  me 
what  services  were  put  into  those  building 
lots  and  who  built  the  road? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  are  talking  about 
Timagami,  I  think? 

Mr.  Jackson:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  are  sewers,  water 
and  roads  put  in  and  I  think  the  province 
put  up  the  money  for  the  roads  and  for  the 
other  services,  as  far  as  I  am  aware. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  minister 
saying  it  is  a  central  sewage  system  or  septic 
tanks?  What  sort  of  a  system  is  being  used? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Full  services,  not  septic 
tanks. 

Mr.  Jackson:  I  am  somewhat  puzzled  be- 
cause if  you  remember  back  several  years 
ago  when  Sherman  Mines  first  started  in 
Timagami  area  they  built  a  new  townsite 
called  Coward  just  north  of  Timagami. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  What  was  that? 

Mr.  Jackson:  Coward.  And  one  of  the  rea- 
sons for  building  that  townsite,  or  at  least 
one  of  the  reasons  given  to  us,  was  the  lack 
of  sewage  and  water  in  the  Timagami  area. 
They  built  a  new  townsite— there  are  several 
dozen  residences  in  there— and  now  we  find 
Timagami  is  expanding  and  we  are  putting 
in  sewers. 

I  just  do  not  see  the  rationale  in  moving 
part  of  the  townsite  15  miles  away  and  now 
we  find  we  are  able  to  service  35  lots.  Why 
did  we  not  buUd  them  there  originally?  We 
now  have  a  townsite  sitting  back  in  the  bush. 
It  is  almost  impossible  to  get  people  to  move 
into  it 


I  wonder  if  the  minister  can  explain  why 
we  started  to  move  the  townsite  and  we  now 
are  reverting  back  to  Timagami.  What  are  we 
going  to  do  with  Coward?  Are  we  going  to 
move  those  houses  back  into  the  Timagami 
site? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  first  of  all  you  had 
the  old  townsite  itself— Timagami— built  on 
rock.  It  had  water  and  very  little  else  in  the 
way  of  services.  Now  if  you  are  going  to  pro- 
vide full  services— sewage  and  so  on— you  are 
not  going  to  be  able  to  do  that  on  the  original 
site  among  all  the  rock  and  other  things,  and 
hence  it  was  considered  it  would  be  better  to 
move  to  a  new  site,  particularly  when  the 
development  was  going  to  be  enlarged. 

The  first  stage  of  the  development,  I  think, 
was  undertaken  about  four  years  ago;  the 
second  stage  was  developed  18  months  to  two 
years  ago,  and  it  is  going  to  be  a  much 
larger  site  particularly  with  the  development 
there  of  the  Sherman  Mine,  but  on  the  origi- 
nal site  you  could  not  have  provided  the  kind 
of  services  that  were  essential  for  a  long  term 
development  and  the  well  being  of  those 
people,  and  you  had  to  find  a  new  site. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister's 
answer  still  somewhat  puzzles  me  because 
there  are  fewer  than  35  homes  in  the  Coward 
site  and  yet  your  report  says  that  now  we 
have  developed  35  additional  building  lots 
on  the  old  site,  or  very  close  to  the  old  site. 
At  the  time  they  were  going  to  build  the 
Coward  tovvoisite  this  department  was  told 
over  and  over  again  we  should  either  move 
the  whole  town  out  on  to  the  Coward  site  or 
expand  the  present  site. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  new  townsite  I  be- 
lieve is  Timagami.  It  is  in  the  improvement 
district  there.  The  information  I  have  is  that 
the  first  stage  of  development  entailed  about 
110  lots  of  which  about  half  are  now  occu- 
pied. 

Mr.  Jackson:  But  the  Coward  site  was  built 
because  of  the  problems  that  existed  at  that 
time  at  Timagami  with  sewage  and  water, 
and  it  was  said  they  would  have  to  move  to 
Coward  in  order  to  overcome  those  problems, 
and  now  we  find  that  we  are  able  to  service 
100  lots  or  35  lots  as  they  already  have  done 
at  Timagami.  It  does  not  make  any  sense  to 
me  that  we  should  have  a  tov^oisite  15  miles 
away  which  we  had  to  service  also. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Which  one  is  the  member 
talking  about— the  rfd  townsite  or  the  new 
one? 
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Mr.  Jackson:  Surely  when  we  talk  about 
the  so-called  new  Timagami  townsite  we  are 
just  talking  around  the  bend  in  the  lake— it  is 
just  down  on  the  arm  of  the  lake.  We  could 
have  done  that  originally,  but  we  moved  it 
15  miles  away  into  the  bush  and  that  just 
does  not  make  any  sense.  And  I  am  sure  it 
does  not  make  any  sense  to  the  minister  if 
he  thinks  about  it  a  little  bit. 

But  at  the  same  time  that  we  were  talking 
about  moving  this  townsite  we  had  a  little 
town  of  Latchford  just  a  few  miles  north  of 
the  new  site  of  Coward  that  had  no  sewers 
and  had  no  water,  and  if  we  were  going  to 
spend  the  money  to  put  in  sewers  and 
water  why  did  we  not  move  to  Latchford? 

We  now  have  three  townsites  and  we 
have  to  service  them  all.  It  just  does  not 
make  any  sense.  And  surely  if  that  is  what 
the  minister  calls  planning  for  northern 
Ontario,  heaven  help  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Is  the  hon.  member  talk- 
ing about  Timagami  or  is  he  talking  about 
Latchford?  I  do  not— 

Mr.  Jackson:  Timagami,  Goward,  Latch- 
ford—they  are  all  in  the  same  context. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  a  minute,  I  do  not 
know  the  district  that  closely,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  Latchford  is  some  distance  away 
from  the  old  townsite,  probably  about  20 
miles,  and  Goward— which  is  what  is  referred 
to  as  Gower— is  the  new  townsite  in  the 
improvement  district  of  Timagami,  and  then 
you  have  got  Timagami  which  is  the  old 
townsite. 

I  think  the  distance  between  the  old 
townsite  and  the  new  one  is  probably  five  to 
six  or  seven  miles  away  from  each  other,  but 
the  original  townsite  is  built  on  rock  and 
was  the  kind  of  area  that  you  could  not 
develop  full  service  on. 

The  new  townsite  is  such  that  you  can 
provide  the  full  services,  and  that  is  what  is 
being  done.  The  hon.  member  says  this  is 
not  good  planning,  but  I  think  it  is  good 
planning  if  you  can  pick  a  site  close  at 
hand  so  that  you  can  have  the  kind  of  ser- 
vices that  people  will  need  for  the  future. 

Mr.  Jackson:  The  minister  is  somewhat 
confused  himself.  When  we  speak  of  these 
35  lots  we  are  not  talking  about  the  new 
townsite  of  Goward,  we  are  talking  to  the 
south  of  the  old  townsite.  What  about  the 
lots  that  are  being  serviced  now— not  serviced, 
but  what  about  the  lots  into  the  south  that 


have  just  been  approved  by  The  Department 
of  Lands  and  Forests? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  hon.  member  is  talk- 
ing about  Lands  and  Forests? 

Mr.  Jackson:  The  lots  have  been  approved. 
They  are  talking  about  putting  septic  tanks 
in.  If  we  could  build  now  why  could  we  not 
build  then?  We  now  have  three  sites.  If  you 
go  into  the  old  townsite  of  Timagami  you  will 
find  new  buildings  going  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Cottages. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Cottages  or  otherwise— they 
will  be  year-round  residents.  You  also  have 
the  hotel  that  is  still  there  that  has  problems, 
you  have  several  service  stations,  you  just 
had  a  new  restaurant  built.  How  are  you  going 
to  service  them?  If  you  cannot  service  the 
residential  end  of  it,  how  then  can  we  service 
the  commercial  end  of  it? 

It  is  my  opinion  that  your  department 
believed  that  maybe  we  should  move  some 
of  the  residences  out  so  the  business  could 
take  over.  It  does  not  make  any  sense  that 
we  now  have  three  townsites  without  water— 
or  maybe  one  with  water  and  sewage.  We 
have  two  townsites  without  reasonable  sew- 
age and  water,  and  all  of  them  within  a  20- 
mile  radius.  If  that  is  planning,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  missed  it  somewhere,  and  I  think 
that  party  has. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  meantber  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, there  are  a  couple  of  things  in  this 
vote  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  about 
under  the  heading  of  research  and  special 
studies. 

I  can  look  back  to  10  years  ago  when  this 
department  did  a  special  study  of  the  Geor- 
gian Bay  area.  In  the  over  100  pages  of  this 
report,  I  doubt  if  any  one  single  recom- 
mendation has  ever  been  put  into  effect.  I 
suggest  that  these  studies  are  held  to  tell 
the  party  what  it  wants  to  hear,  and  to  hell 
with  the  rest  of  the  province. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  More  of 
his  parliamentary  language! 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  framework  is  here  in 
this  department  to  administer  the  affairs  of— 

Mr.  Peacock:  He  has  one  of  the  best 
attendance  records  in  the  House,  by  half. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Does  the  hon.  member  want 
to  speak? 
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Mr.  Peacock:  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  He  will  wait 
until  the  hon.  member  is  ready. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  here  in  time  to  take  a 
count,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  What  re- 
port is  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  report? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  Georgian  Bay  develop- 
ment report. 

But  the  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  the 
framework  here  to  do  the  municipal  planning 
if  there  is  a  practical  approach  to  it.  We 
have  such  things  as  Harbour  City.  This  docu- 
ment on  research  issued  by  the  minister  has 
to  do  with  planning  for  municipalities  across 
the  province.  Where  do  you  stop  in  doing 
planning?  Is  Harbour  City  a  part  of  your 
planning?  Or  do  you  allow  certain  administra- 
tions or  councils  to  go  their  own  route? 
Where  do  you  stop?  Do  you  just  do  planning 
for  the  people  you  can  push  around  or  whnt 
do  you  do? 

The  thing  that  worries  me— it  worried  me 
for  many  years  as  a  mayor  of  a  city;  we 
thought  we  would  run  our  own  show  but  in 
effect  we  had  to  come  back  to  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  to  spend  even  a  very  meagre 
amount  of  money.  So  the  concept  of  this 
department  is  to  do  things  that  the  govern- 
ment wants  to  do,  that  fit  your  pattern  or 
your  plan,  and  there  is  no  uniformity,  I 
suggest  to  you,  if  you  follow  this  research  on 
page  89  of  your  bible.  It  is  a  bunch  of 
garbage,  because  it  does  not  work. 

Having  said  that,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  how  much  money  he  is  spending  this 
year  and  how  much  he  spent  last  year  in 
the  department  on  special  studies,  and  how 
are  the  people  picked  who  do  these  studies? 
What  is  their  background?  What  is  the  yard- 
stick used  to  give  a  couple  of  guys  $300,000 
to  do  a  study  for  the  department  or  what 
have  you? 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  also  what 
is  his  planned  approach  for  tomorrow  so  far 
as  mobile  home  parks  are  concerned?  What 
does  his  research  tell  him  on  that?  What  does 
his  research  tell  him  as  to  his  approach  to 
trailer  home  parks?  In  other  words,  if  people 
are  going  to  have  their  own  homes,  that  is 
the  only  route  they  can  go;  they  cannot 
afford  any  other  type  of  housing.  What  does 


the    minister's    research    tell    him    on    those 
things? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 
member  mentioned  the  Georgian  Bay  regional 
development  study.  That  was  a  study  done 
for  The  Department  of  Treasury  and  Eco- 
nomics. It  is  more  of  an  economic  study  than 
it  is  a  planning  study. 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  the  liaison  was  with  the 
minister's  department.  It  was  to  give  you 
information.  That  was  the  reason  for  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  not  only  for  our 
department;  it  was  to  give  information  to  a 
number  of  departments  so  we  could  make 
plans  for  the  Georgian  Bay  area  and  particu- 
larly to  assist  them.  I  am  not  ducking  the 
issue;  I  have  to  identify  that  it  is  in  another 
department  entirely  rather  than  our  own,  of 
which  we  benefit  from  those  kinds  of  studies. 
The  hon.  member,  being  a  former  mayor 
of  a  municipality,  knows  that  we  need  over- 
all planning,  we  have  to  set  down  the  guide- 
lines and  the  basic  policies  for  the  province, 
so  that  municipalities  like  his  own,  Owen 
Sound,  can  go  ahead  and  develop  and  make 
their  plans  under  some  positive  and  practical 
basis.  We  need  the  guidance  of  local  people 
Mn  planning.  We  should  not  go  in  and  im- 
pose planning  on  them.  We  do  assist;  some- 
times they  have  people  who  do  not  have  the 
expertise  to  do  it  for  themselves,  and  we 
have  to  give  them  greater  assistance.  Where 
you  have  a  municipality  that  can  develop 
that  kind  of  expertise- 
Mr.  Sargent:  The  point  is,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  spent  many  thousands  of  dollars— 
probably  $50,000  or  $100,000-paying  these 
planning  firms  to  come  in  and  do  this  for  us 
and  we  cannot  afford  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  I  think  you  can. 
Owen  Sound  seems  to  have  benefited  from 
the  planning  that  has  taken  place. 

Mr.  Sargent:  One  of  the  big  "buts"  as  far 
as  municipalities  are  concerned  is  paying 
these  consulting  firms  to  come  in  and  do 
these  jobs  for  us.  With  the  millions  it  has  at 
its  command,  the  expertise,  why  does  the 
department  not  do  this  for  them  on  a  standard 
pattern  for  muncipalities? 

Hon.   Mr.   Bales:   You   cannot  do   it  on   a 
standard  pattern  because  municipalities- 
Mr.    Sargent:    But    you    have    the    people 
though. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  municipalities  are  all 
different;  they  are  all  unique.  They  have 
certain  different  needs  that  have  to  be  taken 
into  account. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  minister  doing 
about  mobile  home  parks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  This  subject  of  mobile 
homes  is  a  matter  that  was  raised  with  us 
by  the  municipalities  and  by  the  trailer  camp 
people.  Under  my  predecessor  there  was  a 
provincial-municipal  liaison  committee  estab- 
lished, and  this  was  one  of  the  matters  raised. 
It  started  before  I  came  to  the  department, 
but  it  has  been  proceeded  with.  We  have  a 
committee  made  up  of  equal  numbers  of  the 
mobile  or  trailer  camp  people  and  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  municipalities  who  have 
these  kinds  of  problems  particularly.  In  the 
last  couple  of  months- 
Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  name  of  that 
committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  the  provincial-muni- 
cipal liaison  committee. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Minister,  God  so  loved 
the  world  that  he  did  not  send  a  committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  a  subcommittee  of 
that,  particularly  dealing  with  this  specific 
problem. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Do  you  think  he  should  have 
sent  Dalton   Bales   instead? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  And  that  committee  has 
met,  I  think,  at  least  three  times,  if  not  four, 
in  these  last  two  months  working  on  the 
problem.  They  were  in  the  ofiBoe  as  of  last 
Thursday  working  on  this  particular  matter, 
so  that  we  can  come  up  with  final  recom- 
mendations as  to  changes  to  be  made. 

The  mobile  homes  are  of  a  different  nature. 

Some  are  mobile  homes  which  are  used  as 

more  or  less  as  permanent  homes- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  know,  but  this  is  a  shocking 
thing,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  great  respect 
for  the  minister,  but  the  shocking  thing,  with 
the  able  deputy  he  has  is  that  in  this  time  of 
putting  a  man  on  the  moon,  we  do  not  have 
a  plan  that  affects  about  15  per  cent  of  our 
people  across  this  country.  Here  we  are  in 
the  most  dynamic  province  in  this  coimtry, 
and  we  do  not  have  a  plan  for  mobile  home 
parks,   so   that  you   can   say,   "There   is   the 


animal,  go  to  work."  It  is  a  shocking  thing, 
and  you  should  get  on  with  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor.  Thank  you.  There  is  a  kind 
of  legal  question  that  has  been  bothering  me 
for  a  little  while  and  this  seems  about  the 
best  opportunity  to  bring  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  minister.  I  am  a  little  concerned  about 
the  present  administration  and  perhaps  the 
unnecessary  complexity  of  your  law  touching 
part-lot  control  under  The  Planning  Act. 

If  you  go  to  the  land  titles  office  in  Toron- 
to, I  think  with  practically  every  conveyance 
made  these  days  you  have  to  make  out  and 
file  an  affidavit.  For  we  neophytes  who  are 
not  working  there  intensively  these  days,  we 
find  that  we  sometimes  get  hung  up  on  these 
matters.  I  wondered  about  the  necessity  of 
that. 

Was  that  not  designed  originally  to  catch 
more  hinterland  pieces  of  land?  Look  around 
Peterborough,  as  I  recall,  where  Whiterock 
Estates  and  other  people  were  dividing  land 
very  arbitrarily  to  their  own  likes. 

In  order  to  stop  this  particular  division  of 
land,  particularly  if  there  was  retention  of 
adjoining  lands,  it  was  felt  a  wise  move.  But 
laws  being  what  they  are,  you  felt  you  had 
to  bring  it  in  universally,  I  guess,  right 
across  the  board— such  is  the  way  I  under- 
stand it.  Could  we  not  avoid  this  whole  prob- 
lem, this  extra  complication,  this  irritation? 
This  is  somewhat  obnoxious.  There  are 
enough  complications  already  with  respect  to 
registration  procedures  without  having  to  go 
over  that  hurdle  too. 

Could  you  not  in  the  Toronto  area,  par- 
ticularly in  an  area  like  land  titles,  simply 
give  a  direction  from  your  department,  that 
where  the  whole  parcel  is  being  conveyed, 
the  whole  of  the  existing  parcel,  which  no 
doubt  is  descended  for  considerable  periods 
of  time  as  a  total  entity,  where  the  mere  fact 
that  somebody  happens  to  own  adjoining 
land  is  neither  here  nor  there,  could  you 
simply  give  a  direction  to  obviate  that  affi- 
davit and  take  it  out  of  the  picture?  You 
would  be  performing  a  service  to  your  own 
profession  and  giving  a  boon  to  the  registra- 
tion system  itself  as  things  presently  stand. 
I  wonder  if  the  minister  has  taken  that  under 
advisement  and  how  he  feels  about  it. 

In  other  words,  I  am  contending  it  is  un- 
necessary in  the  Toronto  area  with  the  clear 
demarcations  of  land,  well  set  down  for  con- 
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siderable  periods  of  time— that  Act  simply  is 
an  obstacle  to  conveyancing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not 
want  to  engage  in  a  minute  legal  discussion 
on  this,  but  I  think  we  are  both  aware  of  the 
difficulties  in  the  land  titles  ofiBce  of  Toronto, 
and  this  is  where  the  difficulty  is  occurring. 

The  legislation  was  passed  last  year  to 
prevent  the  breakup  of  lots.  Then  there  was 
that  extra  provision  inserted  in  the  legislation 
w*hereby  a  municipality  could  exempt  certain 
plans  from  part-lot  control;  particularly  plans 
where  there  would  be  a  semi-detached  hoone 
and  the  division  would  take  place  after  the 
house  was  built. 

In  the  land  titles  system,  of  course,  they 
are  dealing  with  a  number  of  isolated  parcels 
of  land,  perhaps  covering  more  than  one  lot 
and  I  think,  bearing  in  mind  the  practices  in 
the  land  titles  office,  they  have  inserted  on 
their  own  an  additional  precaution,  s'hall  we 
say,  of  an  affidavit  that  this  is  all  the  land 
that  the  holder  owns.  This  has  been  brought 
to  my  attention  and  I  am  trying  to  find  a  way 
whereby  we  can  overcome  the  problem  within 
the  land  titles  oflBce  and  do  away  with  tliat 
affidavit  and  still  maintain  the  practice. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1403.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Windsor  West. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Chairman,  several  days 
ago  the  Windsor  Star  reported  that  Windsor's 
official  plan  was  nearing  completion  and 
would  be  submitted  to  the  minister  for  his 
examination.  The  news  report  also  went  on 
to  say  that  the  planning  director  had  received 
word  from  the  minister's  office  in  Toronto  that 
Windsor  would  be  the  first  municipality  in  the 
province  which  had  achieved  a  certain  inde- 
pendence rnilike  many  other  municipalities,  in 
that  in  the  adoption  of  its  secondary  plans 
under  an  official  plan,  the  approval  of  the 
minister,  or  the  examination  of  the  minister— 
I  do  not  think  "approval"  is  the  correct  word 
in  this  instance— under  The  Planning  Act, 
would  no  longer  be  required  and  that  Wind- 
sor could  proceed  to  amend  its  official  plan 
with  a  view  to  anore  detailed  guidelines  under 
the  secondary  plan  without  the  minister's 
review  of  it. 

Now,  I  wonder  if  the  minister  could  tell 
me  what  lies  beihind  that  particular  exemp- 
tion of  the  procedure  in  Windsor's  case  and 
not  the  other  municipalities  in  the  province? 
Then  I  would  like  to  follow  with  a  number 
of  other  questions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  have  been  experi- 
menting, really,  in  Windsor  because  we  want 


to  try  out  different  ways  of  improving  and 
speeding  up  matters.  In  that  case,  it  will  be 
the  use  of  what  we  call  a  "secondary  plan" 
technique.  Under  a  secondary  plan  you  do  not 
need  the  approval  of  a  minister.  You  sionply 
need  the  approval  of  the  municipal  council 
in  that  particular  case. 

Once  the  official  plan  is  approved  then  you 
can  use  what  we  call  a  "secondary  plan," 
whidh  is,  perhaps,  a  modification  of  it,  as  long 
as  it  complies  with  and  upholds  the  original 
principles  of  the  official  plan.  But  under  those 
the  municipality  can  then  make  necessary 
changes  as  they  see  fit,  within  certain  limita- 
tions, on  their  own  without  coming  to  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Aff-airs  for  the  min- 
ister's approval. 

Now,  I  say  to  you,  as  I  said  in  the  begin- 
ning, it  is  an  experiment.  It  is  an  experiment 
or  pilot  project.  We  want  to  see  if  it  will  work 
and  if  it  will  we  may  well  extend  it  to  other 
areas. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  am  sorry.  I  missed  the  last 
part  of  the  minister's  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  pilot  project  is  an 
experiment.  We  want  to  see  how  it  will  ^vork. 
We  think  it  will  work  in  Windsor.  If  it  does, 
we  will  consider  its  use  in  other  areas. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Are  the  changes  made  under 
an  official  plan  designated  as  a  secondary 
plan,  or  secondary  planning,  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  section  10  of  The  Planning  Act? 
Specffically  subsection  1,  paragraph  (d)  which 
requires  the  planning  board  to  hold  public 
meetings  and  publish  information  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  participation  and 
co-operation  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  planning 
area  in  determining  the  solution  of  problems 
or  matters  aflFeoting  the  development  of  the 
planning  area? 

Does  that  particular  provision  of  section  10 
apply  in  the  case  of  the  secondary  plan? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Both  the  official  plan  and 
the  secondary  plan  will  require  a  public  hear- 
ing within  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Now,  is  the  hearing  the  min- 
ister speaks  of  a  hearing  before  the  planning 
board  or  is  it  a  hearing  in  the  nature  of— 
rather  is  it  action  by  the  planning  board- 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  would  anticipate  that 
when  the  municipality  can  change,  can  make 
modffications  to  the  official  plan,  by  reason 
or  by  means  of  the  secondary  plan,  then 
since  that  is  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
council,  they  would  have  to  hold  a  public 
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hearing,  as  well  as  the  planning  board,  so 
that  the  public  could  be  properly  informed 
and  make  their  objections  or  comments  if 
they  wished. 

Mr.  Peacock:  But  I  am  speaking  of  a 
different  procedure.  I  believe  that  particular 
subsection  1,  paragraph  (d)  of  section  10  of 
the  Act  speaks  of  the  planning  board  holding 
public  meetings  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
the  participation  and  co-operation  of  the  in- 
habitants. I  am  not  speaking  solely  of  a 
meeting  at  which  objections  to  an  official 
plan  can  be  aired  by  residents  of  the  com- 
munity which  the  plan  covers,  a  fairly  formal 
procedure,  one  that  is  likely  to  take  place  in 
the  chambers  of  the  city  council,  or  some 
other  form  used  by  the  planning  board.  I  am 
speaking  rather  of  the  planning  board  mem- 
bers, and  members  of  city  council  and  the 
staff  of  the  planning  board  and  the  depart- 
ments of  planning  and  urban  renewal  in  our 
cities,  in  fact,  holding  what  the  Act  speaks 
of  as  public  meetings— and  I  take  that  to 
mean,  as  happened  in  the  case  of  Toronto 
which  has  engaged  in  the  preparation  and 
adoption  of  an  official  plan  and,  I  believe, 
some  secondary  planning  also— the  holding 
of  meetings  in  the  neighbourhoods  affected 
by  the  drafting  of  secondary  plans. 

And  that  is  why  I  seek  from  the  minister 
an  assurance  that  this  particular  section  apply 
to  any  amendment  to  an  official  plan 
designated  as  secondary  planning. 

It  will  be,  in  fact,  that  particular  initiative 
on  the  part  of  the  plarming  board  and  council 
that  where  secondary  plans  are  drawn  up  or 
are  to  be  prepared,  those  immediately  affected 
by  them  will  be  involved  in  public  meetings 
in  advance  of  the  final  drafting  of  the  plan. 

Now,  as  the  minister  knows,  Windsor's 
official  plan,  which  has  been  revised  by  con- 
sultants, has  been  put  before  the  planning 
board,  city  council  and  the  public,  and  is 
now  close  to  adoption. 

Sometime  in  the  near  future  there  will  be 
the  opportunity  to  draw  clear  guideUnes  for 
land  use  within  the  major  land-use  areas  of 
the  major  official  plan.  And  I  would  trust 
that  at  that  point  those  people  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood immediately  affected  by  secondary 
planning  would  be  involved  in  the  manner 
described  in  Section  10. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  it  is  good  practise. 
In  a  number  of  municipalities— in  particular 
my  own— while  they  were  not  using  secondary 
plans,  nevertheless  they  held  public  meetings 
in  reference  to  what  they  called  district 
plans.  And  I  think  it  is  a  good  thing  to  do  so. 


It  requires  that  you  hold  a  public  hearing  on 
the  matter  before  it  is  adopted.  I  encourage 
them  to  hold  public  meetings  of  a  discussion 
nature  so  people  can  be  informed  before  they 
have  to  make  a  final  decision. 

Mr.  Peacock:  One  last  question,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Could  the  minister  tell  me  how  section 
12  applies— <the  section  which  requires  a  plan 
upon  adoption  by  council?  I  presume  it  will 
be  submitted  to  the  minister?  Is  a  secondary 
plan  taken  to  be  an  amendment  to  the  official 
plan,  and  therefore  not  caught  by  Section  12? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  we  bear  in  mind 
section  12,  but  I  do  not  think  it  necessary 
that  it  be  strictly  complied  with  in  reference 
to  a  secondary  plan,  once  I,  as  minister,  have 
approved  the  official  plan  wherein  secondary 
plans  are  contemplated— because  those  would 
be  set  out  and  specified. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  know,  the 
minister  is  fine  where  there  are  official  plans. 
At  the  moment  the  City  of  Hamilton,  for 
example,  is  in  the  process  of  drafting  an 
official  plan.  It  is  doing  a  lot  of  work  and 
drawing  up  many  area  plans,  and  there  are 
proposals  for  neighbourhood  developments 
throughout  suburban  areas  in  the  City  of 
Hamilton. 

But  it  is  very  difficult  for  tenants  and  resi- 
dents to  cope  with  the  problems  that  arise 
when  the  municipality  decides  to  rezone  a 
piece  of  land  that  previously  may  have  been 
zoned  agriculture  for  holding  purposes,  and 
where  the  requirement  requires  that  only  a 
few  of  the  residents  abutting  the  property,  or 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  property,  be 
notffied  of  the  change  in  zoning  and  the 
intent  or  purpose  for  which  the  change  is 
being  contemplated. 

Now,  what  I  want  to  ask  the  minister  is 
when  Ontario  Housing  Corporation  builds  in 
an  area— where  it  purchases  land  and  builds, 
as  it  has  done  in  the  east  end  of  the  city  of 
Hamilton— and  they  have  built  approximately 
300  family  units  there;  there  are  a  great  many 
children— do  they  get  hold  of  the  zoning  and 
planning  for  the  area  and  bring  this  to  the 
community  planning  branch  before  they  pro- 
ceed with  the  development  of  their  sub- 
division? Do  they  do  this,  in  the  case  of 
municipalities  where  it  is  right  within  the 
municipal  boundaries?  Do  they? 

Hon.  Mr,  Bales:  Yes,  they  bring  their  plans 
to  us  in  these  areas.  I  have  never  been  able 
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to   find    an   absolute    requirement   that   they 
must  but  it  is  a  practice. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  they  do  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Fine,  and  when  they  bring 
those  plans,  do  they  bring  the  plan  complete 
with  the  proposed  development  of  all  of  the 
abutting  lands  and  adjoining  lands  in  the 
immediate  vicinity? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  think  there  is  a 
standard  practice  on  that  matter.  I  think  they 
indicate,  in  general  terms,  the  development 
proposal  but  I  do  not  think  it  shows  in  great 
detail  the  exact  type  of  development. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  in  taking  a  look  at  a  pro- 
posed plan,  would  the  planning  branch  take 
into  consideration  such  things  as  traffic  flow— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  —in  determining  the  suitability 
of  a  location? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  would.  If,  then,  subse- 
quent to  the  development  taking  place— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  May  I  say,  just  for  your 
information,  not  only  traffic  flow  but  schools, 
for  example,  sewage,  parks,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  Deans:  Shopping  plazas. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well  yes,  general  facilities. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  the  reason  I  ask  is  to  do 
with  a  shopping  plaza  and  I  want  to  get 
something  clear  in  my  mind. 

Ontario  Housing  Corporation  has  built  a 
fairly  extensive  low  rental,  or  geared -to-in- 
come  housing  project  in  the  east  end  of  the 
City  of  Hamilton.  Within  a  year  of  its  com- 
pletion, the  city  rezoned  from  agricultural  to 
commercial  a  very  large  area  between  High- 
way 20  and  Kenora  Avenue,  north  of  Queens- 
ton  Road.  That  means  nothing  to  you,  I  am 
sure,  but  it  is  within  300  or  400  feet  of  the 
housing  development. 

The  traffic  will  inevitably  flow  toward,  and 
if  not  through,  at  least  by  or  past  much  of 
the  development  that  is  already  there— be- 
tween a  school  and  the  housing. 

Now,  it  would  seem  to  me  that  when  these 
kinds  of  changes  are  contemplated,  Ontario 
Housing  Corporation  would,  in  conjunction 
with  the  planning  branch,  pay  some  particu- 
lar   attention    to    changes    in    zoning    within 


municipalities  immediately  adjacent  to  its 
own  developments  and  that  the  planning 
branch  might  make  representation  to  the 
municipality  in  regard  to  changes  contem- 
plated which  wfll  affect  the  lives  and  per- 
haps the  safety  of  young  people  who  live  in 
the  area  because  that  is  where  Ontario 
Housing  built. 

Now,  are  any  changes  contemplated  so 
Ontario  Housing  will  pay  more  attention  to 
what  is  happening  around  its  developments 
so  that  the  planning  branch  will  be  able  to 
function  more  effectively  to  ensure  develop- 
ments which  belong  to  the  Province  of  On- 
tario are  developed  in  a  way  compatible  to 
adjacent  facilities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  First  of  all,  you  are  refer- 
ring really  to  practices  of  Ontario  Housing 
which  do  not  come  under  me.  Bear  in  mind 
the  appeal  on  such  zoning  changes  is  directly 
to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board.  If  an  official 
plan  change  is  involved,  then  we  in  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs  are  involved 
in  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  I  disagree  of  course  and 
I  understand  that.  What  bothers  me,  though, 
is  that  in  the  interim  period,  while  the  plan  is 
being  drafted,  we  are  having  all  kinds  of 
changes  made.  Cadillac  Development  is  in- 
volved in  this  particular  problem,  but  we  are 
having  a  great  number  of  development  com- 
panies, which  are  purchasing  land  and  having 
it  rezoned. 

Now  this  is  going  on  immediately,  prior  to 
any  official  plan  being  accepted.  It  would 
seem  to  me  that  during  this  interim  period, 
wherever  Ontario  Housing  is  at  least  in- 
volved, they  should  pay  particular  attention 
to  changes  that  are  being  made  and  that 
those  things  should  be  reported  to  the  plan- 
ning branch  in  order  that  the  planning  branch 
can,  if  it  so  desires,  make  representation 
either  to  the  municipality,  as  to  the  advisa- 
bility of  the  proposed  zoning  change  in  keep- 
ing with  their  overall  planning  concept,  or  to 
the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  if  need  be  in 
regard  to  the  zoning  change  as  it  affects  the 
residents  of  the  area. 

I  think  there  is  a  certain  laxity,  a  laxness  in 
this  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1403.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  two  more  com- 
ments under  this. 

First,  I  would  like  the  minister's  comments 
on   this   one   problem.    Personally,   I   do   not 
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know  myself  \^hat  can  be  done  about  it,  and 
it  has  to  do  with  applications  for  consent  for 
property  severance  of  one  lot  off  another  lot 
in  the  city. 

Let  us  face  it,  it  is  a  well-known  fact  that 
if  a  person  wants  the  severance  and  a  separa- 
tion and  a  consent  to  separate  one  lot  from 
an  extra  large  lot  that  he  has,  if  it  should 
happen  that  the  municipality  wants,  say  10 
feet  for  street  widening,  there  is  just  no  way 
the  man  in  question  is  going  to  get  the  con- 
sent for  the  separation  unless  he  gives  the 
land  to  the  city. 

Well  actually,  the  municipality  is  acting  in 
good  faith  to  get  its  work  done  at  the  least 
possible  cost.  But  on  the  other  hand,  I  think 
there  is  a  principle  involved  here  where  each 
transaction  should  stand  on  its  own  merits. 
If  in  fact,  the  land  originally,  say,  was  two 
lots  but  it  is  on  one  deed  now  and  it  can  be 
severed  and  the  consent  can  be  given  on  the 
merits  of  whether  you  will  have  two  properly 
composed  lots  after  the  severance  is  made, 
then  I  think  it  should  be  given  and  the  ex- 
propriation proceeding  or  the  work  that  has 
to  be  done  then,  to  negotiate  a  price  for  the 
land  for  street  widening,  should  be  handled 
then  as  a  separate  transaction.  In  many 
cases— I  am  speaking  of  one  particularly  in 
the  city  of  Barrie^the  city  has  no  immediate 
use  for  this  street  widening  but  the  man  in 
question  has  immediate  use  for  the  property 
separation  to  get  one  lot  off.  The  city  said: 
"Sure,  the  committee  of  adjustment  would  be 
glad  to  give  consent  but  we  will  only  do  it 
on  the  basis  that  you  pay  the  lot  levy  which 
was  agreed  to,  five  per  cent  dedication,  plus 
free  land  for  street  widening." 

Well,  I  really  think  they  were— you  know, 
putting  the  knife  in  pretty  deep  in  that  par- 
ticular transaction. 

An  hon.  member:  Blackmail. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  it  is  blackmail,  as  the  hon. 
member  said.  We  all  realize  that  that  is  what 
it  is  and  I  know  that  the  miuiicipality  wants 
to  get  the  land  as  cheaply  as  it  can. 

But  the  principle  here  is  that  each  transac- 
tion should  stand  up  on  its  own  merits.  They 
should  not  give  any  favours  to  separate  that 
lot,  just  to  get  some  land  for  nothing.  Con- 
versely, they  should  not  hold  him  up  from 
getting  a  proper  consent  to  separation  by 
making  him  give  the  land  free  because  10 
years  from  now,  when  they  want  the  land 
they  are  going  to  have  to  maybe  expropriate 
it  and  make  a  monetary  settlement  with  some 
of  the  people  on  the  street  and  for  some 


reason,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  munic- 
pality  is  working  in  the  interest  of  the  tax- 
payers, the  whole  deal  has  kind  of  a  dicey 
smell  in  my  view. 

Could  I  have  the  minister  s  comments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  very  briefly, 
if  the  decision  of  the  committee  of  adjustment 
as  to  the  severance  and  so  on  is  not  satis- 
factory to  the  applicant  then  he  should  appeal 
it  to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board.  I  know  a 
number  of  cases  where  the  board  has  changed 
the  decision  over  cancelled  conditions  and  so 
on.  That  is  what  the  board  is  there  for  and 
people  should  have  that  right- 
Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  particular 
instance  was  then  upheld  by  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board.  So  they  were  partners  and 
part  and  parcel  to  the  same  deal  that  the  city 
was  trying  to  make.  Well,  in  other  words, 
the  minister  has  no  solution  for  that  problem, 
but  I  think— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  df  you  have  the  right 
of  appeal  that  is  what  should  be  done. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  but  the  minister  does  admit 
that  this  is  the  procedure  municipalities  are 
using  to  get  land  for  nothing,  where  the  case 
permits. 

Well,  the  other  point  I  would  like  to  ask 
for  a  brief  comment  on  by  the  minister  is 
what  is  the  community  planning  branch  now 
doing  to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  disasters 
such  as  Century  City?  Century  City,  as  you 
know- 
Mr.  Deans:  You  can  move  Stanley  Randall 
for  one  thing. 

Mr.   Good:    —I   mentioned   in  my   leadoff 

speech- 
Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  He  is  only  one 

of  the  five. 

Mr.  Good:  -that  the  mess  that  is  up  there 
now,  it  does  not  and  never  did  fit  into  the 
regional  development  plans  of  the  Toronto- 
centred  region.  Similarly,  the  3,000  acres 
assembled  by  Ontario  Housing  Corporation  in 
my  own  area,  which  is  on  the  other  extreme 
fringe  of  the  Toronto-centred  region,  did  not 
fit  into  the  overall  plan  there.  So  we  go  right 
back  to  the  same  old  problem  as  to  who  is 
doing  the  planning  and  we  find  that  every- 
body is  trying  to  do  it,  and  there  does  not 
seem  to  be  any  co-ordination;  but  has  the 
cabinet  reached  a  decision,  Mr.  Minister, 
through  the  Chairman,  on  Century  City, 
whether   they   are    going   to  try   to   let   the 
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developers  xeftrieve  something  from  the  wreck- 
age and  maybe  do  somethmg  with  the  area 
or,  if  they  block  it,  is  it  going  back  to  the 
farmers,  or  what  can  be  done  for  that  par- 
ticular area?  The  situation  is  reaching  crisis 
proportions  in  the  area  where  people  are  not 
getting  their  payments;  they  cannot  foreclose 
on  their  mortgages  and  buildings  are  falling 
into  wrack  and  ruin.  The  development,  as  1 
understand  it  now,  is  of  a  very  questionable 
nature  and  is  awaiting  cabinet  decision. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  the  long  range  I  think 
what  we  need  to  stress  and  what  we  are 
stressing  is  regional  planning.  On  that  par- 
ticular problem  that  you  are  dealing  with,  this 
is  one  of  the  conflicts  to  be  resolved  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Toronto-centred  region  plan.  Of 
course,  it  is  directly  under  The  Department 
of  the  Treasury,  but  this  department  has  a 
part  to  play  in  that  and  those  conflicts  are 
being  worked  on  now  to  try  to  resolve  them. 
There  are  a  number  across  the  northern  part 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  to  the  west  and 
to  the  east.  The  Treasurer  stated,  I  think,  in 
March  that  it  would  be  resolved  hopefully 
before  six  months  or  within  six  months,  and 
I  think,  from  my  knowledge  of  it  in  the  inter- 
val, that  that  will  certainly  be  done. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  just  following  up  that  question.  In 
principle,  I  am  interested  to  find  out  the 
minister's  attitude  toward  developments  in 
general  of  this  sort— whether  he  prefers  to 
have  developments  occur  around  existing  com- 
munities or  have  someone  try  to  start  some- 
thing brand  new  in  the  middle  of  a  lot  of 
existing  communities;  so  it  is  not  in  the 
middle,  but  is  quite  disruptive  of  what  the 
planning  pattern  had  been  as  developed  by 
the  conmiunities  in  the  neighbouring  area. 
What  is  the  minister's  attitude  in  such  plan- 
ning? Does  he  encourage  planning  around 
existing  communities  lor  does  he  encourage 
the  type  of  situation  that  Century  City 
involved  which  is  a  brand-new  thing  set  out 
in  the  middle  of  the  countryside? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  If  an  existing  municipality, 
or  an  existing  development,  has  an  ofiicial 
plan  or  can  develop  an  official  plan,  so  that 
there  is  proper  planning  control  or  regional 
planning,  then  I  think  it  is  better  that  they 
develop  it  around  the  existing  area  rather 
than  start  fresh.  But  I  think  it  is  important 
that  there  be  a  basic  plan  there. 

One  thing  I  would  just  mention  is  that  we 
have  a  new  regional  government  north  of 
Toronto,  in  your  particular  area— York  regional 


government.  Now  there  are  a  number  of  con- 
flicts that  have  to  be  resolved  as  between 
Metropolitan  Toronto  and  the  York  region 
area,  so  I  have  established  a  working  com- 
mittee of  chairmen  of  those  two  areas  who 
meet  with  me  on  a  regular  basis,  and  with 
their  officials.  So  we  have  an  area,  or  a 
means,  whereby  matters  that  have  to  be 
resolved  between  them  for  the  better  running 
of  the  two  areas  can  be  resolved  directly, 
rather  than  corresponding  back  and  forth, 
and  that  committee  meets  on  a  regular  basis, 
as  I  said,  in  my  office,  under  my  chairman- 
ship, so  that  they  can  function,  bring  their 
problems  there,  and  we  find  a  way  to  resolve 
them  if  possible.  If  not,  we  will  find  a  means 
whereby  action  wfll  come  about. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  commend 
the  minister  for  working  in  that  direction  as 
between  Metro  and  York  region.  What  about 
the  areas  to  the  east  and  the  west?  Is  there 
a  similar  relationship?  Or  is  it  the  minister's 
intention  to  have  one  group  which  meets 
regularly  with  the  minister  that  involves  this 
whole  Toronto-centred  region  in  order  that 
the  planning  might  be  co-ordinated? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  may  develop  in  time 
but  it  is  not  the  situation  at  the  moment 
because  there  are  not  any  regional  govern- 
ments east  and  west. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  a  short  question.  I 
missed  that.  Is  this  going  to  be  allowed  to 
proceed,  this  development  of  Century  City? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  What  one  is  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  Century  City  going  to  be 
allowed  to  proceed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Century  City  is  one  of 
the  conflicts  that  has  to  be  resolved  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Toronto-centred  region  context 
and  the  Treasurer  said  that  it  would  be 
resolved  within  six  months,  back  from  March, 
and  I  expect  it  will  be.  I  know  that  there  are 
certain  works  that  are  going  on  in  reference 
to  those  matters  in  discussion  and  I  know 
there  is  a  number  of  them  in  the  area  west 
of  Toronto,  and  in  areas  to  the  east.  There  is 
a  number  of  these  matters  that  must  be 
resolved  and  the  work  is  proceeding  fairly 
well  on  them. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  very  briefly, 
I  know  the  minister  inherited  this  but  the 
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brief  they  have  submitted  in  the  final  para- 
graph says: 

In  summing  up,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
development  must  be  allowed  to  proceed. 
The  concept  has  been  supported  in  principle 
by  the  township  council,  editorials  in  all 
local  newspapers,  and  our  legislative  repre- 
sentative. Dr.  Dymond.  In  addition,  the 
province  through  its  cabinet  ministers  did 
not  object  nor  indicate  that  the  concept 
was  improper  or  contravened  any  pro- 
vincial planning  principles  prior  to  its 
inception.  Accordingly,  this  committee  now 
urges  the  province  to  allow  the  project  to 
proceed  and  that  such  decision  be  made 
as  quickly  as  possible. 

What  happens  that  the  autonomy  of  all  these 
people  has  to  mesh  or  jibe  with  the  overall 
Metro  picture?  Why  cannot  these  people  run 
their  own  show?  What  has  happened  to 
democracy? 

I  want  to  say  that  the  other  day  I  was 
talking  to  a  chap  and  he  asked  me  what  I 
thought  of  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs? 
I  said  I  thought  he  was  a  very  able  minister. 
If  anyone  could  get  any  sense  out  of  Munic- 
ipal Affairs,  he  could.  He  said  one  night  they 
were  worrying  about  the  sidewalks  up  in 
Etobicoke  there.  They  got  into  their  cups 
and  at  midnight  they  phoned  the  minister  and 
asked  him  if  he  would  come  across  to  their 
house  and  talk  to  them.  He  came  across  to 
their  house  at  midnight  and  he  heard  their 
problem  and  he  solved  the  fact  that  there 
would  be  no  sidewalks.  That  is  why  they  all 
vote  for  him  up  there  because  he  took  the 
time  one  night  at  midnight  to  go  and  solve 
their  problem. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  think  this  minister  will  do 
a  good  job. 

Mr.  L.  A.  Braithwaite  (Etobicoke):  Not  in 
Etobicoke,  I  do  not  think. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  it  was  up  that  way 
some  place. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  minister 
was  in  his  cups. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  hon.  member  thinks 
I  was  in  my  cups. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  no,  I  did  not.  I  said  he 

was  not.  They  were. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  a  minute.  May  I 
clear  one  thing  up?  I  do  not  represent  Etobi- 
coke. 


Mr.  Braithwaite:  They  have  a  good  member 
up  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  was  up  that  way  some 
place.  But  the  fact  is  that  with  the  deputy 
minister  the  minister  has  he  can  do  a  job  in 
solving  this  mess  he  has  inherited.  What 
happens  to  the  fact  that  these  people  in  their 
democratic  principles  make  these  decisions 
and  then  God  comes  down  from  the  min- 
ister's department  and  says,  "No  dice,  it  can- 
not work?"  What  is  happening  to  our  system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Bear  this  in  mind  with 
reference  to  Uxbridge  township,  I  am  advised 
that  the  present  official  plan  for  that  area 
does  not  contemplate  Century  City.  The 
zoning  bylaws  for  Uxbridge  do  permit  the 
development. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Amend  the  plan  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  All  right.  But  these  are 
the  officials  of  the  area  and  it  is  their  official 
plan  and  it  is  their  zoning  bylaws,  but  they 
have  not  amended  them  to  accommodate 
Century  City  as  of  the  present  time.  A  num- 
ber of  individuals  have  decided  they  would 
like  to  develop  a  Century  City  in  that  locality, 
but  the  zoning  bylaws  have  not  been  changed 
by  the  duly  elected  officials  of  the  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  was  not  going  to  do  this  to 
the  minister,  but,  sitting  here  listening,  I 
thought  it  might  be  a  good  idea.  I  wonder  if 
I  could  draw  from  the  minister  any  notions 
with  respect  to  how  his  department  ap- 
proaches city  planning  and  municipal  plan- 
ning. What  are  the  ingredients  that  go  into 
its  notion  of  what  a  city  ought  to  be? 

Perhaps  the  best  place  to  start  would  be 
with  the  city  of  Los  Angeles.  If  the  minister 
has  been  there  on  occasions,  he  knows  that 
there  is  a  city  that  lacks  a  soul.  Aldous 
Huxley  once  called  it  the  city  of  dreadful 
joy.  It  is  an  amorphous,  inchoate  mass  lying 
there  by  the  Pacific  without  any  central 
purpose,  without  any  rhyme  or  reason. 

Place  that  city  in  your  mind,  that  partic- 
ular kind  of  megalopolis  in  your  mind,  over 
against  the  kind  of  city,  as  I  understand  it, 
that,  say,  Jane  Jacobs  would  propose.  She 
thinks  there  is  nothing  wrong  with  very  large 
concentrated  cities  provided  that  the  cities— I 
think  she  works  basically  on  a  neighbourhood 
conception  that  the  cities  are  made  up  of 
individual  small  towns  or  villages  within  the 
city,  each  with  a  wide  and  deep  mix  of  com- 
mercial    development,     of     maybe     a     httle 


JUNE  21,  1971 


3037 


apartment  dwelling,  even  highrise,  people 
living  in  houses,  in  condominiums,  in  any 
number  of  things,  with  a  mixed  commercial 
content,  where  the  neighbourhood  has  a 
definite  character  and  where  one  walks  along 
the  street  and  greets  one's  neighbour,  gets  to 
know  the  people.  People  are  not  hived  off  in 
some  kind  of  secluded,  or  elite,  or  whatever 
it  happens  to  be,  portion  divided  from  their 
fellow  man,  and  leave  their  highrise  apart- 
ment at  the  top  of  Spadina  Road,  drive  down 
in  the  isolation  of  their  motor  car  to  their 
office  and  pass  no  living  human  thing  nor 
pass  a  human  word  in  between, 

I  think  that  the  contention  there  is  that 
there  is  something  dehumanized,  something 
deeply  alienated,  about  great  cities  that  oper- 
ate on  that  particular  principle  and  that  the 
human  beings  who  come  out  of  it  are  deeply 
mentally  ill,  which  is  usually  the  case,  and 
therefore  full  of  paranoia,  full  of  hate,  fear, 
anxiety,  what  you  will,  on  the  one  side  of 
the  fence.  I  think  the  life  in  the  cities  that 
you  build  breeds  this  kind  of  human  being— 
that  the  environment  in  which  we  live  is 
terribly  determinative  of  how  sanguine  or 
generous  or  able  to  enter  in  to  the  lot  of 
other  people  we  may  be. 

When  you  go  into  the  planning,  does  the 
minister  take  those  psychological,  moral  or 
sociological  features  into  consideration?  Where 
does  he  put  his  weight? 

Let  us  take  the  highrises  as  an  isolated 
example.  Again,  as  they  have  existed— the 
ones  that  Hellyer  took  issue  with,  for  instance 
—there  were  no  communal  amenities  supplied. 
There  was  not  that  proper  mix.  There  was 
not  even  a  coffee  shop  in  the  basement,  or 
on  the  first  floor,  in  which  they  could  reach 
some  common  form  of  rubbing  shoulders  or 
camaraderie  or  just  simple  human  contact. 
They  lived  in  boxes  in  isolation  and  went  out 
from  there  to  whatever  places  they  found 
their  amusement,  or  even  to  sit  in  a  restaur- 
ant and  have  a  piece  of  pie. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  think  that  the  high- 
rise  need  not  be  a  completely  inhuman  form 
of  box  or  machine.  On  the  contrary,  with 
swimming  pool  facilities,  with  a  coffee  shop 
somewhere  in  the  building,  with  perhaps 
other  shops  available  or  places  where  people 
can  meet,  a  little  restaurant,  a  park,  there  is 
then  set  up  within  at  least  that  cell  in  society 
a  possibility  for  people  opening  out  and 
coming  into  more  rapport,  more  understand- 
ing, in.y  can  talk  to  one  another  in  a  way 
that  the  present  highrise,  by  and  large,  does 
not  bring  about. 


I  could  spend  a  good  deal  of  time  on  this. 
As  you  can  see,  it  is  a  whole  theory  of  cities 
as  to  what  they  ought  to  be,  what  they  can 
be,  but  to  foreshorten  it,  to  get  these  estimates 
over  with,  I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he  has 
given  much  thought  to,  or  has  his  department 
given  mudh  thought  to,  what  the  constitution 
of  cities  ought  to  be,  as  to  whether  or  not  he 
thinks  the  megalopolis,  the  very  great  city, 
the  milliard-denizen  city,  is  inhuman  and 
breeds  impersonality  and  conflict,  or  whether 
he  thinks  it  is  or  can  be,  and  under  What  con- 
ditions it  may  be,  a  humane  institution  devel- 
oping the  higihest  kind  of  intelligent  rapport. 

We  never  grow  either,  in  terms  of  our 
personalities  which  cover  our  whole  selves  or 
in  terms  of  our  ability  to  think,  unless  we  are 
constantly  sparking  ourselves  against  other 
people— not  grating,  just  sparking.  People  go 
through  their  lives  like  soone  morose,  most 
self-enclosed  creatures,  which  is  the  tendency 
in  contemporary  society,  to  move  througih  the 
area  of  millions  without  saying  a  word,  and 
without  anyone  addressing  you. 

This  is  quite  possible,  this  terrifying  isola- 
tion of  the  cities,  the  more  people  who  seem 
to  be  concentrated  together  like  rats  in  a 
warren  of  some  kind.  I  say  to  you  it  seems  to 
me  that  it  need  not  be  so,  but  if  it  is  not  to 
be  so,  it  is  not  along  the  lines  of  the  inchoate, 
chaotic  growth  that  our  cities  have  experi- 
enced. The  other  development,  the  way  of 
increased  personality,  would  have  to  be  de- 
liberately planned.  Does  the  minister's  depart- 
ment have  plans  afoot  in  order  to  plan  cities, 
in  this  particular  way?  Does  it  give  some 
credence  to  the  Jane  Jacobs  theory  of  neigh- 
bourhoods which  have  a  geographical  and 
soul  centre  where  people  congregate  and 
recognize  it?  Does  it  seek  to  plan  cities,  at 
least,  to  any  degree  to  give  effect  to  that? 

So  far  as  I  can  see  the  developments  up 
along  Avenue  Road  or  through  many  areas 
of  the  upper  part  of  the  city  of  Toronto  have 
no  sort  of  feeling  in  this  particular  regard, 
except  for  the  bee  conception  of  the  highrise, 
which  is  usually  a  fairly  palatial  type  of 
thing,  where  the  possibility  of  some  move- 
ment between  the  individuals  is  concerned. 
But  as  far  as  the  relationship  with  the  local 
community  is  concerned,  there  is  not  any. 
They  are  absolutely  cut  off.  You  watch  along 
a  vista,  as  far  as  the  eye  can  see,  building 
after  building  rise,  knowing  that  all  these 
human  beings  there,  and  that,  except  perhaps 
within  the  confines  of  their  own  buildings, 
their  brick  and  mortar,  they  have  no  ties  to 
or  organic  roots  with  or  any  type  of  beholding 
or  loyalty  to  the  wider  community,  nor  is  any 
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access  given  in  ithis  particular  direction  by 
the  way  in  which  we  permit  buildings  to  go 
up. 

There  are  a  few  thoughts  that  I  thought 
might  just  be  injected  into  the  estimates  this 
year  on  Municipal  Affairs,  and  I  would  be 
pleased  with  whatever  the  minister  has  to 
say  about  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
hon,  member  makes  a  number  of  good  points, 
and  he  raises  questions  of  much  concern.  The 
Toronto-centred  region  concept,  I  think,  is  an 
attemirt  to  look  at  large  urban  areas  such  as 
this,  to  see  what  additional  needs  must  be 
provided  or  met  over  a  long  period  of  time. 
Are  we  just  going  to  let  cities  grow  or  sprawl 
out  without  any  provision  for  those  extra 
amenities,  parklands,  and  so  on,  that  we  need? 
I  do  not  know  Los  Angeles  well.  I  have  only 
been  there  once.  It  seemed  to  me  it  just 
spread  over  a  vast  area  of  land. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  has  not  missed 
anything. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  have  not  missed  anything. 
I  have  been  there  once.  But  some  few  years 
ago  I  spent  four  years  on  the  council  of 
North  York.  At  that  time  we  were  just  begin- 
ning the  multiple-family,  highrise  development 
in  that  borough,  and  we  had  to  take  into 
account  the  social  as  well  as  the  economic 
needs.  I  recognize,  of  course,  it  is  easier  there 
where  one  has— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Or  the  political  needs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  the  political  needs. 
But  when  you  have  developed  the  areas  from 
the  beginning,  you  have  seen  highrise  apart- 
ments put  adjacent  to  many  single-family 
home  areas,  but  they  are  integrated  with 
shopping  centres  and  recreational  facilities, 
and  so  on.  It  is  easier  there  than  when  you 
have  a  rezoning  in  the  heart  of  a  city.  It 
tends  to  provide  those  kinds  of  extra  social 
or  other  facilities  that  are  needed  for  the 
people  who  will  live  in  that  highrise  develop- 
ment. It  is  diflBcult  to  do  in  those  cases,  but 
I  think  it  is  extremely  important,  if  you  take 
into  account  the  social  needs  of  the  people 
that  will  live  in  these  different  types  of  hous- 
ing developments. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  last 
section  of  this  vote,  the  minister  is  asking  for 
an  increase  of  about  $400,000,  about  half  a 
million  dollars  increased  to  $1,200,000  for 
researc'h  and  special  studies.  Over  the  years, 
in  this  department,  many  millions  of  dollars 
under    this    vote    have    gone    into    research. 


special  studies,  for  planning  functions,  and  so 
forth,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister,  does 
a  local  issue  like  the  saving  of  a  seat  for  the 
member  for  St.  Andrew-St.  Patrick  (Mr. 
Grossman),  does  that  supersede  all  planning 
so  that  you  would  clc^e  the  Spadina  Express- 
way? 

For  the  last  10  years  you  have  been  plan- 
ning this  thing.  What  supersedes  a  planning 
picture  that  cost  us  millions  of  dollars?  How 
does  saving  a  seat  for  this  man  become  more 
important  than— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Do  not  forget  to  tell  that  to 
the  Liberal  candidate  in  my  riding,  that  I 
was  responsible  for  it. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  That  will  not 
save  your  seat. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  does  the  minister  then 
relate  this  fact  that  we  have  spent  X  millions 
of  dollars  to  this  point  on  this  project— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  My  colleague  says  the 
seat  has  not  been  saved. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  does  he  relate  the  fact 
that  Fred  Gardiner  says  that— 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  had  better 
be  there  all  the  time. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —regardless  of  what  the 
Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  said,  that  Spadina  will 
be  built.  He  says  in  a  quote  on  the  front  page 
of  the  Star:  "The  Premier  obviously  is  play- 
ing politics;  he  did  it  to  gain  votes." 

Mr.  Peacock:  The  member  must  be  trying 
to  establish  a  presence  in  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  never  could  with  the  mem- 
ber for  Windsor  West  here.  I  never  can. 

How  does  the  minister  then  justify  his 
saying:  "Okay,  we  will  give  you  $1.5  million 
for  research",  while  anytime  along  the  pike 
you  can  flick  out  and  say:  "Well,  we  are 
going  to  be  expedient  and  cut  off  an  express- 
way to  save  a  seat  for  a  member"?  Is  there 
any  sense  in  us  discussing  money  at  all? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Maybe  they  had  some  other 
reasons. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  look  at  the  estimates. 
You  will  see  that  much  of  it  is  applied  for 
other  projects— for  example,  Wasaga  Beach, 
and  so  on.  The  Premier  in  his  statement  with 
reference  to  the  Spadina  Expressway  was,  I 
think,  clear  and  concise  in  the  way  he  put  it. 
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He    was    thinking    of    the    planning    in    the 
broader  aspect  and  1  think  we— 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain):  New 
wave. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  care  to 
comment  on  the  statement  of  Fred  Gardiner 
that  it  will  be  buik  after  the  election? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  I  think  the  Premier's 

statements- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Then  Mr.  Gardiner  is  wrong. 

It  will  not  be  built,  the  minister  thinks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  the  Premier's  state- 
ment will  hold. 

Vote  1403  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1404: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Effective  local  government. 
The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  public 
account  makes  interesting  reading.  Before  the 
minister  came  on  the  scene  we  established  in 
this  government— at  least,  it  was  to  have  been 
established— a  purchasing  department.  We 
have  an  expenditure  for  stationery  of 
$822,000  to  a  firm  called  Cambrian  Stationers 
-$822,000. 

Mr.  Chairman:  May  I  ask  what  this  has  to 
do  with  this  vote?  It  is  regional  government- 
Mr.  Sargent:  We  are  talking  about  efficient 
local  government,  right? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  efi^ective. 
Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  sorry.  Not  on  this  vote? 
Mr.  Chairman:  We  do  not  just- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Effective  local  government. 
Mr.  Deans:  That  does  not  make  it  efiicient. 

Mr.  Chairman:  May  I  just  explain  that  that 
is  part  of  the  public  accounts  for  a  previous 
year,  whidh  is  money  spent.  This  is  the  esti- 
mates of  the— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Oh,  come  on,  Mr.  Chairman! 
Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no- 
Mr.  Sargent:  We  have  a  chance  to  speak 

on   this    minister's    department,    on   how   he 

spends  his  money. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  you  may  refer  to  it  as 
an  example,  but— 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  bet  your  boots,  I  may. 


Mr.  Chairman:  —do  not  ask  too  many 
questions  about  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  not? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Because  that  is  not  the 
place  for  this. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  Better  give  up.  You  can- 
not win. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  do  you  mean,  do  not 
ask  too  many  questions  about  it?  It  might  be 
embarrassing  to  the  government? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  mean  you  cannot  ask 
questions  on  the  public  accounts  on  money 
that  was  spent  a  couple  of  years  ago.  We 
are  studying  the  estimates  for  the  year  1971- 
1972. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  must  be  kidding,  eh? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  am  not. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  must  be  kidding. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  can  refer  to  them  if 
you  want  to  illustrate  a  point,  but  that  is 
about  the  extent  of  it.  You  cannot  ask  detailed 
questions  during  these  estimates. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Where  would  you  suggest  we 
do  ask  these  questions? 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  public  accounts  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  does  not  answer 
for  his  department  then? 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  not  what  I  said. 
There  is  a  place  to  study  questions  about  the 
public  accounts— that  is,  money  that  has 
already  been  spent  as  compared  with  this 
particular  phase  in  the  operation  where  we 
are  discussing  the  estimates  of  money  about 
to  be  spent  for  next  year,  the  plans  for  next 
year. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  could  use  it  as  an 
illustration. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  may  refer  to  it  as  a 
reference  on  which  to  base  some  up  to  date 
remark,  but— 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  do  you  justify  spending 
almost  $1  million  dollars  for  stationery  from 
one  finm? 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  really  lias  nothing  to 
do  with  this  vote. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  want  to  find  out.  My  money 
is  being  spent  not  his  money. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Maybe  the  minister  can  give 
you  a  quick  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Ghairman,  I  do  not 
want  to  breach  any  of  your  rulings.  If  I  can 
help  the  hon.  member  I  would  be  glad  to  do 
it.  You  appreciate  that  I  do  not  know  all  the 
details  but  this,  I  believe,  pertains  to  the  take- 
over of  the  assessment  arrangeanents  by  the 
province.  They  had  to  take  over  a  large 
number  of  municipal  assessment  departments, 
bring  them  within  the  department,  and  pro- 
vide new  oflBce  equipment  and  so  on.  Tliis 
was  done  on  a  tender  basis.  I  believe  there 
was  a  strike  involved  at  the  time  and  these 
people  were  one  of  the  tenderers;  the  second 
lowest,  I  believe.  The  lowest  tender  could  not 
be  accepted;  it  defaulted  because  it  could 
not  provide  the  equipment. 

Mr.  Sargent:  May  I  ask  how  the  minister 
would  know  that,  not  being  in  the  depart- 
ment? How  would  he  know  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  did  not  know  it  in  detail. 
I  have  a  very  able  staff  who  try  to  keep  me 
acquainted  on  matters  that  you  may  raise. 

Mr.  Sargent:  As  a  matter  of  policy— esti- 
mate policy— was  this  large  expenditure  on  an 
item  like  stationery,  not  placed  through  the 
purchasing  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  advised  by  the  execu- 
tive director  that  they  called  for  quotations 
through  The  Department  of  Public  Works. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  was  not  placed  through 
purchasing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Through  The  Department 
of  Public  Works. 

Mr.  Sargent:  As  a  miatter  of  policy  here, 

another  thing- 
Mr.  Chairman:  That  would  be  vote  1401, 

departmental  administration.  This  vote,  1404, 

has   to  do   with  local    government,   regional 

government,  this  sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  the  systems  develop- 
ment. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Let  us  get 
back  to  the  subway  in  Owen  Sound.  That  is 
what  we  want  to  hear  about. 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  sure  as  hell  would  never 
have  got  it  while  you  were  there,  I  will  teU 
you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Sit  down  for  a  few  minutes. 


Mr.  Sargent:  You  just  buik  them  for  your 
friends,  that  is  all  you  did. 

Mr.  Randall:  Get  those  goiyhers  in  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  As  a  matter  of  policy  in  this 
department—the  systems  development.  Are  you 
with  me  on  this  thing,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  may  ask  questions  about 
systems  development,  yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  good. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Tell  us  what  you  think  about 
Ontario  Place? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  not  got  that  mudh  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  could  pr6bably  tell  that 
in  10  seconds. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  right.  Why  are  you 
paying  the  Institute  of  Municipal  Assessors  of 
Ontario  $36,000? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  passed  tiie  assessment 
vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Actually,  I  might  point  out 
this  is  something  that  sihould  i>ossibly  be 
discussed  in  the  public  accounts  committee. 
He  may  ask  about  the  functioning  of  systems 
development,  whatever  that  might  be.  But  as 
to  any  items  where  money  was  spent,  this  is 
not  the  place  to  question  those  expenditures, 
the  reason  being  that  this  money  was  spent 
years  ago,  and  we  are  studying  estimates. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  policy  of  the 
government  then,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  diflFerent. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  policy  of  the  government 
as  far  as  paying  the  Association  of  Municipal 
Assessors  $36,000— what  for?  That  is  a  group 
of  independent  assessors  across  Ontario.  Why 
should  you  be  paying  them  $36,000? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  trying  to  locate  that 
figure. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  you  are  still  taking 
items  out  of  the  public  accounts  of  two  years 
ago. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  just  a  moment.  If  the 
minister  does  not  know  that,  his  deputy  should 
know  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  you  will  have  to  get 
the  information  some  other  way.  The  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  I  do  not  thuik  so,  Mr.  Minis- 
ter. Does  the  deputy  not  know? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  are  working  on  esti- 
mates. The  hon.  member  is  working  on  public 
accounts. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  know  if,  from  here  on,  in  any  discus- 
sion of  the  expenditures,  we  cannot  refer  to 
the  public  accounts. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Not  in  detail,  no.  If  there 
is  something  registered- 
Mr.  Sargent:  What  do  you  call  detail? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  if  you  are  talking 
about  policy,  you  sometimes  might  be  able 
to  point  to  the  public  accounts  as  an  example 
or  something,  but  not  to  question  items  of 
expenditure  from  the  public  accounts  books, 
because  that  was  money  spent  two  years  ago. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  are  we  sitting  here  for 
anyway  then? 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  studying  estimates, 
the  future  spending. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Those  of  us  who  were  not 
here  last  week  know  the  answer  to  that 
question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  this  the  policy  of  the 
government  or  what? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  once  again— 

An  hon.  member:  You  are  on  your  feet. 
You  know  the  answer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  may  be 
helpful  in  his  generosity. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  may  have  some  in- 
formation for  you.  I  am  not  positive,  but  I 
think  it  relates  to  the  moneys  that  we  paid  to 
Queen's  University  for  a  course  for  the  train- 
ing of  municipal  clerks  and  other  officials. 
The  province  pays  part  of  that  money  as  a 
subsidy  to  the  municipality  and  the  individual 
pays  the  balance.  I  think  it  is  that  money 
which  we  expend  to  upgrade  the  administra- 
tive staff  of  various  municipalities  throughout 
the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  spoken  with  the  minister  and  his  pre- 


decessor a  number  of  times  about  regional 
government  and  I  want  to  deal  with  the 
delays  that  have  taken  place  in  setting  up  a 
regional  government  in  the  Hamilton- 
Burlington-Wentworth  area  basically,  and  to 
talk  about  other  regional  governments  for  a 
moment. 

I  said  for  some  time  that  if  the  government 
had  established  the  boundaries  without  put- 
ting into  eflFect  the  actual  region  itself  until 
such  time  as  the  financial  structure  was 
worked  out,  the  municipalities  would  have 
come  together  and  would  have  sorted  out 
the  planning  and  a  lot  of  the  functions  for 
which  there  are  duplications  of  services  exist- 
ing at  the  present  moment.  Within  a  year  we 
would  have  found  the  area  of  the  Hamilton- 
Wentworth-Burlington  region,  of  its  own 
volition,  would  have  established  itself  for  all 
intents  and  purposes,  and  it  would  have 
planned  its  own  functions. 

I  think  that  the  minister,  by  his  delays  in 
setting  the  boundaries  and  by  establishing 
an  implementation  date— whether  that  date 
was  a  year  or  two  years  from  now,  I  suppose, 
is  immaterial— has  created  a  chaotic  situation 
that  is  resulting  in  many  of  the  municipalities 
backing  off.  I  would  like  to  know  if  the  min- 
ister could  tell  me  what  kinds  of  on-going 
meetings  there  are  between  the  municipalities 
involved  in  the  Steele  commission  report  and 
the  department,  and  between  the  municipal- 
ities and  the  other  municipalities,  to  determine 
whether  there  is  any  progress  being  made 
toward  the  resolving  of  the  one  stumbling 
block,  that  being  that  Burlington  does  not 
ar^pear  to  want  to  be  a  part  of  it.  I  do  not 
agree  with  the  reasons  that  Burlington  gives, 
but  that  is  neither  here  nor  there  at  this 
point.  Whether  I  agree  or  not  is  not  going 
to  solve  it.  It  is  whether  you  agree  that  is 
going  to  make  the  difference  this  day  and 
this  year.  And— 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Whether  he  agrees  with  the 
predominant  majority  and  gets  off  the 
political  hook.  That  is  what  counts. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  seems  pretty  evident  to  me 
that  the  previous  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  felt  a  great  deal  of  sympathy  for  the 
boundaries  that  were  set  out  in  the  Steele 
commission  report.  He  indicated  in  a  speech 
I  do  not  have  in  front  of  me  that  he  was 
going  to  allow  Burlington  sometime  to  try 
to  assess  for  itself  what  it  was  going  to  miss 
if  it  did  not  become  part  of  that  region.  I 
took  that  to  mean  he  felt,  in  his  judgement, 
if  he  had  to  make  it,  that  perhaps  he  would 
have  judged  that  Burlingtbn  ought  to  be  a 
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part  of  the  region.  All  of  the  criteria  that 
were  set  up  by  this  government,  with  one 
exception—that  being  community  participa- 
tion—every other  single  criterion  points  to 
the  fact  that  Burlington  and  Hamilton  in  fact 
are  one  community.  They  have  similar  inter- 
ests—almost identical  interests  in  most 
instances. 

Anyway,  I  suspect,  no  matter  what  I  say 
in  this  House,  nothing  is  going  to  happen  at 
this  stage  until  after  the  next  election.  And 
I  want  to  just  register  with  the  minister  my 
disappointment  that  the  department  has  not 
been  able  to  set  up  the  boundaries  and  say 
that  these  are  the  boundaries  we  are  going 
to  have,  and  we  may  not  implement  those 
for  a  year  or  18  months  until  we  set  out  the 
financial  structure.  But  in  the  interim  period, 
the  municipalities  should  attempt  to  put 
together  the  infrastructure  that  would  be 
required  to  develop,  to  amalgamate  those 
functions  which  can  be  amalgamated,  and 
to  put  under  one  head  those  functions  that 
will  inevitably  become  one  function  within 
the  new  regional  administration. 

I  received  today  two  petitions,  and  the  one 
I  want  to  deal  with  first  of  all  is  from  the 
Wentworth  county  council,  whi<ih  represents 
a  fairly  sizable  portion  of  the  Hamilton- 
Burlington-Wentworth  region.  It  is  in  regard 
to  a  preliminary  waste  management  study, 
and  I  am  using  it  simply  to  show  the  minis- 
ter the  kind  of  oo-operation  that  he  could 
have  expected  from  the  total  area  if  he  bad 
just  established  boundaries— regardless  of  the 
implementation  again. 

They  have  asked  in  a  letter,  a  copy  of 
which  was  sent  to  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs,  that  they  want  the  government  to 
finance  an  in-depth  study  of  the  possibility  of 
sewage  treatment  for  the  entire  area— some- 
thing that  we  all  desire,  something  that  has 
to  be  done.  It  shows  pretty  clearly,  by  way 
of  the  resolution  of  the  county  council,  that 
the  municipalities  involved  are  eager  to  par- 
ticipate in  matters  that  are  of  mutual  concern 
to  each  one.  If  we  were  now  to  turn  around 
and  assist  them  in  this  particular  endeavour, 
I  think  this  would  go  a  long  way  toward 
easing  the  pressures  of  regional  government 
for  the  area. 

I  think  this  perhaps  would  be  one  of  the 
initial  steps  in  showing  the  kind  of  co-opera- 
tive effort  and  the  kind  of  results  that  you 
could  expect  from  an  overall  planning  function 
such  as  providing  sewage  facilities.  I  hope 
that  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  will 
(move  very  quickly,  within  the  next  few  days, 
to  endorse  what  has  been  asked  for  by  the 


county  council  and  to  urge  his  counterpart 
in  Energy  and  Resources  to  do  the  same  so 
that  we  will  have  this  kind  of  thing  going 
on  and  so  that  we  can  use  that  as  an  example 
for  the  municipalities,  including  Burlington, 
to  hold  up  as  an  example  of  w'hat  can  be 
done. 

The  other  thing  I  want  to  raise  with  the 
minister  is  that  there  was  a  petition  circulated 
in  a  part  of  Beverly  township,  which  presently 
falls  within  Wentworth  county  but  which  was 
under  study  as  part  of  the  Waterloo  regional 
government  study.  A  petition  w^as  sent  to  the 
minister  on  behalf  of  two-thirds  of  the  resi- 
dents of  that  tiny  jmrt  of  Beverly  township 
that  appears  to  be  going  into  the  Waterloo 
regional  government  area.  Those  residents, 
together  with  the  Wentworth  county  council, 
feel  that  their  community  interests,  their 
general  interests  and  their  participation  which 
they  normally  have,  all  flow  toward  the  Went- 
worth region.  They  are  asking  that  special 
consideration  be  given  to  leaving  them  Where 
they  are  most  comfortable.  That  again  is  a 
part  of  regional  government. 

If,  on  the  one  band,  you  are  talking  about 
a  small— in  percentage  terms— group  of  Bur- 
hngtonians  being  able  to  influence  govern- 
ment, then  surely  when  a  very  sizable  portion 
of  another  area  puts  forward  a  petition,  it 
ought  to  be  able  to  equally  well  influence  the 
government  in  its  thinking.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion that  this  area  of  Beverly  towmship  has 
always  felt  that  it  flowed  more  toward  the 
Hamilton-Dundas  region  than  it  did  away 
from  it.  The  farmers  and  the  residents  of  that 
area  have  travelled  in  that  direction  for  most 
of  their  recreation  and,  for  that  matter,  for 
nK)st  of  their  foodstuffs  and,  in  effect,  this 
particular  ijortion  belongs  in  the  Wentworth 
region. 

I  urge  the  minister  to  pay  particular  atten- 
tion to  this  and  to  recognize  that  the  objec- 
tions that  they  are  putting  forward  are  not 
self-seeking.  They  are  not  objections  that  are 
being  registered  in  an  atteanpt  to  maintain 
autonomy;  they  are  not  objections  that  are 
being  registered  in  an  effort  to  have  self 
aggrandizement;  they  are  simply  objections 
being  registered  because  they  happen  to  feel 
that  they  and  their  children  fit  better  into 
one  region  than  another.  I  ask  the  minister  to 
give  that  consideration  and  to  make  sure  that 
when  the  time  comes  for  the  establishment 
of  the  region  that  Beverly  fits  into  the  Hamil- 
ton-Wentworth-Burlington  region. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbur>'. 
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Mr.  Sopha:  I  am  informed  that  it  is  appro- 
priate to  make  some  remarks  on  regional  gov- 
ernment under  this  vote,  and  I  want  to  do  so 
in  respect  of  the  implementation  of  that 
scheane  in  the  Sudbury  basin.  The  prospects 
of  regional  government  for  the  Sudbury  area 
do  not  augur  well.  Without  wishing  to  indulge 
in  any  untoward  criticism  of  the  present  min- 
ister, I  just  have  a  faint  suspicion  in  my 
mind  that  at  the  time  that  he  became  respon- 
sible for  the  affairs  of  this  department,  there 
was  some  kind  of  message  came  down  from 
the  great  heights,  the  residue  of  all  power  in 
the  government,  that  perhaps  we  should  go 
slow  on  regional  government  in  Ontario,  that 
the  government  should  put  on  the  brakes  and 
backtrack  a  little.  It  is  well  known  that 
the  former  Treasurer,  the  now  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  (Mr.  Mac- 
Naughton),  is  a  foe  of  regional  government, 
both  in  concept  and  implementation. 

We  have  had  a  plethora  of  committees.  We 
started  off,  I  suppose,  with  a  study  by  Saw- 
chuk  and  Peach,  the  regional  study  of  the 
basin.  Then  the  government  appointed  J.  A. 
Kennedy  as  chairman  of  the  Municipal  Board 
and  he  made  a  report  which,  in  many  ways, 
was  more  intelligent  and  progressive  than  the 
report  which  followed  it.  I  refer  to  the  pro- 
posals that  came  out  of  the  recesses  of  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs,  which  the 
minister  presented  to  the  assembled  local  poli- 
ticians on  March  11  of  this  year.  Having 
presented  his  report,  he  appointed  another 
committee.  I  do  not  exacdy  know  what  it  is 
to  look  into,  but  that  committee  is  called  an 
inter-municipal  committee,  rather  unwieldy  in 
numbers  though.  I  think  it  ha.3  a  steering 
committee,  and  the  city  of  Sudbury  has  done— 
the  council  of  the  city  of  Sudbury,  has  done 
what  is  so  typical  of  it., 

When  they  became  annoyed,  the  members 
of  itiie  council  appointed  to  the  inter-munic- 
ipal committee  resigned,  and  refused  to  attend 
any  future  meetings.  Now,  everything  is  just 
great,  but  all  part  of  a  consistent  pattern  that 
has  plagued  the  area  for  a  long  time. 

I  do  not  say  anything  here  that  I  have  not 
said  to  the  local  politicians  personally  and 
looking  them  straight  in  the  eye,  and  I  say 
that  in  respect  of  a  great  many  of  the  local 
politicians  throughout  the  basin  in  Sudbury, 
there  is  a  very  unique  form  of  purblindness, 
even  myopia,  that  sort  of  envelops  them  and 
constrains  them  from  seeing  the  totality  of  the 
picture. 

Now  what  is  the  totality  of  the  picture?  I 
speak  not  of  the  implementation  of  regional 
government  in  any  other  area  of  the  province. 


I  am  not  concerned  about  Niagara  and  I  am 
not  concerned  about  Muskoka,  and  I  pay  no 
heed  or  attention  to  Kitchener,  but  I  am  talk- 
ing about  Sudbury,  and  I  maintain  as  a  matter 
of  principle  that  the  only  intelligent  way  to 
approach  the  concept  of  regional  government 
is  to  look  at  the  unique  characteristics  of  the 
area,  to  maintain  a  fixation  upon  the  indi- 
vidual area,  and  to  try  to  prevent  yourself 
from  engaging  in  the  expostulation  of  general 
principle,  because  some  areas  may  be  apt  for 
regional  government  and  others  not. 

Sudbury  is  peculiarly  suitable  for  a  system 
of  regional  government.  What  are  the  indica- 
tions? Not  only  are  100,000  of  the  150,000 
inhabitants,  two  out  of  three,  directly  depen- 
dent upon  the  mining  industry.  That  is  a  very 
significant  trait.  Two  out  of  three  are  direcdy 
dependent.  There  is  a  common  bond  of 
economic  activity. 

Now  the  other  side  of  the  coin  is  of  course 
that  the  mining  industry  dominates  in  a  very 
far-reaching  and  pervasive  way  the  life  of  the 
basin.  Those  are  the  two  sides  to  the  coin; 
that  dependence  on  and  the  domination  of 
the  mining  industry.  It  is  the  only  significant 
industrial  activity  that  takes  place.  Now 
before  leaving  it  let  me  say  that  one  must 
view  the  mining  industry  as  a  generator  of 
problems. 

It  makes  probleans  for  municipal  legislators. 
Councillors  are  always  in  the  wake  of  the 
activities  of  the  mining  industry,  they  are 
always  trying  to  pick  up  the  sequelae  that 
flow  from  the  initiation  of  their  projects  and 
their  development  of  their  ore  bodies,  the 
location  of  their  massive  plants  in  the  refining 
and  the  concentration  of  the  ore. 

That  is  a  fact  of  life  in  Sudbury,  so  I  leave 
the  economics  and  I  turn  to  the  geologic  and 
geographical,  the  whole  area  of  the  basin— let 
us  say  25  miles  wide,  20  miles  from  north 
to  south.  Let  us  say,  the  w'hole  of  the  area  is 
encompassed  in  a  geologic  anomaly. 

It  is,  to  speak  by  way  of  analogy,  at  the 
bottom  of  the  saucer— a  high  rim  of  hills  all 
the  way  around  the  basin,  and  all  of  the  resi- 
dential areas  and  the  mining  activities  take 
place  in  the  lower  portion  of  the  saucer.  Now, 
that  gives  a  form  of  cohesion.  That  geologic 
fact  descends  into  the  lives  of  the  people  who 
live  within  that  anomaly. 

Now,  let  us  go  to  another.  It  cannot  be 
said  that  any  problem  faced  by  municipal 
councillors  in  the  Sudbury  basin  is  unique  to 
any  municipality.  Not  one.  The  problems  have 
no  respect  whatsoever  for  the  artificial,  man- 
made,    fictional    boundaries    w*hich    previous 
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generations  have  instituted  by  way  of  segre- 
gation of  the  various  areas  into  individual 
municipalities. 

The  problems  out  across  those  boundaries, 
and  are  shared  by  all  the  inhabitants,  all  the 
150,000.  If  we  are  talking  about  sewage  dis- 
posal; if  we  are  talking  about  the  supplies  of 
fresh  water;  if  we  are  talking  about  the 
option mn  utilization  of  land;  if  we  are  talking 
about  arterial  roads,  highway  networks,  means 
whereby  people  get  to  work;  if  we  are  talk- 
ing about  housing,  then  we  see  that  all  of 
those  problems  affect  every  municipality  in 
the  basin. 

There  is  a  cohesion  from  the  fact  that  they 
are  faced  with  common  diflBculties.  Now,  let 
me  go  to  the  quintessence  of  that  and  to 
select  one,  which  is  an  example  but  will  illus- 
trate with  force  what  I  say.  Hospitals— all  of 
the  major  hospitals  are  located  in  the  city  of 
Sudbury— three  of  them.  One  is  to  be  a  new 
building  to  replace  one  that  is  archaic  and 
obsolescent.  Well,  many  of  the  local  politi- 
cians are  unable  to  see  that  provision  of 
hospital  facilities  is  a  common  problem  for  a 
person  whether  he  lives  in  Levack  at  the 
west  end,  in  Wahnapitae  at  the  east  end,  in 
Drury,  Denison  and  Graham  in  the  city  of 
Sudbury,  or  in  the  town  of  Capreol.  They  all 
resort  to  one  of  the  three  hospitals.  What 
could  be  more  logical  or  rational  than  that 
the  cost  of  the  erection  of  the  hospital 
facilities  and  their  maintenance,  so  far  as  the 
portion  of  the  cost  that  descends  on  the  local 
level— what  could  be  more  rational  than  it 
be  paid  for  equitably  by  all  of  the  inhabitants 
of  the  basin?  It  is  a  common  institution,  and 
through  their  assessment  they  all  ought  to 
pay  their  fair  proportion  of  the  cost. 

Strangely  enough,  I  report  to  the  House, 
notwithstanding  that  the  provision  of  hospital 
care  is  an  acute  matter  of  great  concern  to 
many  people  in  the  Sudbury  basin,  when  the 
minister  came  to  town  on  March  11  and  was 
given  the  respectful  hearing  that  he  got 
before  an  assembled  group  of  400,  he  did 
not  even  mention  hospital  care  in  his  report. 
It  had  to  be  pointed  out  to  him  subsequently 
that  his  report,  the  proposals  that  emanated 
from  his  civil  servants,  did  not  even  acknowl- 
edge that  the  problem  existed. 

Well,  where  have  we  got  to?  We  have  got 
to  the  point  where  there  seems  to  be  little  in 
the  way  of  prospect  that  we  will  have  regional 
goveriHnent  by  year's  end,  though  just  about 
everybody  in  the  basin  was  expectant  that 
it  would  start,  if  not  in  mid-year  of  1971,  at 
least   by   January    1,    1972.    But   there    is    a 


gloomy  attitude  of  despair  among  a  great 
many  that  progress  is  not  being  made.  The 
minister  has  asked  for  additional  briefs,  and 
I  think  the  end  of  this  month  marks  the 
deadline  which  he  has  set  for  the  receipt  of 
them.  I  had  thought  of  sending  him  another 
one.  I  have  sent  many  in  the  past.  I  thought 
of  sending  another  one,  but  I  preferred  to 
make  my  remarks  on  the  floor  of  the  Legisla- 
ture. 

Now,  I  say  to  my  friend  from  Kitchener 
(Mr.  Breithaupt),  there  is  a  very  interesting 
result  of  all  this.  Well,  one  is  impressed  by 
the  fact  that  because  of  the  tardiness  in  the 
implementation  of  a  scheme  of  local  govern- 
ment, the  International  Nickel  Company  and 
Falconbridge  Nickel  Mines  must  be  laughing 
in  their  cups  because  they  are  deprived  of 
the  necessity  of  paying  taxes.  I  calculate  that 
between  them  they  are  saving  something 
between  $3  million  and  $4  million  for  every 
year  that  goes  by,  and  now  there  have  been 
three  of  the  years— I  will  be  corrected;  there 
may  be  only  two— two  of  the  years  have 
passed  through  the  calendar,  since  the  mining 
installations  became  assessable  by  Act  of  this 
Legislature,  they  have  escaped  their  fair 
burden  of  taxation.  They  simply  have  not 
had  to  pay  it,  so  they  are  saving  something 
like  between  $6  million  and  $8  milliion  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  their  installations  are 
outside  of  the  large  centres  of  population,  in 
company  towns,  isolated  communities  where 
there  is  no  motivation  to  tax  them— the  town 
of  Copper  Cliff,  the  township  of  Falcon- 
bridge,  the  town  of  Levack,  to  name  the  three 
most  significant.  There  is  no  motivation  to 
tax  them. 

Sudbury  desperately  wants  to  get  that 
massive  industrial  complex  to  the  west  within 
its  boundaries  so  that  it  can  send  the  tax  bill. 
I  say  by  way  of  qualification  that  the  regional 
school  board  sends  the  tax  bill.  They  send 
the  tax  bill.  They  get  paid.  A  unique  thing  I 
report  to  the  House— and  many  members  will 
be  interested  in  it-International  Nickel  must 
be  the  first  company  in  the  history  of  the 
world  whose  total  assessment  for  its  capital 
plant  is  less  than  its  profits  in  one  year.  The 
minister— or  the  provincial  assessors— has  them 
assessed  at  something  like  $120  million  and, 
by  George,  I  am  going  to  say  on  the  floor  of 
this  House  what  is  said  in  Sudbury  very  often: 
The  previous  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs 
hired  as  his  chief  assessor  in  Sudbury  a  former 
employee  of  the  International  Nickel  Com- 
pany. He  was  the  chief  assessor  in  Sudbury, 
the  former  employee.  He  made  the  assessment 
at    $120    million    and    shortly    after    it    was 
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accepted   by   government,   he   quit.    He   dis- 
appeared. He  went  to  another  employment. 

Let  me  return  to  what  I  said.  It  must  be 
the  first  company  in  the  history  of  the  world 
whose  net  profit  after  taxes  is  not  less  than 
its  total  assessment.  That  is  a  terrific  return. 

Mr.  Peacock:  You  are  not  going  to  punish 
effort? 

Mr.  Sopha:  There  is  more.  The  $120  milhon 
assessment  compares  with  net  profit  last  year 
of  $208  million.  Somebody  can  work  out  the 
percentage  of  that. 

An  hon.  member:  A  tenth 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  total  assessment  by  this 
government  for  both  companies,  for  all  of 
their  massive  industrial  plants  in  the  whole 
of  the  basin,  is  a  niggardly  $250  million. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Did  they  tell  you  they  did 
not  assess  it?  They  estimated  the  value. 

Mr.  Sopha:  It  is  $250  million. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Why  do 
you  not  appeal  it?  As  a  taxpayer  and  public 
citizen,  why  do  you  not  appeal  it? 

Mr.  Sopha:  That  is  their  total  assessment. 
I  forget  how  much  Falconbridge  Nickel  Mines 
makes;  it  will  not  come  readily  to  mind  what 
their  net  profit  was  last  year,  but  it  must  be 
far  more,  also,  than  their  total  assessment. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgs(Hi:  I  do  not  want  to  hear 
that. 

Mr.  Sopha:  How  much  would  that  gener- 
ate? Well,  if  you  took  a  mill  rate  of  30  mills 
and  spread  it  out  over  the  whole  of  the 
basin— that  is  20  municipalities  we  are  talking 
about— it  would  generate  $7.5  million,  which 
I  have  said  on  many  a  public  platform  to 
many  an  audience  in  Sudbury  is  about  half 
what  they  should  pay. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Evans  (Simcoe  Centre)  Why  do 
you  not  appeal  it,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
North  York  said? 

Mr.  Sopha:  It  is  about  half  what  they 
should  pay— $15  million. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Why  do  you  not  stop 
complaining? 

Mr.  Sopha:  Fifteen  million  dollars  would 
not  be  an  unreasonable  figure,  because  we 
would  be  saying  to  those  companies,  "You 
have  a  responsibility  for  the  provision  of 
municipal    services    to    the    population    that 


works  for  you  and  creates  those  profits  that 
you  have.  Those  people  are  a  first  charge 
upon  your  financial  responsibility  to  provide 
them  with  municipal  services."  And  $15  million 
coming  off  the  top,  distributed  equitably  and 
fairly,  throughout  all  the  basin,  would  not  be 
an  unreasonable  impulse,  and  the  fact  is  that 
I  firmly  believe  that  Inco  would  be  ready  to 
pay  it. 

And,  indeed,  let  me  say  here  that  the 
International  Nickel  Company,  so  far  as 
regional  government  is  concerned,  has  been 
far  more  progressive  than  the  local  politicians 
and  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 
Their  horizons  are  far  wider  than  either  of 
those  groups,  because  Inco  officials  have  said 
time  and  time  again  in  the  Sudbury  basin: 
"We  believe  in  regional  government.  We 
want  to  see  our  taxes  spread  out  over  the 
whole  of  the  basin,  equitably  and  fairly,  to 
support  the  people  who  work  for  us  in  the 
provision  of  municipal  services  to  them  no 
matter  where  they  live."  The  Inco  people 
have  said  that. 

All  right,  I  will  leave  that.  It  is  a  matter 
of  despair  that  this  government  has  been  so 
slow  in  nudging  and  cajoling  and  pushing  the 
local  people  into  a  rational  system. 

But  I  cannot  leave  it  without  pointing  out 
another  grave  deficiency  in  the  proposals 
made  by  the  minister  when  he  came  to  Sud- 
bury on  March  11.  Mr.  Kennedy  in  his  report 
did  advocate  that  the  20-odd  municipalities 
that  presently  exist  would  be  reduced  to  six. 
They  would  be  six,  by  an  intelligent  collec- 
tivization and  regrouping  of  them. 

The  minister  came  and  added  two  more 
that  are  difficult  to  understand,  save  that  they 
mollify  the  consciousness  of  the  private  em- 
pire of  some  of  the  more  myopic  of  the  local 
politicians. 

My  dear  friend,  the  member  for  Sudbury 
East  (Mr.  Martel)— his  community,  Capreol, 
the  railroad  town  at  the  top  end  of  the  basin, 
the  north  end.  It  is  difficult  to  understand 
why  it  should  be  left  separate  and  not 
grouped  collectively  in  the  townships  to  the 
south  of  it. 

The  township  of  Rayside,  one  that  is  a 
little  to  the  north  and  west  of  the  city  of 
Sudbury.  It  is  hard  to  understand  why  the 
minister  and  his  advisers  would  leave  it  out— a 
six-mile  township.  There  is  no  justification  for 
a  six-mile  township  anywhere  in  Ontario,  let 
alone  in  the  Sudbury  basin.  It  is  just  too  small 
for  the  world  of  cybernetics  and  technology, 
the  world  of  communication.  There  is  no 
rational  basis  for  it.  He  ought  to  have  moved 
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the  township  of  Rayside  into  the  township  of 
Balfour  to  the  west  of  it,  and  yet,  for  some 
strange  reason,  he  left  it  separate. 

Then  w'hen  the  gracious  man  advocated 
that  Copper  Cliff  join  Sudbury,  he  started 
almost  a  civil  war.  The  residue  of  his  advocacy 
has  been  with  us  yet.  Why  do  I  mention  it? 
I  mention  that  because  I  coane  to  the  very 
quintessence  of  my  remarks  when  I  say  that 
if  my  proposal,  it  is  my  proposal— no,  that  is 
too  immodest— the  proposal  made  by  many  of 
us  in  Sudbury,  the  proposal  advocated  by  the 
Chamber  of  Coonmerce,  by  the  planners,  by 
myself,  by  Inco,  by  many  others— if  that  pro- 
posal were  adopted  it  would  be  irrelevant. 
That  is  to  say,  to  have  the  courage  to  imple- 
ment a  one-tier  system  for  the  whole  of  the 
basin.  One  tier. 

The  city  of  Sudbury  and  its  councillors, 
some  of  whom,  let  me  say  here  and  now, 
could  never  be  mistaken  for  Einstein;  with 
some  of  them,  you  would  have  no  difiBculty. 
The  city  of  Sudbury  is  always  very  jealous  of 
the  numbers  it  would  get  on  the  regional 
council.  They  count  heads.  They  use  the  sharp 
pencil.  They  adopt  arithmetic  calculations 
and  they  want  a  certain  number  or  a  certain 
predominance  on  the  regional  council. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned— and  I  say  it  in 
public— I  do  not  care  if  the  city  of  Sudbury 
runs  the  whole  basin.  I  do  not  care,  having 
the  knowledge  that  no  matter  how  many 
members  on  the  regional  council  you  give  the 
city  of  Sudbury,  they  are  still  going  to  have 
to  ibe  conscious  of  the  needs  of  people  in 
Capreol,  in  Levack,  in  Wahnapitae  and  every- 
where else. 

That  is  the  way  democracy  operates.  We 
do  not  operate  under  a  form  of  tyranny,  a 
from  of  arbitrary  conduct.  We  operate  as 
Canadians  in  the  Canadian  Avay  by  adopting 
outlets  that  are  measured  by  common  sense, 
understanding  and  sympathy.  That  is  the 
syndrome  of  our  history.  So  I  am  not  much 
worried  about  numbers.  Of  the  150,000  in  the 
'basin,  the  city  of  Sudbury  has  80,000-plus 
inhabitants.  What  is  that?  That  approaches 
something  like  60  per  cent  of  the  inhabitants. 
All  right,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned  they  want 
to  run  the  thing,  let  them  run  it. 

But  to  go  back  to  where  I  began,  there  is 
so  much  coanmonalty  among  us,  we  have  so 
many  things  in  common  throughout  the  basin, 
that  it  seems  to  me  the  only  sensible  system 
is  a  one-tier  system.  Mr.  Kennedy  said  that 
in  his  rexx>rt.  He  advocated  the  two-tier 
system.  Mr.  Kennedy  did  mot  understand  a 
lot  of  things.  There  were  some  branches  of 
the  law  of  which  he  apparently  was  unaware 


—for  example  the  Tegional  gmnts  that  are 
available-^but  he  did  say  in  advocating  the 
two-tier  system  that  in  10  years  time,  if 
implemented,  people  will  wonder  w^hy  the 
one-tier  system  was  not  instituted  from  the 
very  beginiung.  So  be  it.  So  be  it. 

I  believe  that  the  inhabitants  of  the  Sud- 
bury basin  are  ready  for  the  one-tier  systean 
now,  notwithstanding  the  oratory  of  the  local 
politicians.  I  have  said  to  the  local  politicians 
—face  to  face,  jaw  to  jaw,  and  nose  to  nose, 
eyeball  to  eyeball  if  you  like- 1  have  said  to 
them  that  when  we  are  conjuring  up  a  rational 
and  intelligent  system  of  government  for  the 
people  we  seek  to  serve,  the  very  last  people 
in  priority,  the  ones  at  the  bottom  of  the 
totem  pole,  whom  we  consider  are  the  local 
politicians,  their  private  desires  come  last,  if 
at  all;  if  they  are  considered  at  all. 

Which  is  to  say  that  we  should  make  short 
shrift  of  local  empire  building,  the  desire  to 
preserve  a  continuity  in  public  life.  Because 
they  like  to  get  out  of  the  house  a  couple  of 
nights  a  month  to  go  to  a  council  meeting 
should  be  a  matter  of  no  concern  to  us  at 
all.  That  is  to  say— their  private  wishes. 

That  is  illustrated  by  the  preservation  of  the 
township  of  Rayside  which  has  a  council  of 
five  and  a  reeve— a  six-mile  township.  They 
like  to  be  members  of  the  council  of  Rayside; 
they  always  arrive  in  a  uniform.  I  never  saw 
councillors  who  wore  a  uniform  before,  but 
they  are  resplendent  in  beautiful  blazers  with 
unmatching  trousers— is  that  the  way  to  put 
it?— trousers  of  a  diflFerent  shade  or  hue.  They 
look  great.  You  can  pick  the  Rayside  council- 
lors out  of  the  meeting. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  It 
sounds  like  the  hon.  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sopha:  But  really,  that  is  a  matter  of 
no  concern  to  them.  What  is  of  concern— and 
I  want  to  point  a  couple  of  other  things  out- 
is  that  we  make  an  early  assault  upon  the 
many  difficulties  that  plague  the  inhabitants 
of  the  Sudbury  basin. 

I  mention  two,  the  question  of  arterial 
roads.  Do  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
every  morning  of  every  week,  save  perhaps 
Sunday,  but  six  days  a  week  there  are  6,000 
workers  Who  go  from  the  east  side  of  the 
basin  to  the  west  side  of  the  basin  to  the 
industrial  complex  of  Inco— 6,000  of  them 
move  every  morning,  and  the  roads  are  totally 
inadequate  to  convey  them. 

The  public  transportation  system  is  non- 
existent. They  have  to  go  by  private  car.  As 
a  result  many,  many  of  them  have  to  get  up 
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at  4  a.im.  to  start  out  to  make  sure  that  they 
wall  be  there  iby  8  a,m. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  Sopha:  If  you  try  to  proceed  to  the 
west  on  Highway  17  at  7  a.m.  it  is  an  utter 
impossibihty,  because  the  road  is  so  clogged 
with  the  cars  of  those  6,000  people  trying  to 
get  to  that  massive  industrial  complex.  It  is  a 
problem  that  can  only  be  attacked  on  a 
regional  basis  because  it  cuts  across  several 
municipalities,  and  only  regional  government 
can  solve  it. 

Let  me  mention  another  one— housing.  The 
city  of  Sudbury  is  built  on  rock,  the  hardest 
rock  in  the  world,  pre-Cambrian,  formed  450 
million  years  ago.  It  has  no  soil-bearing  land. 
It  has  all  been  used  up,  whatever  it  did  have 
in  the  arroyos,  and  the  gullies,  the  gulches. 
To  build  houses  is  to  build  houses  on  rock 
with  the  attendant,  tremendously  expensive 
problem  of  providing  services. 

Sudbury  needs  land,  soil-bearing  land,  for 
its  expansion.  As  an  example,  out  to  the 
■northeast  part  of  the  city  where  there  is  a 
little  soil,  every  time  they  try  to  implement 
a  scheme  of  public  housing  by  OHC,  every 
time  there  is  a  pitched  battle  that  takes  place 
before  the  planning  board  and  before  the 
council,  because  the  inhabitants  of  the  area 
look  upon  public  housing  as  being  an  ogre 
that  must  be  defeated.  They  fear  it.  They  fear 
its  assault  upon  the  diminution  of  the  value 
of  their  property. 

Sudbury  needs  land,  soil-bearing  land.  Only 
regional  government  can  provide  it.  It  can 
have  that  land  in  the  township  of  Blezard, 
now  called  Valley  East,  perhaps  in  the  town- 
ship of  Rayside,  perhaps  in  the  townships  of 
Broder  and  Dill,  where  Sudbury's  natural 
expansion  must  take  place. 

Mr.  Chairman,  forgive  me  for  taking  the 
time  of  the  House  and  my  colleagues  on 
these  matters,  but  they  are  desperately  im- 
portant to  the  citizens  of  Sudbury.  These 
problems  must  begin  to  be  solved.  I  had 
thvought  of  holding  a  public  meeting. 

I  honest  to  heavens  had  the  intention  of 
holding  a  public  meeting  in  Sudbury— news- 
paper advertisements,  radio  advertisements— to 
ask  people  to  come  and  discuss,  rationally  and 
intelligently— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

'Mr.  Sopha:  —the  problem  of  regional  gov- 
ernment, because  progress  is  so  slow.  It  is 
so  terribly  slow,   and  it  has  become   to  be 


mixed  up  with  things  that  are  irrelevant  to 
the  solution  of  the  major  difficulties. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  hon.  member  could  have 
held  it  tonight.  The  Prime  Minister  is  up 
there  tonight. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Yes,  he  is  up  there.  That  is 
true,  and  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  A.  F. 
Lawrence)  and  the  Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs  (Mr.  Bemier)  with  him.  They 
are  having  a  real  tafpy  pull,  but  I  will  tell 
you  something.  Let  me  tell  the  hon.  member 
something  confidentially. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  out  in  Sudbury  East 
wasting  his  time. 

Mr.  Sopha:  They  have  not  got  a  candidate 
—not  yet.  They  had  one  but  he  quit. 

Mr.  Peacock:  They  will  ask  the  mayor. 
They  will  ask  the  major  in  every  town.  They 
asked  the  mayor  in  Windsor. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Yes;  well,  the  mayor  in  Sud- 
bury is  ostensibly  a  Liberal.  I  intended  to 
hold  a  public  meeting  to  ask  the  interested 
people  to  come  forward  and  join  in  the 
discussion  of  these  things  so  that  we  could, 
perhaps,  get  some  stimulus,  some  motivation, 
get  the  thing  moving. 

Notwithstanding,  I  say  to  the  House  that  I 
am  going  to  be  running  for  re-election.  The 
people  of  Sudbury  will  have  to  judge  me  this 
fall,  but  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  here 
that  my  views  differ  very  sharply  from  many 
of  the  council  of  the  city  of  Sudbury.  My 
views  are  more  in  accord  with  the  council  of 
the  town  of  Copper  CliflF.  The  council  of  the 
town  of  ConniSton.  Some  wag— let  me  report 
this— some  wag  who  will  go  imidentified  but 
has  a  very  pronounced  acuity  for  things  such 
as  this,  said  to  me  recently:  "We  would  be 
a  great  deal  better  off  if  we  moved  the 
council  of  the  town  of  Coniston  in  to  run  the 
city  of  Sudbury  and  moved  the  council  of 
Sudbury  out  to  run  the  town  of  Coniston." 
The  difference  between  2,500  people  and 
80,000. 

I  must  confess  there  is  more  than  a  germ 
of  truth  in  that,  because  the  council  of 
Coniston,  led  by  that  remarkable  person, 
Mayor  Mike  Solski,  has  demonstrated— 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  He  bit 
the  dust  to  the  member  for  Sudbury  East 
last  time. 

Mr.  Sopha:  —a  very  sharp  perception  of 
the  nature  of  the  problems  that  plague  the 
Sudbury   basin.    I    do   not   know,    I    am    an 
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eternal  optimist,  but  I  do  not  know  where  we 
are  going;  where  we  are  going  to  end  up; 
whether  there  is  any  hope  of  regional  govern- 
ment; whether  the  people  whom  we  seek  to 
serve  can  begin  to  see  these  problems  solved; 
to  have  the  benefit  of  a  dependable  source  of 
water.  I  could  go  on,  I  guess,  for  a  long  time 
about  the  problems. 

Let  me  deal  with  water.  Various  studies 
have  shown  that  Lake  Ramsey,  that  beautiful 
lake  in  the  heart  of  our  city,  is  totally  in- 
adequate to  supply  our  water  needs  for  the 
indefinite  future.  It  just  has  not  got  the 
resources.  It  is  in  danger  of  being  polluted. 

Most  people  who  look  at  it  say  that 
ultimately  the  water  for  the  Sudbury  basin 
must  come  from  that  massive  body  of  water 
to  the  north.  Lake  Wahnapitei.  It  has  to  be 
the  permanent  sure  source  of  water  supply.  It 
is  a  regional  problem.  If  you  brought  water 
from  Lake  Wahnapitei  you  would  distribute 
it  to  every  municipality  along  the  way— of 
which  there  are  several— and  the  municipali- 
ties to  the  west. 

There  are  so  many  of  the  problems.  If  you 
are  energetic,  if  you  are  thoughtful,  if  you 
worry  about  them  as  you  put  your  head  on 
the  pillow  at  night,  it  gives  you  a  sense  of 
frustration  that  we  have  not  got  the  initiative 
for  getting  on  with  the  job  of  their  solution, 
frhat  is  what  we  are  elected  for.  We  are 
elected  to  give  people  help,  sustenance  and 
relief.  That  is  why  we  present  ourselves  in 
public  life. 

But  the  minister  plays  along  with  that 
group  in  Sudbury  which  wants  to  delay  it. 
They  want  to  put  it  off  and  yet  they  are  not 
even  able  to  see  that  Inco  and  Falconbridge, 
in  the  meantime,  are  not  paying  their  fair 
share.  That  tax  bill  is  not  being  received  in 
Copper  Cliff. 

I  hope  that  my  words  have  added  some 
measure  of  stimulus  to  the  minister.  I  would 
not  be  afraid,  I  would  not  hesitate  for  a 
moment,  of  going  to  Sudbury  with  them  and 
saying,  "Look  brethren,  this  is  the  way  it  is 
going  to  be.  It  is  going  to  be  this  way. 
Something  has  to  be  done.  We  have  to  get 
on  with  the  job."  Ultimately,  this  place,  with 
the  supreme  power  of  Ontario,  determines 
the  character  of  the  local  government  in  the 
province. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  thought  the  member's 
party  was  opposing  that  approach? 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  member  was  not  in  here 
for  the  early  part  of  my  remarks.  I  put  that 
right  in  a  logical  context. 


Mr.  Sargent:  We  never  hear  very  much  at 


all. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  I  was  in  committee. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Ever  hear  about  the  pot  call- 
•  ing  the  kettle  black? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  could  drop  in, 
though! 

Mr.  Sopha:  We  are  talking  about  Sudbury 
only.  No  other  place  in  the  province.  Let  us 
make  that  clear.  But  I  refuse  to  generalize.  I 
would  not  hesitate  to  go  to  Sudbury  with  the 
minister  and  say,  "We  have  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  only  rational,  sensible 
solution  of  Sudbury's  difficulties  is  the  imple- 
mentation of  a  one-tier  system  of  regional 
government." 

On  January  1,  1972,  that  remarkably  fine 
man.  Mayor  Richard  Dow  of  Copper  Cliff, 
Mrs.  Betty  Grooms,  Councillor  Don  Taylor 
and  Dr.  G.  C.  Jones  and  all  those  fine  people 
in  Copper  Cliff— I  must  say,  none  of  whom 
support  my  friend  from  Sudbury  East— all 
those  fine  people  could  maintain  their  indivi- 
duality; they  could  still  call  themselves 
Copper  Clifl^.  They  could  reside  in  resplendent 
serenity  beyond  the  sloe  dumps  out  there, 
amid  all  the  fine  greenery  that  marks  that 
town,  and  in  the  one-tier  system  it  would 
not  matter.  They  would  not  have  to  fear 
)yeing  joined  to  the  ogre  of  the  city  of 
Sudbury. 

Then,  perhaps,  if  one  dares  to  dream, 
maybe  Sudbury  could  have  a  city  hall.  Maybe 
it  could  have  a  city  hall  like  other  places,  and 
the  councillors  would  not  have  to  be  like  a 
bunch  of  Arabs,  as  they  are,  looking  for  a 
place  to  hold  their  council  meetings. 

You  know,  they  carpetbag  around  with 
their  briefs  and  briefcases  looking  for  a 
place  to  hold  the  council  meetings.  Is  there 
anywhere  else  in  Ontario  where  that  happens? 
Does  anybody  know  any  place  other  than 
Sudbury  where  that  obtains?  Well,  that  is  a 
fact  of  life.  They  go  to  the  public  library; 
they  go  to  the  union  hall;  and  sometimes  I 
think  that  the  real  council  meetings  are  held 
in  the  pub  afterwards.  I  really  believe  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Take  that  out  of  Hansard. 

Mr.  Sopha:  No,  they  would  not  mind  that. 
I  have  sat  with  them  of  an  evening  and  had 
a  stein  of  the  local  brew— being  Dom's,  very 
fine  beer— at  the  Caruso  Club,  where  you  can 
hold  the  meeting,  then  nip  downstairs  to  the 
very  fine  lounge.  And  all  the  councillors  do 
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it;  they  sit  around  a  long  table.  I  think  the 
important  decisions  are  made  there. 

Maybe  we  could  have  a  city  hall.  Maybe 
we  could  have  a  lot  of  other  things  that  other 
municipalities  have  and  which  we  have  not 
got,  because,  as  I  have  always  said,  if  we 
were  a  reflection  of  the  wealth  that  we  pro- 
duce we  would  be  the  finest  looking  city  in 
Canada,  instead  of  one  of  the  most  ugly. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Got  to  build  Ontario  Place 
first. 

Mr.  Sopha:  And  we  would  not  have  to 
withstand  all  those  gregarious  words,  those 
insults,  that  we  have  to  take  now  from  people 
who  come  and  look  at  our  community  and 
tell  us  how  terrible  it  looks. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  for  Don  Mills* 
projects— we  have  to  build  them  first. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  I  could— 

Mr.  Sopha:  All  right,  that  is  my  final  word. 
Thank  you  very  much,  I  have  had  my  say. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Where  is  the  member  for 
Don  Mills  going?  He  must  not  go  home  mad, 
we  will  let  him  speak. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Not  going  for  a  stein  is  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resinned;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  that  it  has  come  to 
certain  resolutions  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  House  to  proceed 
with  two  bills  in  the  name  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary  (Mr.  Yaremko)? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Unfortunately,  unless  the 
leader  is  prepared  to  move  the  continuation 
of  the  House  sitting,  it  is  now  10:30  and 
the  rules  require  that  we  adjourn  at  10:30. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  asked,  Mr.  Speaker, 
so  that  the  bills   will   be   available   to   the 


House  and  I  know  that  it  requires  unanimous 
consent  and  I  would  ask  for  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  the  unanimous  consent 
does  not  affect  it.  The  rules  state  that  this 
House  will  adjourn  at  10:30  p.m.,  unless  there 
is  a  government  motion  to  the  contrary. 

Now  if  the  hon.  House  leader  wishes  the 
House  to  sit  past  it  and  then  ask  for  unan- 
imous consent,  he  will  place  his  motion  for 
the  House  to  sit  past  the  usual  hour  of 
adjournment. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Which  two 
bills? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  What  are  the 
bills? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Could  I  then,  Mr. 
Speaker,  ask  for  a  continuance  of  the  sitting 
until  that  period  of  time? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  may  move 
the  House  continue  to  sit. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  would  so  move. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Can  the  minister  let  us  know 
what  the  bills  are? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  placing  the  motion,  as  I  understand 
it  the  minister  took  the  time  this  afternoon 
to  appear  on  television  when  he  should  have 
been  in  the  House  proposing  the  bills.  I  think 
it  is  a  bit  much  to  ask  now  that  the  House 
sit  beyond  the  normal  adjournment  hour  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  minister  who  did  not 
see  fit  to  do  his  business  here  in  the  first 
place. 

Mr.  Sopha:  We  share  that  view.  You  will 
recall  earlier  this  afternoon  that  you  reported 
to  the  House  yourself.  Your  Honour,  that 
information  had  been  passed  along  to  you 
that  the  minister  intended  to  introduce  two 
bills.  It  was  a  mark  of  contempt  on  his  part 
that  he  left  the  House  and  proffered  to  the 
confines  of  a  press  conference,  rather  than 
attending  upon  his  duties  here.  We  cannot 
support  the  motion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon,  we  have  as 
guests  in  the  east  gallery  students  from  St. 
Jerome's  Separate  School  in  Downsview  and 
St.  Peter's  Separate  School  in  Samia.  In  the 
west  gallery  an  hour  later,  we  will  have 
students  from  St.  Lucy's  Separate  School  in 
Toronto  and  St.  Carthagh's  School  in  Tweed. 
Later  this  afternoon  there  will  be  students 
from  St.  Albert  School  in  Scarborough. 

This  evening,  the  Wexford  Chapter  lODE 
will  be  here  hosting  students  from  the  Wik- 
wemikong  School  007  of  Wikwemikong, 
v/hich  is  an  Indian  school. 

I  am  sure  we  welcome  all  these  guests. 
Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday,  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  (Mr.  Lewis) 
asked  me  if  I  would  make  a  statement  with 
regard  to  the  Interprovincial  Conference  on 
Health  that  was  held  last  week.  If  I  may, 
I  vnll  do  so  now  briefly  and  rather  informally. 

It  was  a  three-day  meeting,  two  days  of 
which  were  occupied  by  the  deputy  minis- 
ters from  the  10  provinces  and  their  staffs 
discussing  all  matters  involving  health  and 
health  legislation.  That  was  followed  by  a 
third  day  when  the  ministers  were  to  attend. 
The  lengthening  of  the  constitutional  con- 
ference meant  that  only  four  ministers  were 
actually  able  to  attend,  and  this  is  one  reason 
why  no  formal  communique  was  developed 
and  issued  either  to  the  press  or  made  avail- 
able to  the  House. 

The  deputies  discussed  a  general  review 
of  all  our  provincial  legislation:  The  regula- 
tion and  education  of  the  health  disciplines, 
health  insurance  legislation,  human  tissue 
legislation,  Quebec  programmes  in  relation 
to  drugs  and  dentistry,  nursing  homes  and 
home  care,  shared  costs  programmes  and 
health  costs  generally. 

When  we  met  as  ministers  we  discussed 
a  number  of  items.  Picking  these  as  the  high 
points:  The  first  was  tlie  question  of  port- 
ability of  rights  and  benefits  under  Medicare 
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and  hospital  insurance,  tiie  effort  being  to 
have  total  portability  from  one  province  to 
another  for  all  insured  and  premium  paying 
people  from  each  province,  the  effort  being 
to  have  this  portability  plus  a  formula  for 
reconciliation,  perhaps,  between  different 
provinces  from  time  to  time. 

Here  we  bumped  into  some  diflBculty.  We 
could  all  accept  the  principles  involved,  but 
British  Columbia  and  PEI,  with  tlieir  pecu- 
liar and  special  impact  of  transient  and  older 
people,  were  quite  wary.  In  British  Columbia 
the  impact  of  unidentified  young  travellers 
is  apparently  quite  a  problem.  And  insofar 
as  PEI  is  concerned,  their  summer  flow 
greatly   distorts   their  health   care   burden. 

Both  of  them  are  to  develop  alternative 
proposals  still  looking  toward  portabiUty,  and 
they  will  be  reporting  to  the  September 
meeting  of  health  ministers. 

Canada  has  undertaken  to  support  us  in 
developing  statistics  to  see  to  what  extent 
this  is  a  problem  and  whether  or  not  the 
administrative  costs  in  tracing  down  each 
dollar  would  really  outweigh  the  loss  or  gain 
that  any  province  might  be  subject  to. 

Drug  testing  was  a  question  that  was 
raised.  A  number  of  the  provinces  are  quite 
ready  and  interested  in  adopting  our  Parcost 
programme  holus-bolus  and  as  is.  We  then 
moved  on  to  a  discussion  of  drug  testing,  it 
being  quite  obvious  that  with  our  programme 
going  forward  it  would  be  rather  ridiculous 
to  have  10  provinces  all  testing  the  same 
drugs.  Our  officials  are  trying  to  develop  a 
total  and  co-ordinated  programme  in  relation 
to  drug  testing. 

With  regard  to  shared  cost  and  the  shared 
cost  programmes  federally-provincially  invol- 
ving health  care,  a  very  interesting  debate 
has  developed  among  the  ministers  and  the 
deputies,  particularly  among  the  ministers, 
involving  the  political  aspects  of  the  shared 
cost  function. 

I  was  interested  that  several  of  the  prov- 
inces felt  that  the  participation  of  the  federal 
government  was  extremely  important  politic- 
ally so  that  the  public  was  faced  at  both  levels 
of  political  administration  with  people  who 
were  supportive   one   to   the   other;    namely. 
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an  effort  to  see  that  we  had  a  solid  front 
as  political  representatives  of  the  people, 
both  in  Parliament  and  in  the  Legislatures 
when  it  came  to  facing  the  tremendous  pres- 
sures for  extended  services  and  other  demands. 

Beyond  that  there  was  a  marked  consensus 
involving  the  federal  proposals  concerning 
a  change  in  the  support  formula.  As  the  hon. 
members  may  know,  the  federal  government 
has  been  tentatively  discussing  a  system 
whereby  payments  in  relation  to  Medicare 
and  hospital  care  would  be  based  on  a  per 
capita  basis,  and  the  whole  thing  hitched  to 
calculations  involving  gross  national  product. 

There  we  bumped  into  a  point  of  principle 
that  was  very  important.  The  provinces  gen- 
erally felt  that  the  federal  government  should 
first  establish  the  principles  and  definitions 
involved  in  what  might  be  called  a  health 
care  delivery  system,  and  then  at  that  point 
come  to  us  to  discuss  a  formula  rather  than 
vice  versa. 

All  provinces  present  were  concerned— and 
some  very  concerned— with  the  warping  im- 
pact of  the  present  system  whereby  particu- 
lar programmes  receiving  dollars  from  the 
federal  goverrmient  by  way  of  support  tend 
to  pull  other  programmes  out  of  priority. 
We  have  asked  that  the  federal  goverimient 
deal  with  the  question  of  policy  first,  and 
then  we  will  discuss  the  question  of  the 
formula. 

We  developed  hopes  for  being  able  to  use 
among  each  other  as  provinces  a  protocol 
involving  the  exchange  of  information  insofar 
as  our  computers  are  concerned  so  that  we 
can  reconcile  data  that  comes  from  the  com- 
puters, whether  it  be  British  Columbia, 
Quebec,  Ontario  or  wherever.  And  so  that 
our  definitions  of  service  in  relation  to  Medi- 
care by  doctors,  for  instance,  will  mean  the 
same  thing  in  different  provinces. 

We  then  tackled  the  question  of  the  regu- 
lations and  education  of  the  health  dis- 
ciplines. Here,  of  course,  the  obvious  burden 
of  our  discussion  was  to  see  how  close 
we  could  get,  as  provinces,  to  having  com- 
mon definitions  of  particular  healing  arts  or 
health  disciplines.  Here  the  exercise  is  going 
forward  with  each  of  the  10  provinces  pre- 
paring definitions  and  drafting,  as  I  say, 
regulations  that  would  relate  to  each  of  the 
health  disciplines. 

Finally  we  dealt  with  the  question  of  health 
care  costs  and  compared  the  Newfoundland 
exercise  in  proration  of  doctors'  salaries; 
the  Quebec  procedures  which  very  strictly 
relate  to  the  number  of  acts  or  procedures 
that    can    be    carried    out    during   particular 


periods  by  doctors;  the  British  Columbia  ex- 
ercise in  rather  extreme  publicity;  and  the 
Alberta  exercise  in  the  more  restrained  pub- 
licity. 

AU  of  these  things  were  very  vigorously 
discussed  and  all  of  these  and  other  matters 
involving  the  total  spectrum  of  legislation 
are  then  going  forward  in  September  for 
what  we  all  hope  will  be  a  meeting  having 
a  full  attendance. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 


DRUG  TESTING  PROGRAMME 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  further  to  the  statement  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Health,  which  was  quite  use- 
ful; is  he  contemplating  doing  the  drug 
testing  for  the  other  provinces  that  wish  to 
avail  themselves  of  the  Parcost  mechanism? 
Or  is  one  of  the  alternatives  that  perhaps  the 
federal  food  and  drug  directorate  might 
take  this  on  as  an  additional  responsibility 
in  resi>onse  to  the  requirement  of  a  nimiber 
of  provinces?  In  connection  with  that,  was 
there  a  federal  presence  at  this  conference 
so  that  alternative  might  have  been  discussed 
direody  with  him? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  there  was 
a  federal  delegation  at  the  conference.  That 
particular  point  was  not  discussed. 

Mr.  Nixon:   Was  not? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  It  was  not  dis- 
cussed, I  think,  primarily  because  despite 
the  federal  government's  intention  in  this 
field,  they  do  not  have  the  capacity  and 
probably  will  not  for  perhaps  three  or  four 
years  for  undertaking  the  kind  of  testing 
programme  that  we  have  evolved  in  Par- 
cost.  The  question  was  left  in  the  air.  I 
would  not  want  to  comment  on  whether 
or  not  the  testing  we  do  should  be  made  avail- 
able to  other  provinces  on  the  basis  of 
professional  services  rendered,  as  it  were, 
or  on  some  basis  where  we  would  try  to  ask 
for  financial  participation.  Personally  I  think 
it  would  be  rather  distasteful;  I  woidd 
sooner  see  us  open-handedly  co-operating 
with  all  the  other  provinces  that  wash  to 
use  our  testing. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  If  in  fact 
some  kind  of  a  programme  of  evaluating 
commercially  available  drugs  is  going  to  be 
used  by  more  and  more  of  the  provinces, 
would  the  minister  not  agree  that  it  might 


JUNE  22,  1971 


3055 


be  Ontario's  role  to  indicate  to  the  govern- 
ment of  Canada  that  they  should  take  this 
on,  rather  than  to  say  that  we  in  Ontario 
are  prepared  to  do  it  for  the  other  provinces? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  we  are 
dealing  right  now  with  the  practical  question 
of  what  happens  this  year  or  next  year. 

Mr.   Nixon:   Right. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  have  no  quarrel 
in  principle  regarding  the  obvious  efiBciency 
of  having  one  body  do  this  testing.  But  we 
only  have  words,  as  it  were,  at  this  moment 
in  relation  to  the  capacity,  or  the  ultimate 
intentions  of  the   federal    government. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary  re- 
lating to  the  minister's  statement:  He 
indicated  that  there  was  some  discussion  of 
the  Newfoundland  system  of  controlling 
Medicare  costs.  Has  he  anything  to  report 
to  the  House  following  his  discussions  with 
the  Ontario  Medical  Association  with  regard 
to  the  possible  implementation  of  a  pro- 
gramme somewhat  similar  at  least  in  its  goal 
to  that  of  Newfoundland  of  controlling  or 
putting  an  upper  limit  on  medical  insurance 
costs  or  payments  to  doctors? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  never  raised  this  as  a  point  with 
either  the  Ontario  Medical  Association,  the 
college  or  doctors  generally  in  Ontario,  and 
I  may  say  in— 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  undertook  to 
raise  it  with  them  in  response  to  a  question 
in  the  House. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  The  Newfound- 
land system? 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  correct. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  If  I  did,  I  have 
not.  I  may  say  I  was  advised  last  week  by 
the  Newfoundland  government  that  they 
consider  it  a  very  poor  approach  and  are 
abandoning  it  themselves.  I  am  sorry  if  I 
have  not  discussed  that  with  them;  I  can, 
but  with  the  Newfoundland  experience  it 
is  obviously  not  one  that  seems  to  have  great 
value. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Coch- 
rane South  has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  I  have 
a  supplementary  on  the  drug  quality  section 
of  the  question.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
federal    government,    as    was    announced   by 


Mr.  Munro  very  recently,  is  setting  up  a 
programme  to  carry  out  the  kind  of  drug 
investigation  and  quality  control  of  drugs 
that  is  now  being  carried  out  under  Parcost? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  think  the 
intention  is  to  have  it  as  broad  and  effective 
as  that.  But  the  best  advice  I  can  get  is 
that  it  will  be  at  least  three  years  before 
they  will  be  able  to  have  anything  com- 
parable in  the  way  of  view  of  expertise  or 
capacity  and  from  the  practical  point  of 
view. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  A  fur- 
ther supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  may 
have  missed  it  in  the  minister's  opening 
statement:  Was  there  any  discussion  of  men- 
tal hospitals  and  the  funding  of  those  hos- 
pitals or  federal  contributions  in  the  future? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  there  was, 
Mr.  Speaker,  because  obviously  the  impact 
of  federal  policies,  so  far  as  mental  and 
physical  health  are  concerned,  raises  the 
question  of  one  of  the  greatest  and  most 
obvious  anachronisms  in  the  federal  system, 
namely,  that  they  do  not  support  mental 
health  in  the  same  way  they  support  physical 
health,  at  a  time  in  1971  when  there  is  no 
Minister  of  Health  who  would  not  agree 
that  we  must  very  soon  accept  our  respon- 
sibilities broadly,  and  look  at  them  as  one 
and  the  same  functional  problem. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Was  there  any  suggestion  on 
the  part  of  the  federal  authorities  that  they 
would  enter  this  field?  Was  there  a  request 
for  percentage  cost  sharing  from  the  provinces 
jointly? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  there  was 
not,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  debate  became  one  be- 
tween the  federal  government  representatives, 
who  were  saying  that  they  wanted  a  pro- 
gramme such  as  they  have  at  the  moment, 
but  more  flexible,  and  the  provinces,  who 
were  saying  we  want  as  a  matter  of  policy  for 
the  federal  government  to  agree  with  us  as  to 
what  is  the  total  health  care  delivery  system- 
encompassing,  obviously,  mental  health,  nurs- 
ing homes,  home  care,  hospitals,  medicare. 
"Let  us  settle  on  that  policy  first  and  then  we 
will  talk  formula." 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  were  not  prepared  to  con- 
cede that,  I  take  it? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  It  was  a  friendly 
meeting,  but  they  said  that  the  word  "flexible'' 
covered  this  and  the  provinces  present  did  not 
understand  the  word  flexible  to  mean  that. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition. 


GUARANTEED  ANNUAL  INCOME 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Treasurer. 

Can  he  indicate  to  the  House  whether  his 
statement  calling  for  the  integration  of  income 
tax  with  social  services  does  constitute  the  ac- 
ceptance on  the  part  of  the  government  of  the 
province  of  a  programme  that  might  be  de- 
scribed as  a  guaranteed  minimum  income 
programme,  or  at  least  a  basis  of  such? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  I  do 
not  think  it  implies  an  acceptance  or  other- 
wise. The  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  made 
this  point  in  Victoria  last  week  in  a  paper 
which  was  distributed,  I  believe,  or  which  can 
be  distributed.  It  was  a  public  paper  released 
to  the  press,  stating  that  if  at  some  point  there 
is  to  be  a  guaranteed  annual  income  that  per- 
haps the  easiest  way  to  facilitate  this  would 
be  through  the  tax  reporting  system. 

I  think  all  of  us  share  the  view  in  this 
House  that  our  social  security  programmes 
presently  overlap,  and  often  do  not  look  after 
those  whom  we  would  like  to  see  looked  after, 
or  do  not  look  after  them  as  equitably  as  they 
should. 

I  think  all  of  us  recognize  certainly  the 
government  of  Canada  has  indicated  the  enor- 
mous cost  of  a  guaranteed  annual  income  for 
the  country,  and  it  is  not  in  their  view  practi- 
cal at  this  time.  We  see  the  integration  of  the 
two  systems— the  social  security  system  and 
the  income  tax  system— as  one  way  of  achiev- 
ing this  and  we  would  hate  to  lose  that  mech- 
anism at  this  moment. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  The  concept 
put  forward  by  the  Treasurer  and  by  the 
Premier  in  his  statement  does,  however,  go 
considerably  further  than  the  simple  tax  credit 
programme  recommended  by  the  White  com- 
mittee two  years  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  do  not  think  so. 
I  think  we  are  right  on  line  with  the  report 
of  the  select  committee  which  advocated  a 
tax  credit  approach,  but  a  tax  credit  to  both 
taxpayers  and  people  who  would  not  normally 
pay  taxes.  You  are  really  in  the  same  ball  park 
when  you  are  talking  that  kind  of  a  full  tax 
credit  approach,  or  a  guaranteed  annual  in- 
come, or  a  negative  income  tax,  or  call  it 
whatever  you  will. 


PICKERING  NUCLEAR  STATION 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Mini- 
ster of  Energy  and  Resources  Management. 

Can  he  report  to  the  House  on  the  progress 
at  Pickering  in  bringing  the  first  reactor,  not 
into  just  the  production  of  steam,  but  into  the 
production  of  electrical  energy? 

What  are  the  predictions  as  to  the  timetable 
of  bringing  the  full  reactor  system  there  on 
line? 

Third,  is  there  any  further  research  being 
conducted,  in  view  of  new  information  from 
the  United  States  as  to  the  safety  factors  asso- 
ciated with  large  atomic  reactors  located  near 
large  centres  of  population? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
first  unit  operated  at  full  capacity  for  about 
four  weeks  and  then  was  partially  shut  down 
for  research  and  engineering  survey,  you 
might  say.  The  commission  is  quite  happy 
with  the  performance  of  the  first  unit  during 
that  four-week  period. 

I  am  hoping  that  it  will  be  critical,  as  I 
indicated  earlier  to  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  sometime  this  summer.  The  tar- 
get date  was  the  end  of  July,  and  there  is  no 
reason  why  that  date  should  not  be  reached. 

Regarding  further  research,  I  assume  the 
hon.  member  is  referring  to  an  article  by 
David  Spurgeon  that  appeared  yesterday  in 
the  Globe  and  Mail.  Really,  I  do  not  think 
that  article  indicates  any  further  knowledge 
or  information  that  would  be  of  any  use  to  us. 
This  is  in  respect  to  a  hearing  that  has  been 
arranged  as  a  result  of  an  action  taken  by  a 
group  in  the  United  States,  mainly  because 
it  is  not  getting  enough  information  about  the 
American  programme.  And,  as  the  hon  mem- 
ber knows,  it  involves  enriched  uranium 
which  we  do  not  use  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  question:  Can 
the  minister  tell  me  if  refuelling  of  the  re- 
actor at  Pickering  under  load  has  been 
attempted  or  accomplished? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  am  not  sure  of  that— 

Mr.  Nixon:  Have  they  replaced  the  uranium 
rods? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  would  not  want  to  say 
either  one  way  or  another,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
will  have  to  get  that  information. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West  has  a  question. 
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STRIKE  AT  AP  PARTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  initially,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  What  is 
the  status  of  negotiations  of  AP  Parts  (Canada) 
Limited,  in  the  west  end  of  Toronto? 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  first  of  all  may  I  answer  a  question 
the  hon.  member  directed  to  me  last  week? 
They  are  not  availing  themselves  of  the  serv- 
ices of  Canadian  Driver  Pool  Limited,  I  am 
informed  on  that  aspect  of  it.  Secondly,  we 
did  have  meetings  on  Friday,  as  I  said  we 
would,  and  all  parties  concerned  are  presently 
meeting  at  8  York  Street  today  as  well. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sure  the  minister  is  aware, 
I  ask  with  an  interrogative  tone,  that  the  con- 
ditions on  the  picket  lines  each  morning 
frequently  deteriorate,  that  arrests  accelerate 
and  that  something  must  be  done  to  prevent 
,this  situation  from  getting  out  of  control?  Is 
his  department  currently  involved  by  way  of 
a  senior  negotiator? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  nego- 
tiations are  taking  place  today,  as  I  said. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  By  way  of  a 
supplementary  question,  is  the  minister  aware 
that  there  appears  to  be  going  on  by  the 
police  at  AP  Parts  a  process  of  selective 
arrests  of  those  i)ersons  other  than  employees 
who  wish  to  express  sympathy  with  the 
strikers  at  that  plant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  I  am  not  aware  of 
that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  is 
the  minister  aware  of  the  undue  police  con- 
centration in  that  strike  area,  the  effect  it  is 
having  and  has  he  discussed  it  with  his  col- 
league, the  Attorney  General? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  have  not  discussed  it 
with  the  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
will  on  his  return. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you.   Another  question— 


LAYOFF  OF  WORKERS 
AT  STANDARD  COIL 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if 
I  may  reply  to  a  couple  of  questions  the 
member  for  Lakes;hore  (Mr.  Lawlor)  asked  me 
last  week  concerning  Standard  Coil.  We  re- 
ceived a  letter  from  this  firm  to  the  effect 
that  there  would  be  some  layofi^s  toward  the 
end  of  August;  they  have  notified  the  em- 


ployees verbally,  and  written  notices  will  be 
going  out  within  the  next  few  days.    I  see 
the  member  for  Sarnia  is  not  in  his  seat- 
Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  A  supple- 
mentary question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all,  when 
was  that  letter  received  and  what  is  the 
indicated  extent  of  those  layoffs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  The  letter  was  received 
on  June  14  and  the  extent  of  the  layoffs  is 
about  120.  I  would  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker— 
and  I  am  not  aware  of  the  firm's  exact  pos- 
ition since  the  new  budget— that  perhaps  this 
might  alleviate  some  of  the  situation  because 
I  believe  they  do  some  television  work. 


BILLBOARD  ADVERTISEMENTS 
TERMED  OFFENSIVE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Another  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour. 

Has  he  talked  to  the  Ontario  Human  Rights 
Commission  about  the  advertisement  presently 
being  run  on  billboards  around  Metropolitan 
Toronto  by  CFRB,  I  think  with  the  caption— 
I  was  so  offended  by  it  personally  that  the 
caption  did  not  entirely  register,  but  I  think 
it  is,  "Is  this  what  modem  women  really 
want?"  or  words  to  that  affect?  Has  he 
spoken  to  the  commission  about  looking  into 
the  nature  of  that  advertisement  and  whether 
in  fact  it  might  violate  any  aspects  of  the 
code? 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  What 
is  the  advertisement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  I  have  not,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  I  will  check  that  out  for  the 
member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  has 
the  minister  seen  this  extraordinarily  offensive 
effort  which  pictures  a  woman,  unduly 
muscled  and  unattractive,  over  a  Bill  McVean 
exhortation  to  listen  to  CFRB?  The  woman, 
at  least  in  the  billboard  I  saw  on  Kingston 
Road,  is  not  Caucasian  either,  for  reasons 
which  concerned  me. 

I  am  wondering  about  the  appropriateness 
of  the  whole  advertisement  and  whether  or 
not  the  minister  might  look  into  it  if  it  is 
within  his  purview?  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  is  within  anyone's  purview  so  I  am  seeking 
this  advice. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  have  not  noticed  the 
advertisement  myself,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  will 
be  happy  to  look  into  it. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  It  is 
also  on  the  subway. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  J 
ask  the  minister  to  look  into  this  because  it 
gives  substance  to  all  the  arguments- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  would  confine  himself  to 
questions. 


REQUEST  FOR  INQUIRY  INTO 
WHOLESALE  TIMBER  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  worth  looking  at  by  the 
minister.  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  a  question?  I  am  ask- 
ing the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commer- 
cial Affairs  a  question:  May  I  know  whether 
the  government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
will  support  the— is  it  the  lumber  associa- 
tion's?—request  for  an  inquiry  in  the  tim- 
ber industry? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr,  Speaker,  I  saw 
the  news  item  in  the  morning  paper.  That 
was  the  first  inkling  I  had  of  it.  I  would 
of  course  have  to  discuss  it  with  my  col- 
leagues and  then  government  policy  would 
be  made  known.  I  cannot  answer  it  "yes"  or 
"no"  at  the  moment.  I  will  certainly  bring 
about  some  discussion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  A.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  supplementary  question,  if  he 
does  make  an  investigation  will  he  include 
in  that  investigation  why  prices  are  so 
much  higher  in  northern  Ontario  for  lumber 
that  is  produced  in  northern  Ontario  and 
shipped  to  Toronto  and  shipped  back  to 
northern  Ontario?  Why  do  we  pay  so  much 
more  in  northern  Ontario  for  the  same 
lumber? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  the  hon.  mem- 
ber's question  was  "if  we  undertake  the  in- 
quiry, would  that  be  part  of  the  inquiry?" 
I  would  think  it  would. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Perhaps  you  would  have  an 
inquiry  into  transportation  rates  in  northern 
Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  going  on. 


LAYOFF  OF  WORKERS  AT 
FORD  PLANT  AT  WINDSOR 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  final  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  the  Minister  of  Labour.  What  has  the 
minister  induced  about  the  layoff  at  the  Ford 
plant  in  Windsor  and  the  extension  of  facili- 
ties in  the  United  States  as  a  consequence 
of  that  layoff? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
is  a  matter  that  is  been  going  on  for  some 
time.  Finally— about  two  weeks  after  other 
members  apparently  received  it— I  received 
a  wire  from  the  union  in  this  respect. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Maybe 
they  had  not  heard  of  the  minister's  appoint- 
ment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Perhaps  not.  But  in  any 
event,  I  did  contact  the  company  concerned, 
and  this  did  relate  to  some  192  workers,  not 
the  400  or  500  that  were  mentioned,  and 
I  was  advised  that  this  would  not  be  a 
permanent  layoff. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Sim- 
coe  East  a  question? 


PROTECTION  OF  POLAR  BEARS 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests. 

Is  the  minister  concerned  over  the  fact 
that  four  polar  bear  pelts  were  sold  at  a 
recent  North  Bay  fur  sale,  and  is  his  de- 
partment contemplating  any  protective  meas- 
ures to  protect  the  species  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  illegal  to  kill  a 
polar  bear  in  Ontario.  The  only  time  that  we 
permit  the  killing  of  polar  bears  is  by  native 
people  in  the  protection  of  their  own  camp. 
We  then  direct  that  the  pelt  be  sold  through 
the  North  Bay  auction  sale  in  order  to  make 
sure  that  it  is  controlled  and  that  the 
native  people  do  get  a  fair  return  for  their 
pelts.  But  I  will  be  pleased  to  look  into  this 
question  of  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
supplementary.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
could  indicate,  through  any  statistics  that  his 
department  has,  whether  the  polar  bear  popu- 
lation in  Ontario  is  actually  becoming  extinct 
or  diminishing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  am  happy  to  report, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  our  polar  bear  population  in 
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Ontario   is   fairly   constant.    It   is   somewhere 
between  100  to  125  polar  bears. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs  has  the  answer 
to  a  question  asked  the  other  day. 


DENIAL  OF  INFORMATION  TO 
SHAREHOLDERS 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  for  York 
South  asked  a  question  yesterday  as  to  the 
obligation  of  the  directors  of  Standard  Paving 
to  notify  the  shareholders  as  to  the  salary 
paid  to  the  company  auditors. 

I  have  looked  into  the  matter,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  find  that  under  Ontario  law  the  man- 
agement of  the  affairs  of  a  business  of  a 
corporation  is  vested  in  its  directors  and 
the  directors  are  under  a  number  of  statutory 
obligations  as  to  reporting  to  share'holders. 

The  Business  Corporations  Act,  1970,  sets 
out  the  financial  information  required  to  be 
given  to  shareholders.  In  the  information 
circular  sent  to  shareholders  of  public  corp- 
orations, information  must  be  given  as  to  the 
remuneration  paid  to  directors  and  senior 
oflBcers  but  neither  the  financial  statement  or 
the  information  circular  call  for  a  statement 
of  fees  paid  to  auditors. 

In  the  profit  and  loss  statement  of  some 
corporations  you  may  find  an  item  for  legal 
and  auditing  expenses  under  the  head  of 
administrative  costs  where  these  expenses 
are  significant.  According  to  the  1971  state- 
ment of  Standard  Paving  the  corporation's 
gross  revenue  is  shown  as  approximately  $40 
million;  cost  of  sales  about  $36  million;  ad- 
ministrative expenses,  including  legal  and 
audit  expense,  are  covered  in  the  cost  of 
sales  figure  in  that  report,  and  are  not 
separately  shown. 

Under  the  statute  the  shareholders  of  a 
corporation  have  the  right  to  appoint  the 
auditors.  They  also  have  the  right  to  fix  the 
fee  to  be  paid  the  auditors— that  is  the  share- 
holders have  that  right.  However,  the  share- 
holders can  authorize  the  directorate  to  set 
the  auditors'  fee  and  I  understand  that  this 
is  usually  done,  as  the  directors  are  in  a 
better  position  to  determine  how  much  the 
auditors  should  be  paid  in  any  given  year. 
The  statute  does  not  require  the  directorate 
to  report  to  the  shareholders  as  to  the  fees 
paid  to  the  auditors. 

Mr.  Speaker,  just  let  me  say  this.  I  appre- 
ciate the  hon.  member  raising  this  question 
because  quite  frankly  I  was  not  aware  that 
this  would  be  an  item  that  the  directors  would 


not  be  required  to  report.  I  do  point  out  that 
the  shareholders  have  the  right  to  appoint 
the  directors  and  they  could  have,  perhaps, 
had  they  been  aware,  put  certain  obligations 
upon  them,  but  the  Act  does  not.  Perhaps 
we  should,  and  I  am  looking  at  the  Act 
to  see  if  this  should  not  be  added  to  the 
duties  and  obligations  of  the  directors  in 
making   a   report   to   the   shareholders. 

Mr.   Speaker:   A  supplementary— no?  Then 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 


OTTAWA  CHILDREN'S    HOSPITAL 
AND  TREATMENT  CENTRE 

Mr.  H.  McKenzie  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Health. 

Is  it  correct  that  the  plans  for  the  new 
children's  hospital  in  Ottawa  are  held  up 
to  the  extent  that  the  building  construction 
will  not  get  under  way  until  next  year? 

Secondly,  does  the  minister  have  any  in- 
tention of  getting  a  crippled  children's  treat- 
ment centre  under  way  this  year? 

Thirdly,  if  not,  will  the  minister  endeavour 
to  provide  proper  temporary  facilities  for  the 
100  crippled  children  in  Ottawa  not  now 
receiving   treatment? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  La^vrence:  I  cannot  answer 
those  questions  categorically,  Mr.  Speaker. 
But  I  have  heard  no  word  from  either  of 
these  insititutions  suggesting  that  they  have 
been  held  up  beyond  the  plans  and  arrange- 
ments that  were  presented  to  them  and  that 
they  have  been  working  on  for  the  last 
several  months. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South. 


DENTAL  CARE  STANDARDS 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Health. 

What  action  does  the  minister  intend  to 
take  to  preserve  an  adequate  standard  of 
dental  care  in  the  province,  in  the  light  of 
the  recent  report  by  the  Ontario  Society  of 
Periodontists  charging  dentists  with  neglect 
in  treating  the  periodontal  disease  known  as 
pyorrhoea,  which  leads  to  the  loss  of  teeth? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  think  I  sug- 
gested, Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  estimates,  and 
perhaps  in  this  House,  the  whole  question 
of  dental  care  of  children  is  currently  being 
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assessed  and  it  obviously  will  be  a  matter 
involving  new  government  policy  and  pre- 
sumably legislation. 

We  are  not  ready  to  either  announce  or 
proceed  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  A  supplementary:  Is  the  min- 
ister not  aware  that  the  statement  saying 
that  dentists  would  be  subject  to  negligence 
lawsuits  for  their  inadequate  treatment  of 
this  disease  should  warrant  some  concern? 
And  that  the  body  under  The  Dentistry  Act 
should  be  enforcing  some  discipline  to  ensure 
an  adequate  standard  of  dental  care  is  being 
provided  to  the  citizens  of  this  province? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  On  the  last 
point,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  see  that  the  college 
and  the  association  both  look  into  the  alle- 
gations made  by  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Renfrew 
South  a  question? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  No!  It  is  all  right,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Labour  has 
a  reply  to  a  question  asked  earlier  by  the 
member  for  Samia.  He  may  give  his  answer. 


PROVISION    OF    TEMPORARY    HELP 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
ber for  Samia  was  asking  some  time  ago 
about  an  editorial  in  the  Globe  and  Mail 
attributed  to  William  J.  Coke,  president  of 
the  Canadian  Institute  of  Temporary  Help 
and  Business  Services.  I  was  in  correspon- 
dence with  Mr.  Coke  and  I  have  this  reply 
to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  L  Deans  (Wentworth):  The  member 
for  Renfrew  South  should  make  it  legitimate 
by  getting  on  his  feet  once  in  a  while. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  This  involves,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  temporary  help  and  services. 
This  is  the  quotation: 

I  would  also  like  to  say  that  this 
industry  and  the  companies  involved  in 
it  are  committed  to  areas  of  service  which 
will  not  impair  a  labour-management  re- 
lationship. In  its  simplest  terms,  we  will 
not  provide  any  service  that  would  con- 
travene a  contract  existing  between  a 
company  and  the  union,  nor  will  we  cross 
a  picket  line.  The  nature  of  our  service 
and  the  potential  growth  of  our  industry 
which  does  serve  a  valid  social  and  eco- 
nomic   need    is    such    that    long    term,    it 


could  not   be   in   our  interest   to   involve 
ourselves  in  this  type  of  activity. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

DUMPING  OF  WASTE 
IN  DETROIT  RIVER 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment. Would  the  minister  report  to  the 
House  the  results  of  his  meeting  with  the 
BASF  Wyandotte,  generally  known  as  Wyan- 
dotte Chemicals? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman 
of  Wyandotte  and  two  or  three  of  his  vice- 
presidents  attended  my  oflBce  last  week  to 
discuss  Fighting  Island  and  the  disposal 
of  industrial  liquid  wastes  at  that  site.  We 
made  the  officials  of  the  company  aware  of 
our  concern  of  the  possibility  of  some  leak- 
age from  the  site.  They  assured  us  that  every 
precaution  is  being  taken  by  the  company 
to  prevent  such  occurrence  and  invited  us 
to  inspect  the  island,  which  we  hope  to 
do  some  time  next  month. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion, Mr,  Speaker:  Is  the  minister  satisfied 
with  that  method  of  waste  disposal  so  close 
to  a  large  body  of  water? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  not 
entirely.  It  is  a  rather  precarious  location. 
If  there  is  any  loss,  any  leakage,  any  break- 
age in  the  dikes,  it  could  cause  a  great  deal 
of  contamination. 

Also,  from  the  esthetic  point  of  view,  it 
is  an  eyesore;  there  is  no  question  of  that. 
I  think  that  this  is  what  concerns  the  people 
in  the  hon.  member's  riding— the  idea  of 
having  a  site  like  that  so  close— coupled 
vidth  the  fact  that  it  is  in  Canada  and  the 
waste  is  coming  from  across  the  border.  All 
these  things  accumulate  to  create  a  certain 
amount  of  objection. 

However,  we  are  looking  at  it  from  the 
point  of  view  of  containment.  If  there  is 
any  possibility  that  there  will  be  a  loss  from 
that  island  or  any  dangers  from  the  dikes, 
we  may  require  that  other  steps  be  taken 
by   the    company. 

I  must  say  that  as  far  as  the  Detroit 
River  area  is  concerned,  in  view  of  the 
situation  there  generally,  it  is  better  to  have 
this  situation  rather  than  direct  dumping 
into  the  river  which  is  the  case  for  many 
companies. 
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Mr.    Speaker:    Further   supplementaries? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Another  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  May  I  ask  the  minister  if  he 
is  considering  giving  a  period  by  which 
time  Wyandotte  Chemicals  must  phase  out 
that  method  of  disposing  of  their  liquid 
waste? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  has  been  no  deci- 
sion, no  hard  and  fast  decision  or  conclusion, 
in  our  discussions  with  the  company.  If  the 
hon.  member  has  an  opportunity,  he  will 
see  that  the  company  revolves  its  use  of 
that  facility.  In  other  words  it  uses  part  of 
the  island  for  a  while  and  then  it  will 
abandon  that  and  use  another  part  of  the 
island.  The  portion  that  is  abandoned  turns 
out  to  be  a  fine  looking  field  of  rye.  What 
they  do  with  that  rye  I  really  do  not  know. 

But  in  any  event,  they  also  apparently  have 
a  summer  retreat  there  right  next  to  these 
lagoons,  so  that  all  in  all,  it  may  be  that  we 
are  overly  concerned  with  this  particular 
facility,  but  this  is  what  we  want  to  find  out 
in  July- 
Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  A  hunting 
lodge  to  contain  a  spile? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —the  possibility  of  any  dan- 
ger. Of  course,  we  have  an  old  agreement 
whereby  we  allow  the  pumping  of  this  waste 
from  the  company's  plant  to  the  island,  and 
we  have  the  option  under  that  agreement  to 
discontinue  that  practice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Windsor 
West  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Peacock:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Has  the  minister,  as  a  result  of  the 
meeting,  exempted  the  Wyandotte  Chemical 
Company  from  the  provisions  of  The  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Commission  Act  in  any 
respect? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  hon.  member  asked 
me  that  same  question  about  two  weeks  ago 
and  'the  meeting  did  not  change  anything. 


which  according  to  the  workers,  has  resulted 
in  the  death  of  one  of  the  workers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
not  completed  that  yet. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  A  supplementary:  Can  the 
minister  indicate  when  the  investigation  will 
be  complete? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  will  try  to  get  the 
answer  some  time  later  this  week,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 


PROGRAMME  TO  PIPE  EFFLUENT 
TO  SUBURBAN  GOLF  COURSES 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management. 

In  an  effort  to  reduce  the  phosphate  and 
nitrate  pollution  of  Lake  Ontario  caused  by 
sewage  efHuent,  will  the  minister  have  the 
OWRC  launch  an  experimental  programme 
this  summer  with  a  few  of  the  golf  courses 
in  the  Metro  suburbs,  whereby  they  would 
water  their  courses  with  treated  eflBuent  piped 
from  these  nearby  plants  and  thus  promote 
greener  fairways  and  greens,  instead  of 
greener  algae  in  our  rivers  and  Lake  Ontario? 
At  the  same  time,  it  would  reduce  the  heavy 
drain  these  courses  impose  on  local  water 
tables. 

Mr.  Spej^er:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  is 
asking  a  question,  not  answering  it. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Maybe  he  has  the  answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  answer  should  not  be 
included  in  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  is  no  question  that 
it  makes  things  greener,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
commission  is  aware  of  this,  of  course,  and 
permits  it,  particularly  sludge  from  any  of 
the  plants  in  the  area— 


Mr.   Speaker:   The  member  for  Brantford.  ^'-  ^^^^on:  Sludge  and  effluent  are  differ- 


ALLEGED  HARASSMENT  OF  WORKERS 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  A  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour. 

Has  the  minister's  department  completed 
the  investigation  into  the  alleged  harassing 
of  six  workers  employed  by  the  Massey-Fer- 
guson    combines    plant    in    Brantford,    and 


ent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  It  is  pretty  well  the  same 
thing. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Sludge  is  part  of  effluent. 
This  is  what  they  tell  me.  But  in  any  event, 
we  are  aware  of  this.  This  is  a  licensed  prac- 
tice under  the  supervision  and   approval   of 


3062 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


OWRC.  They  are  satisfied  that  there  is  mini- 
mal runofif  from  these  golf  courses  and  what 
there  is  will  go  into  a  sewage  system. 

Most  of  the  golf  courses  that  I  am  aware 
of  are  the  ones  that  exist  between  here,  say 
and  Hamilton.  They  are  fairly  removed  from 
the  lake  so  there  does  not  appear  any  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
I  am  asking  that  the  minister  have  the  eflfluent 
which  is  now  going  into  the  lake  diverted  to 
our  golf  courses  so  that  we  get  greener  golf 
courses  instead  of  greener  algae. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  that  is  a  tremendous 
idea. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Will  the  minister  have  the 
OWRC  launch  an  experimental  programme 
this  summer  to  work  on  that  for  the  province? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wentworth 
has  the  floor;  the  hon.  member  did  not  ask 
to  ask  for  a  supplementary.  The  member  for 
Wentworth  has  the  floor. 


STUDY  OF  WORKMEN'S 
COMPENSATION  BENEFITS 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Labour.  Can  the  minister  indicate 
whether  the  study  that  he  suggested  was 
being  undertaken  by  his  department  into  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  recipient  benefits 
will  be  completed  in  time  to  make  changes 
during  this  current  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  doubt  that,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  By  way  of  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Would  the  minister  then  agree  that  it  is 
not  likely  that  any  changes  will  take  place 
during  this  current  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Hamilton 
Mountain. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  After  the 
election! 


REPRINT  OF  GERTLER  REPORT 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain):  A 
question  of  the  provincial  Treasurer.  Will  the 
minister  undertake  to  have  his  department 
reprint  the  Gertler  report  which  is  presently 
out  of  stock  at  the  Queen's  Printer? 


Mr.  MacDonald:  What  is  the  point  of  re- 
printing it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  was  a  greater  run  on  it 
than  the  budget,  if  I  may  say  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  will  be  glad  to 
assess  the  situation  and  see  if  the  need  is 
there.  I  believe  there  have  been  demands  for 
a  variety  of  reasons  for  extra  copies.  I  think 
that  might  be  a  very  worthwhile  idea. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  will  bet  there  have  been. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  commissioner  may 
need  one. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Distribute  it  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  cabinet.  That  might  be  useful. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  might  print  the 
original  instead  of  the  abridged  version. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  A  question  of 
the  provincial  Treasurer,  Mr.  Speaker.   Could 
the  minister  advise  if  he- 
Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary 
question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Sorry,  a  supplementary  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Would  the  minister,  when  he 
is  reprinting  the  original  Gertler  report,  in- 
clude the  revised  Gertler  report  and  all  of 
the  reports  pertinent  to  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  would,  presmn- 
ably,  reprint  the  same  version  which  was 
printed  before. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  about  making  use  of  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 


VALUE  ADD-ON  TAX  SYSTEM 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the  provincial 
Treasurer,  Mr.  Speaker.  Could  the  minister 
advise  if  he  and  his  advisers  are  currently 
studying  the  feasibility  of  the  value  add-on 
tax  system  that  is  being  considered  in  the 
States  now  and  is  in  full  use  in  Europe? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  High  Park? 


INCREASE  IN  LEAD  LEVELS 
IN  ENVIRONMENT 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Yes,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Re- 
sources Management,  Mr.  Speaker.    Has  the 
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minister  taken  note  of  the  air-water  pollution 
report  of  June  7,  this  year,  which  states  there 
has  been  a  rise  in  the  urban  lead  levels  of 
some  64  per  cent  in  the  last  decade?  Can  the 
minister  advise  me  that  this  means  as  far  as 
health  hazard  goes  and  what  the  department 
is  doing  about  it  ? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this 
report  was— I  may  be  wrong— the  result  of  a 
discussion  at  a  meeting,  a  convention,  that  was 
held  recently  in  Ottawa,  I  believe. 

A  scientist  there  submitted  a  paper  in 
which  he  made  reference  to  leaded  gasoline 
and  the  amount  in  the  atmosphere.  I  would 
assume  that  this  is,  really,  a  result  of  in- 
creases in  our  motor  vehicle  trafiBc  and  the 
growth  of  our  cities,  particularly  the  urban- 
ization of  a  large  metro  area. 

One  of  the  things  that  seems  to  be  un- 
decided is  whether  or  not  leaded  gasoline,  for 
example,  is  as  much  of  a  health  hazard  as 
unleaded  gasoline.  There  still  seems  to  be  a 
controversy  about  this.  My  department  and 
my  department  ofiBcials  are  aware  of  the  in- 
crease in  lead  in  the  atmosphere  in  many  of 
our  urban  centres.  Of  course,  a  recent  federal 
report- 
Mr.  Sargent:  If  you  are  right  there  are 
millions  of  dollars  being  wasted! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  That  is  possible  but,  as  I 
say,  the  recent  report  of  the  Canada  Centre 
for  Inland  Waters,  the  federal  agency  in  Bur- 
lington, indicated  a  great  increase  in  lead 
and  certain  other  chemicals  in  rain  water. 
All  I  can  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  this  would 
appear  to  be  a  natural  result  of  growth  and 
concentration  of  those  things  that  contribute 
to  this  type  of  pollution.  There  does  not  seem 
to  be  any  conclusive  proof  as  to  the  degree  of 
a  health  hazard  to  humans. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Did  the  study  indicate  that 
blood  tests  done  on  872  women  showed  that 
their  blood  level  ranged  from  15.4  micrograms 
of  lead  to  a  level  of  20.6  micrograms  per  100 
grams  of  blood;  and  would  the  minister  agree 
that  this  large  amount  of  lead  in  the  blood 
of  human  beings  is  possibly  dangerous  and 
certainly  not  beneficial? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  would  think  that  a  large 

increase  of  lead  in  the  blood  of  humans  is 

possibly  dangerous.  I  really  cannot  say  how 
much  is  dangerous. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  further  supplementary:  Is 
there  anything  that  the  government  can  do 


about  this  at  the  present  time,  or  is  the  gov- 
ernment doing  something  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  whole  question,  Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Can  they  take  the  lead  out 

of  their  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —of  lead  in  fuels  is  being 
looked  into;  as  the  members  knows,  the  petro- 
leum industry  itself— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Just  get  the  lead  out! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —is  prepared  to  market 
and  sell  unleaded  gasoline  by  about  1973, 
when  it  would  be  available  for  all  types  of 
cars.  There  are  some  cars  that  have  to  be 
altered  in  some  way  to  enable  them  to  use 
unleaded  gasoline,  and  as  the  report  of  that 
conference  indicates,  it  is  important  that 
people  who  use  unleaded  gas  have  the  type 
of  motor  and  the  type  of  muffler  that  are 
required  to  minimize  the  danger  or  the 
advantage  of  using  unleaded  gasoline.  But 
the  industry  is  prepared  to  market  this,  and 
of  course  I  am  hoping  that  all  types  of  cars 
will  be  able  to  use  it  when  it  is  available. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  one  supplementary. 

Mr.    F.    A.    Burr     ( Sandwich-Biverside ) : 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  the  minister  aware 
that  in  Frankfurt,  Germany- 
Mr.    R.    F.    Huston   (Essex-Kent):    He    just 
came  back  from  Germany. 

Mr.  Burr:  —the  federal  department  concern- 
ed with  the  environment  has  launched  a  suit 
against  the  Shell  oil  company,  Texaco  and 
others  because  it  claims  that  sanitation  work- 
ers have  suffered  from  lead  poisoning  as  a 
result  of  their  occupation,  whicfh  requires 
them  to  work  in  the  streets,  where  cars  fre- 
quently pollute  the  air? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  was  not  aware  of  that, 
Mr.  Speaker.  From  the  facts  that  the  hon. 
member  tells  me,  I  would  doubt  the  success 
of  that  particular  lawsuit.  All  I  can  do  is  re- 
peat what  I  have  aready  said  about  the  in- 
dustry's plans  and  that  they  have  assured  us 
that  in  many  jurisdictions  they  will  be  requir- 
ed to  market  unleaded  gasoline.  But  it  is  very 
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important,  I  am  told,  that  the  transmissions 
and  engines  of  those  vehicles  can  properly 
utilize  unleaded  gas;  otherwise  not  only  it  is 
not  any  advantage,  it  may  be  more  dangerous 
to  use  unleaded  gas  in  the  type  of  motor  that 
is  not  really  geared  for  that.  So  between  the 
petroleum  industry  and  the  automobile  in- 
dustry, it  is  hoped  that  all  cars  can  use  un- 
leaded gasoUne  by,  I  believe,  the  year  1973. 
I  am  also  hoping  of  course  that  we  will 
have  enough  information  for  motorists  and 
for  the  public  generally  that  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  a  big  car  or  a  car  with  great  horse- 
power to  use  leaded  gasoline.  I  am  also  hop- 
ing that  the  unleaded  gasoline  will  not  be 
at  a  premium  price  to  discourage  people 
from  using  unleaded  gasoline. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  will  be  no  further 
supplementaries.  The  hon.  member  for 
Huron-Bruce  has  the  floor. 


COMMITTAL  OF  MAN  TO  HOSPITAL 

Mr.  Caimt:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker:  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Health:  When 
is  the  minister  going  to  answer  my  question 
of  June  11? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  have  forgotten 
what  the  question  is,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Neuihoffer. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  I  have  a 
report  on  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  Mr.  Neuhoffer 
is  charged,  as  I  recall  it,  and  his  hearing  is 
to  come  up  on  July  5;  so  my  intention  was 
not  to  say  anything  until  after  the  hearing. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  is  the  end. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 


Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  This  is 
what  the  minister  was  supposed  to  do  yes- 
terday. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  got  a  further  amend- 
ment. Does  the  minister  want  it? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Explain  to  us  what  it  is  all 
about. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  is  chicken.  He 
is  chicken. 


THE  LIQUOR  CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  Yaremko  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor  Con- 
trol Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
Mr.  Speaker,  these  bills  are  the  statutory 
provisions  in  relation  to  which  1  gave  a 
comprehensive  explanation  yesterday. 


AUDIT  ACT 

Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Audit  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
committee  on  government  productivity  recom- 
mended that  the  Provincial  Auditor  assume 
the  role  of  Financial  Auditor  of  Accounting 
Systems  and  Transactions;  and  also  that  the 
present  pre-audit  by  the  Provincial  Auditor 
be  replaced  by  departmental  accounting 
control  systems  reinforced  by  a  thorough- 
post-audit  carried  out  by  professional  staff 
under  the  Provincial  Auditor.  This  Act  carries 
out  the  intent  of  that  recommendation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  About  time. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer  defended  that 
pre-audit  for  a  long  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  me. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Coane  to  pub- 
lic accounts.  We  will  tell  him  how  to  do  it. 


THE  LIQUOR  LICENCE  ACT 

Mr.  Yaremko  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor 
Licence  Act. 


FINANCIAL  ADMINISTRATION  ACT 

Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Financial 
Administration   Act. 


Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill.  Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
is  mainly  a  housekeeping  bill;  and  there  are 
companion  sections,  to  carry  out  the  report 
of  the  committee  on  government  productivity. 
The  public  accounts  committee,  I  should  add, 
over  the  years- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Well  see,  they  are  following 
the  guidelines  set  dowTi  over  the  years  by 
the  public   accounts    committee! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —to  complement  the 
sections  in  The  Financial  Administration 
Act,  and  there  are  also  some  housekeeping 
items.  I  think  perhaps  the  only  one  of  any 
interest  is,  allowing  the  Treasurer  to  make 
accountable  advances  to  departments  for 
inventories,  goods  and  services,  pending  dis- 
tribution of  the  goods  and  services  and  proper 
allocation  to  departments,  and  appropriation 
of  the  charges  incurred.  I  believe,  that  was 
recommended  or  concurred  in  by  the  public 
accounts  committee.  My  intention,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  to  take  both  those  bills  to  the 
public  accounts  committee. 


TILE  DRAINAGE  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  The  Tile  Drainage  Act, 
1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
is  a  complete  revision  of  The  Tile  Drainage 
Act  to  streamline  the  administrative  proced- 
ures and  reduce  the  time  required  to  process 
loan  applications.  In  addition,  the  limit  on 
the  total  amount  of  debentures  which  may 
be  purchased  by  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario  is 
removed.  That  limit  is  presently  $20  million 
and  we  have  reached  that  limit.  The  limit 
on  the  total  amount  which  may  be  borrowed 
by  a  municipality  is  removed,  and  several 
municipalities  in  that  great  county  of  Lamb- 
ton  have  reached  that  limit  now,  and  presum- 
ably there  is  more  than  adequate  control 
through  the  approval  given  by  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  or  otherwise. 


CONSOLIDATED  REVENUE  FUND 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  authorize  the 
raising  of  money  on  the  credit  of  the  Con- 
solidated Revenue  Fund. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
the  usual  bill  brought  in  each  year  authoriz- 


ing the  Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council  to 
raise  money  by  way  of  loan  in  the  manner 
provided  in  The  Financial  Administration 
Act.  This  year  it  is  provided  that  the  prin- 
cipal amount  of  any  securities  issued  and 
temporary  loans  raised  under  the  authority 
of  this  Act  shall  not  exceed,  in  the  aggregate, 
$800  million. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Is  that  $300  million  more  than 
last  year? 

Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:   Yes-400. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Who  sets  the  limit? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  Legislature 
does  when  the  members  vote  approval  or 
otherwise  of  that  bill. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  an  $800  million 
deficit. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Nonsense!  Why  does  the 
member  not  come  by  more  often? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  There  is  no  debate 
on  first  reading. 


ONTARIO    UNIVERSITIES    CAPITAL 
AID  CORPORATION  ACT,   1964 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The 
Ontario  Universities  Capital  Aid  Corporation 
Act,  1964. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  permit  the  Univer- 
sity Capital  Aid  Corporation  to  purchase 
from  the  Art  Gallery  of  Ontario  and  the 
Royal  Ontario  Museum  bonds  and  deben- 
tures issued  by  such  institutions  for  capital 
construction  projects  that  have  been  approved 
by   the   Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council. 


PUBLIC  SERVICE  SUPERANNUATION 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The 
Public   Service   Superannuation  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Is  there 
anything  in  the  minister's  department  that 
does  not  need  to  be  corrected? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
represents  some  six  sections,  mainly  house- 
keeping, that  I  think  generally  oould  be 
described  as  increasing  the  portability  of 
The  Public  Service  Superannuation  Amend- 
ment Act;  authorizing  transfers  between 
other  such  funds,  and  in  particular  allowing 
full-time  members  of  boards,  commissions 
or  provincial  foundations  to  contribute  to 
the  funds,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council. 


DRAINAGE  ACT,   1962-1963 

Mr.  Jackson  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Drainage 
Act,  1962-1963. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  requires 
the  council  of  a  local  municipality  to  deter- 
mine the  amount  of  money  to  be  spent  on 
construction  of  a  drainage  works,  and  to 
instruct  the  engineer  appointed  to  carry  out 
a  feasibility  study  to  ensure  the  project  can 
be  carried  out  within  the  amount  determined. 

It  was  introduced  because  of  events  that 
took  place  in  Strong  and  Milliard  townships 
during  the  past  year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


HUMAN  TISSUE  GIFT  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  second 
reading  of  Bill  65,  The  Human  Tissue  Gift 
Act,  1971. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  a  member  of  the 
official  opposition  wishing  to  speak  on  this? 
If  not,  the  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  supporting  this  bill  we  must 
draw  attention  to  the  urgent  need  for  trans- 
plants of  human  tissue  and  organs. 

The  Wall  Street  Journal  on  March  10, 
1969,  predicted  that  8,000  Americans  would 
die  during  the  year  for  lack  of  either 
artificial  kidney  machines  or  actual  kidney 
transplants. 

We  must  draw  attention  to  the  urgency 
of  the  need  for  speed  in  transplanting  human 
organs  and  tissues.  For  example,  when  two 
kidneys  recently  became  available  because 
of  an  industrial  accident  in  or  near  Toronto, 
a  woman  was  flown  from  Winnipeg  to  re- 
ceive one  of  them  and  a  Toronto  man  re- 
ceived the   other.   Toronto   General  Hospital 


authorities  said  there  was  a  long  list  of 
patients  awaiting  transplants.  Doctors  said 
that  there  was  an  urgent  need  for  donors 
and  that  this  was  the  first  kidney  transplant 
in  four  months  at  this  hospital  because  of 
the  donor  shortage. 

Because  of  the  high  number  of  accidental 
deaths,  especially  those  resulting  from  auto- 
mobile accidents,  it  seems  almost  certain  that 
during  those  four  months  several  opportuni- 
ties for  these  urgently  needed  transplants 
had  been  lost  because  of  the  slow  procedure 
required  to  make  legal  arrangements.  Not 
so  long  ago  a  15-year-old  Rexdale  girl  re- 
ceived a  kidney  flown  in  from  Los  Angeles 
to  Toronto.  This  dramatized  the  acute  short- 
age of  donors. 

It  is  essential  then  that  everything  possible 
be  done  to  simplify  the  legal  requirements 
and  to  shorten  the  delay.  A  consent  card 
carried  by  the  victims  of  fatal  accidents 
would  be  the  answer.  Let  me  read  a  brief 
excerpt  from  Time  magazine  of  July  13,  1970, 
page  53: 

At  Salt  Lake  City's  University  of  Utah 
Hospital  a  57-year-old  man  lay  dying 
after  heart  surgery.  In  his  wallet  was  a 
card  that  read,  "Desiring  that  humanity 
may  benefit,  I  hereby  give  for  any  lawful 
medical  purpose  any  specific  organs  or 
parts  of  my  body  determined  to  be  medi- 
cally usable  upon  my  death."  In  the  past 
hospital  authorities  would  have  had  to 
negotiate  with  the  patient's  next-of-kin 
to  obtain  organs  for  transplant,  and  the 
organs  might  have  deteriorated  and  be- 
come unusable  before  permission  was 
obtained.  There  was  no  such  delay  in  the 
Utah  hospital. 

Infonned  by  the  patient's  wife  about 
the  donor  card,  surgeons  were  able  to 
operate  on  him  as  soon  as  he  was  pro- 
nounced legally  dead.  They  removed  both 
kidneys  for  transplant  and  both  eyes  for 
corneal  grafts.  Within  a  few  hours  one  of 
each  was  used  for  transplant  in  other 
patients.  The  speedy  donation  was  made 
possible  by  Utah's  passage  of  The  Uniform 
Anatomical  Gift  Act,  which  gives  any 
patient  the  right  to  bequeath  his  body  or 
organs  for  medical  purposes.  Because  of 
almost  nationwide  adoption  of  the  Act 
and  changing  public  attitudes  toward 
transplants,  surgeons,  long  frustrated  by 
a  shortage  of  donor  organs,  now  foresee 
an  increase   in  supplies. 

From  a  medical  viewpoint,  one  of  the  best 
potential  sources  of  healthy  tissues  for  trans- 
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plants  is  the  person  wthose  death  is  caused  by 
an  auto  accident.  It  is  in  such  an  instance, 
however,  that  next-of-kin  are  usually  not 
readily  available.  Consequently  there  can  be 
a  loss  of  valuable  time  while  a  frantic  search 
is  made  for  one  of  a  series  of  readily  avail- 
able relatives,  as  the  Act  says  in  sections  5 
(b),   (c),    (d),   (e),    (f)    and   (g). 

There  is  also  the  difficulty  of  presenting 
to  a  grieving  relative,  often  in  a  state  of 
shock,  the  suggestion  of  a  transplant,  an  idea 
that  may  be  completely  new  and  unexpected 
to  the  one  bereaved.  In  the  midst  of  sudden 
grief,    this   idea   may  even   seem  repugnant. 

I  believe  it  is  obvious,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
if  every  person  who  wished  to  donate  a 
post  mortem  gift  of  organs  or  tissues  indi- 
cated this  sometime  before  death,  and  car- 
ried a  card  to  this  effect  at  the  time  of 
death,  tlie  legal  aspect  of  transplants  would 
be  eliminated  and  no  diflRculty  or  delay 
would  impede  the  transplant. 

To  this  end,  may  I  urge,  as  I  have  done 
before,  that  a  card  suitable  for  such  a  pur- 
pose be  made   available  to  the   public. 

The  eye  bank  of  Canada,  the  Ontario  di- 
vision, sponsored  by  the  department  of 
ophthalmology,  University  of  Toronto,  and 
by  the  Canadian  National  Institute  for  the 
Blind,  has  such  a  card.  One  part  of  the 
card  is  headed  "Consent  Form."  It  reads 
as  follows: 

I,  the  husband  or  wife  or  next-of-kin 
or  person  lawfully  in  charge  of  the  body 
of  the  deceased,  do  hereby  consent  to  the 
removal  of  the  eyes  of  the  deceased,  ac- 
cording to  his  expressed  vidsh. 

There  is  a  space  for  signature,  date  and 
witness. 

The  consent  card  for  a  human  tissues  gift 
which  I  advocate  would  be  carried  in  the 
wallet  or  the  purse,  along  wath  all  the  other 
cards  such  as  social  security  and  driver's 
licence.  In  case  of  a  sudden  accidental  death, 
this  consent  in  writing  would  almost  cer- 
tainly be  readily  available.  There  would  be 
no  time  wasted  in  locating  the  next-of-kin. 
There  would  be  no  time  or  agony  wasted 
by  doctors  or  hospital  officials  in  devising  a 
sufficiently  tactful  means  of  suggesting  the 
giving  of  a  human  tissue  gift  without  ap- 
pearing to  be  more  interested  in  the  trans- 
plant than  sympathetic  to  the  one  bereaved. 

This  bill  will  certainly  facihtate  transplants 
or  organs  and  tissues  from  a  dead  human 
body  to  a  living  human  body  but  by  making 
some   provision   for  a   consent  card   and   for 


its  widespread  distribution,  the  minister 
would  be  removing  almost  all  the  remaining 
roadblocks  in  the  way  of  expediting  these 
transplants. 

The  success  of  the  use  of  a  consent  card 
depends,  of  course,  both  on  widespread  dis- 
tribution and  on  widespread  pubHcity.  The 
eye  bank  card  is  fine,  but  how  widely  dis- 
tributed is  it?  I  have  one  of  these  cards 
but  it  was  only  with  considerable  difficulty 
that  I  was  able  to  find  out  where  the  card 
was  available.  In  the  same  way,  a  consent 
form  for  a  gift  of  human  tissue  would  be 
of  little  use  unless  it  were  widely  publicized 
and  widely  distributed. 

Personally,  I  suggest  that  the  most  effective 
means  of  distributing  this  consent  card  would 
be  as  an  appendage  to  the  driver's  licence  if 
the  co-operation  of  the  Minister  of  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications  (Mr.  MacNaugh- 
ton)  could  be  obtained.  A  consent  form  could 
be  attached  to  the  permit  when  printed,  or 
given  out  with  it.  There  would  be,  of  course, 
no  compulsion  to  sign  the  form.  What  is 
important  is  the  fact  that  it  would  be  avail- 
able and  would  be  drawn  to  the  individual's 
attention. 

Large  numbers  of  benevolent  people  now 
die  without  donating  their  remains  to  medical 
science,  for  education  or  transplants,  simply 
because  the  idea  did  not  occur  to  them  or 
because  the  opportunity  to  make  arrange- 
ments did  not  present  itself.  Many,  perhaps 
many  here,  intend  to  do  this;  but  expecting 
to  live  for  many  more  years,  they  procras- 
tinate. Many  intend  to  donate  their  bodies  at 
death  for  the  benefit  of  the  living  and  so 
indicate  in  their  wills,  yet  for  certain  parts 
of  the  body,  for  example  veins  and  kidneys, 
this  means  that  by  the  time  the  wishes  of  the 
deceased  have  become  known  it  is  too  late. 

There  is  evidence  that  the  driver's  licence 
appendage  that  I  suggest  may  be  the  best 
means  of  popularizing  consent  cards  or  donor 
cards.  The  Automobile  Association  of  Creat 
Britain  has  endorsed  the  appeal  of  a  leading 
British  surgeon  to  have  every  member  of  its 
organization  sign  and  carry  a  consent  form 
along  with  his  driver's  licence. 

Two  years  ago,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  20, 
1969,  during  private  members'  hour,  I  con- 
cluded a  speech  on  a  bill  I  introduced  on 
this  subject  as  follows: 

—I  tirge  hon.  members  to  support  this  bill  and  to 
urge  the  government  to  do  two  things:  First,  to  have 
The  Department  of  Health  introduce  legislation  simi- 
lar to  that  suggested  in  Bill  57;  and,  second,  to  have 
The  Department  of  Transport  popularize  consent 
forms,  perhaps  even  by  incorporating  them  in  the 
driver's  permit. 
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Now  I  have  not  drafted  an  amendment, 
but  I  should  hke  to  ask  the  minister  to  con- 
sider bringing  in  an  amendment  before  the 
bill  comes  back  to  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
The  amendment  might  say  that  consent  cards 
or  donor  cards  shall  be  made  available  by  the 
minister  as  one  means  by  which  a  donor  can 
give  his  permission  for  post-mortem  use  of 
his  organs  or  tissues. 

To  summarize,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  these 
three  points:  First,  a  donor's  consent  card 
would  facilitate  tissue  gift  transplants;  sec- 
ond, the  more  people  carrying  donor  consent 
cards,  the  greater  the  benefits  to  waiting 
patients;  and  third,  the  greater  the  publicity 
and  the  easier  the  availabihty  of  cards,  the 
greater  the  number  of  people  who  will  carry 
donor  consent  cards. 

On  behalf  of  this  party,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
happy  to  endorse  the  principle  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  tlie  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  in  the  Liberal  Party  support 
the  principle  of  the  bill  as  well.  The  legis- 
lation has  permitted  the  disposal  of  organs 
and  tissues  for  some  period  of  time,  but  as 
the  minister  and  the  hon.  member  who  has 
just  spoken  have  pointed  out,  often  the 
wishes  of  the  donor  following  his  death  are 
not,  or  cannot,  be  carried  out. 

This  bill,  I  believe,  at  least  strengthens  the 
possibility  of  an  individual  having  his  wishes 
carried  out,  even  in  circumstances  where 
other  members  of  his  family  might  not  ap- 
prove or  where,  in  fact,  his  wishes  are  either 
not  understood  or  known.  Certainly  the  his- 
tory of  recent  medical  scientific  development 
indicates  as  much  as  any  other  individual 
factor  the  importance  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-WaUcerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few 
short  remarks  on  this  bill.  They  hinge  around 
giving  some  type  of  recognition  to  the  imme- 
diate relatives  of  the  donor  of  various  tissues 
or  parts  of  his  body,  so  that  at  least  we 
would  follow  the  principles  that  the  Red 
Cross  does  on  blood  donations,  that  having 
made  a  donation  of  blood  you  are  formally 
recognized  as  performing  a  real  service.  Like- 
wise, the  immediate  next-of-kin  of  the  in- 
dividual who  now  ensures  that  his  tissues 
and  various  organs  of  his  body  are  put  to 
some  beneficial  use,  should  receive  some  type 
of  recognition,  even  if  it  was  only  a  letter  or 
something  similar  from  the  minister's  oflBce. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  see  a  grave  deficiency  in  the  bill,  in 
section  7,   which   appears   to  me  to   be,   as 


written,    something   of   a   motherhood   state- 
ment. 

If  you  look  at  it,  it  says:  "For  the  purposes 
of  the  post  mortem  transplant,  the  fact  of 
death  will  be  determined  by  at  least  two 
physicians  in  accordance  with  accepted 
medical  practice,"  whatever  that  is. 

As  one  who  has  been  involved  in  medical 
malpractice  suits,  as  I  have,  I  begin  to  doubt 
whether  there  is  any  such  thing  as  accepted 
medical  practice.  It  depends  where  you  are, 
the  level  of  skill,  the  capabilities  of  the  local 
practitioners  and  many  other  variables. 

I  think  the  wording  of  the  section  was  an 
attempt  to  get  around  the  difficulty  the 
medical  profession  is  having  among  its  own 
members  to  determine  just  when  death  oc- 
curs. You  will  readily  see  the  dangers  inher- 
ent in  this  type  of  language. 

It  is  not  to  exaggerate  or  to  torture  lan- 
guage to  say  that  there  might  be  a  certain 
eagerness  that  might  surround  the  environ- 
ment in  that  a  certain  organ  of  the  human 
body  is  wanted  and  needed  and  there  is  a 
desperate  anxiety  to  get  that  organ  and  to 
get  it  into  the  body  of  a  donee.  The  wording 
used  in  this  section,  it  seems  to  me,  does  not 
afford  a  great  deal  of  protection  to  the  pros- 
pective donor  who  is  at  the  gates  of  Val- 
halla. He  is  in  durance  vile,  ready  to  depart 
from  life.  I  do  not  think  it  sufficient  to  say 
that  two  physicians  shall  determine  when 
death  occurs  according  "to  accepted  medical 
practice."  I  would  put  the  standard  of  deter- 
mination, or  make  it  reside  in  some  person 
of  greater  responsibility,  identified  within 
the  institution.  I  do  not  see  why  the  chief  of 
the  medical  staff,  for  example,  should  not 
be  one  of  the  determiners  of  the  fact  of 
deathf— the  head  of  the  appropriate  depart- 
ment, perhaps  a  neurologist  or  a  neuro- 
surgeon in  respect  of  a  head  injury;  the  head 
of  the  cardio-vascular  department  in  respect 
of  some  vascular  accident  that  has  occurred. 
But  to  take  any  two  physicians— and  you 
know  the  practice  in  hospitals  of  what  is  it 
called,  the  blue  light,  the  blue  alarm  that 
occurs— that  means  the  first  two  on  the 
scene. 

Under  the  standards  set  down  by  this  legi- 
slation there  is  not  protection  in  respect  of 
the  competence  of  the  two  people  who  come 
in  and  say  that  this  person  is  dead.  One 
follows  the  daily  press.  One  sees  that  the 
medical  profession  itself  is  wresthng  with 
the  problem.  The  draftsmen  of  the  legisla- 
tion, approved  by  the  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence),  in  that  very  wide 


JUNE  22,  1971 


3069 


and  vague  language  that  is  used  there— I 
underscore— do  not  seem  to  me  to  give  a 
great  deal  of  protection.  We  have  heard 
about  the  body  arriving  at  the  doors  of  the 
funeral  director's  elaborate  establishment, 
being  brought  there  by  the  attendants  and 
suddenly  the  hd  of  the  box  moves  and  the 
so-called  corpse  is  found  to  be  very  viable. 

In  all  these  things,  one  does  not  have  to 
stretch  the  imagination  in  order  to  portray 
the  risk  that  is  positive.  This  Act  goes  quite 
a  long  way  toward  the  development  of  the 
new  principle,  initiating  steps  to  a  new 
world  of  science.  That  is  all  very  exciting,  in 
that  perhaps  in  25  or  50  years  people  will 
be  walking  around  with  all  sorts  of  organs 
that  belong  to  other  people  as  the  science 
of  genetics  expands  its  horizons.  The  drafts- 
men here  have  shirked  their  responsibility— 
I  hope  it  does  not  put  it  too  strongly  to  say 
that— in  that  they  have  used  vague  and  am- 
biguous language  that  upon  examination- 
language  is  a  vehicle— is  found  to  be  quite 
meaningless  in  respect  of  this  very  important 
incident  of  this  Act.  I  leave  it  at  that  point. 

With  regard  to  section  9,  of  course,  we 
are  embarking  into  an  era  where  everybody, 
just  everybody  that  is  anybody  in  the  com- 
munity, now  wants  exculpation  from  liabil- 
ity. If  you  have  any  status  at  all  it  just  seems 
to  me,  and  I  do  not  think  I  am  exaggerating, 
if  you  are  performing  any  sort  of  important 
function  in  the  community  at  all,  in  order  to 
build  your  status  you  must  have  a  legislative 
statement  that  you  are  exculpated  from  lia- 
bility. It  sort  of  shows  how  important  you 
are,  the  drama  and  the  potentiality  of  the 
results  of  your  activity. 

This  section,  as  a  matter  of  principle, 
strikes  me  as  a  very  bad  one.  It  says: 

No  action  or  other  proceeding  for  dam- 
ages lies  against  any  person  for  any  act 
done  in  good  faith  and  without  negligence 
in  the  exercise  or  intended  exercise— 

What  would  he  be  liable  for?  What  would 
the  person  be  liable  for?  is  the  natural  ques- 
tion. "Done  in  good  faith  and  without  negli- 
gence." You  take  away  those  two  and  that 
covers  just  about  every  variety  of  tortious 
conduct  that  you  can  imagine. 

I  am  wondering  why  they  even  bothered 
to  put  it  in  if  the  action  for  negligence 
arises.  Then  you  think  of  the  other  torts- 
assault,  for  example,  which  would  be  deeoned 
to  be  the  most  appropriate  one.  Can  you 
conceive  of  an  assault  that  is  done  in  good 
faith?  Is  that  possible? 


And  why  should  the  people  be  protected 
from  liability  in  tort?  Why  should  they  not 
be  hke  the  rest  of  us? 

It  is  a  matter  of  great  pride  to  me  that  the 
one  profession  that  is  never  seeking  for 
exculpation  by  legislative  language  is  the 
legal  profession.  They  have  never  asked  to 
be  insulated  so  far  as  I  am  aware. 

To  live  in  a  democratic,  civilized  commun- 
ity, one  of  the  burdens,  one  of  the  responsi- 
bilities certainly  must  be  that  if  you  do  some- 
thing wrong  by  your  neighbour,  you  can 
expect  to  pay;  and  that  is  how  it  should  be. 
All  we  ask  is  that  people  pursue  the  conduct 
of  the  mythical  reasonable  man,  and  they 
are  sufficiently  insulated. 

But  if  an  individual  citizen,  a  person 
working  in  a  hospital,  say  departs  from 
that  norm,  which  really  is  not  a  very  bur- 
densome one,  then  it  follows  logically,  I 
think,  that  in  a  society  that  believes  in  the 
principle  of  shifting  losses  from  the  injured 
person  to  the  whole  of  society,  he  ought  to 
be  liable.  And  people  in  hospitals,  to  which 
this  applies,  can  get  insurance  like  the  rest 
of  us.  For  a  premium  they  can  purchase  pro- 
tection against  the  financial  strain  that  a 
judgement  for  damages  would  descend. 

But  as  long  as  I  am  a  legislator,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  going  to  look  with  great 
suspicion  on  this  plethora  of  statutes  that 
now  come  forward,  presented  to  the  House, 
in  which  insulation  from  ordinary  liability  is 
sought. 

Just  a  week  or  so  ago  of  course,  we  ac- 
corded it  to— I  believe  it  was  an  amendment 
to  The  Business  Corporations  Act— the  trust 
companies  liked  it  in  handling  trust  inden- 
tures. All  kinds  of  people  in  the  financial 
world  want  to  be  protected.  I  do  not  see 
why  the  legislative  counsel,  whoever  is 
responsible  for  the  drafting  of  this  bill- 
as  I  look  over  to  your  right  behind  I  have 
more  than  a  faint  suspicion  who  is  the 
draftsman  of  the  bill.  But  if  you  will  hearken 
to  my  words,  I  do  not  see  that  when  people 
come  forward  and  ask  for  insulation  or  pro- 
tection against  ordinary  tort  liability  we 
have  to  accede  to  it. 

Let  us  get  back  on  the  right  track  and 
assume  that  everybody  is  liable  for  way- 
wardness, for  departure  from  the  norm  of  the 
reasonable  man.  That  is  a  good  safe  position 
to  take:  As  long  as  you  watch  what  you  are 
doing,  exercise  reasonable  care,  pay  attention, 
have  thought,  you  are  safe  and  secure.  It 
is  only  when  you  deviate  from  the  straight 
and  narrow  that  you  have  to  worry.  That  is 
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how  it  should  be.  Then  it  is  for  the  courts 
to  determine  how  much  your  conduct  has 
departed  from  the  norm  and  how  much  the 
injured  should  receive. 

Well,  as  I  sit  down  we  are  going  to  vote 
for  this  bill,  but  it  is  not  part  of  our  duty 
as  Her  Majesty's  loyal  Opposition  to  start 
to  turn  handsprings  and  fall  all  over  in  an 
exercise  in  exultation  about  it;  that  is  not 
what  we  are  paid  for.  It  looks  to  me  like 
the  bill  was  drafted  in  haste  and  especially 
in  respect  of  that  section  7. 

Another  thing  that  bothers  me  about  it  is 
all  those  people  under  section  5  who  have 
the  authority  to  give  consent  and  permission. 
They  have  got  everybody  in  there  except 
the  janitor  of  the  hospital.  Just  about  every- 
body else  is  able  if  a  person  is  in  a  comatose 
state  and  he  cannot  utter  the  magic  words 
himself  that  they  can  have  his  kidneys,  his 
spleen  or  whatever  it  is.  I  do  not  make 
light  of  it;  if  he  cannot  do  it  himself,  then 
there  are  other  people  from  (a)  to  (g)  who 
may  do  it. 

I  do  not  know  that  it  is  all  a  matter 
of  their  business  to  be  giving  away  the 
organs  of  a  person  who  is  in  duress,  unable 
to  decide  for  himself.  It  is  almost  amusing 
as  it  goes  on  to  section  "j,"  where  it  refers 
to  the  "telegraphic,  recorded  telephonic  or 
other  recorded  message."  In  other  words, 
there  has  to  be  a  characteristic  of  perman- 
ency about  this  in  order  to  prove,  I  suppose, 
at  some  future  time,  that  the  transplant  ought 
to  have  been  made. 

It  may  well  be,  living  in  this  democracy, 
that  many  people  in  anticipation  of  death,  in 
expectation  of  that  finality  that  must  come  to 
us  all,  that  (a)  they  have  not  given  any 
thought  at  all  to  the  giving  away  of  an  organ; 
or  (b)  if  they  did  think  about  it,  they  would 
not  want  to  do  it. 

That  does  not,  in  any  way,  denigrate  from 
the  value  and  the  validity  of  the  frontier  of 
medical  science  on  which  we  are  embarking. 
But  one  has  some  suspicion  about  these  large 
steps  that  the  minister  wants  to  take  in  the 
bill  and  I  do  not  really  see  that  it  is  really 
the  business  of  all  those  people  to  make  that 
decision. 

The  family  is  all  right,  I  suppose.  "The 
person  lawfully  in  possession  of  the  body"— 
that  one  really  defies  me.  That  boggles  the 
mind  to  determine  w'ho  that  might  be, 
although  I  notice  a  later  section  rules  out  the 
foreigner  as  being  one  of  those  persons. 

"The  administrative  head  of  the  hospital" 
well  again  I  come  back  to  that  theme   of 


eagerness  about  it.  You  sit  down  with  this 
thought  that  it  is  a  frightening  proposition, 
much  of  this.  From  What  I  read,  we  really  are 
only  on  the  frontiers  of  this  new  and  exciting 
rubric  of  medical  science.  We  are  just  barely 
over  the  shady  area. 

It  is  all  very  well  for  Christian  Barnard  to 
remove  a  heart  and  put  it  into  another  person. 
One  observes  two  things.  One  observes  that 
none  of  his  patients  are  alive  and  the  second 
thing  is  that  one  observes  that  there  is  a 
considerable  amount  of  contention  about  the 
usefulness  of  the  procedure.  Here  in  Canada 
the  cardiovascular  man  in  Edmonton  who  is 
hailed  across  the  country  as  being  one  of  the 
leading  experts  in  the  field,  and  his  name 
escapes  me  for  the  moment  though  it  may  be 
Call  aghan— yes,  that  is  his  name.  Dr. 
Callaghan— was  quite  outspoken  about  the 
usefulness  of  Barnard's  operation. 

So  it  goes.  I  do  not  know  that  any  of  them 
are  alive  at  all,  except  it  seetms  to  me  in  the 
paper  the  other  day  one  left  the  hospital, 
somewhere,  who  had  been  the  recipient  of  a 
heart. 

I  say  that,  in  order  to  underline  the  point, 
the  Minister  of  Health  is  obliged  to  be 
extremely  careful  in  this  area,  to  think  through 
all  the  implications  of  what  he  is  doing  and 
that  which  he  is  embarking  upon.  Just  be- 
cause it  is  exciting,  it  is  novel,  it  is  daring,  it 
involves  consummate  skills  in  medical  knowl- 
edge, that  does  not  mean  that  the  Minister  of 
Health  is  entitled  to  rush  in  here  with  a  badly 
worded  statute  where  there  are  not  sufiicient 
safeguards. 

I  wanted  to  temper  all  the  exuberance  over 
here  and  I  never  heard  the  voice  of  my  friend 
from  Sandwich-Riverside  as  exuberant  as  it 
was  when  he  declared  how  he  would  support 
this  bill.  I  have  considerable  misgivings  about 
it  myself  and  I  am  glad  to  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  express  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Middlesex  South  wish  to  speak? 

Mr.  K.  C.  Bolton  (Middlesex  South):  No, 
Mr.  Speaker,  not  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  support  my  party  in  this  bill.  I  commend 
the  minister  on  bringing  this  in,  because  I 
think  it  is  well  overdue,  it  is  very  timely. 

We  have,  in  Owen  Sound  city  hall,  a 
plaque;  an  Owen  Soimd  man  was  the  first 
man  to  get  a  kidney  transplant,  and  he  is  still 
living,  and  I  think  that  was  two  or  three 
years  ago. 
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I  have  often  thought,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
I  would  hke  to  donate  my  eyes  or  any  useful 
part  of  my  body,  but  I  did  not  know  there 
was  any  way  I  could  do  it.  If  there  is  a  list 
in  the  House  to  be  made  up,  I  am  the  first 
guy  to  give  any  used  parts  I  have  for  the  list 
there. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  There 
are  a  lot  of  good  used  parts  there. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  lot  of  good  parts! 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  fact  is,  my  friend  from 
Windsor  mentioned  the  fact  of  recognition  of 
the  family  of  a  deceased.  This  is  in  the 
port  mortem  factor  here;  the  family  of  a  de- 
ceased should  be  recognized  in  some  way  for 
saving  a  life,  or  have  some  recognition.  I  do 
not  think  you  can  make  it  financial  although 
the  surgeon  making  the  transplant  <;barges  a 
goodly  round  sum.  It  is  used  parts  he  is 
using,  and  I  think  that  there  should  be  some 
form  of  recognition  in  this  area. 

I  go  along  with  my  colleague  from  Sudbury 
though,  when  he  talks  about  section  5,  and 
we  go  down  the  pipe  here.   It  says: 

When  a  person  of  any  age  who  has  not 
given  a  consent  under  section  4  when  he 
dies,  or  in  the  opinion  of  a  physician  is  in- 
capable of  giving  a  consent  by  reason  of 
injury  or  disease,  and  death  is  imminent- 
It    lists    the    spouse    and    the    children,    the 
parents,  and  brothers  and  sisters  or  next-of- 
kin  who  can^the  administrative  head  of  the 
hospital.   It  goes  on  to  say  in  the  next  clause, 
clause   (h)   "or  other  persons."    I   think  this 
opens  a  big  area  in  the  years  to  come.    This 
is  a  thing  of  concern  to  me,  that  anyone  could 
make   themselves   a    broker   for   used    parts. 
How  does  the  minister  interpret  that  clause, 
subsection  (f)  of  clause  5? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  The  "other  persons"  refers  to  the 
group  from  (a)  to  (g).  In  other  words  the 
lowest  denominator  would  be  the  administra- 
tive head  of  a  hospital. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  opposed  to  that,  too. 
I  think  that  is  opening  the  door  too  wide. 
If  I  die  in  a  car  accident,  and  if  I  were 
not  inclined  to  be  a  guinea  pig  or  a  used 
parts  distributor,  I  would  not  like  some 
joker  I  had  never  heard  of  or  met  before 
to  make  a  decision  that  I  am  going  to  be 
a  party  to  an  expensive  operation  for  a 
surgeon  to  make  a  potful  of  money.  I  do 
not  think  that  is  right. 


I  think  there  should  be  something  con- 
fining it  to  the  area  of  the  family  or  kinfolk. 
I  agree  with  my  colleague  from  Sudbury  in 
that  regard  but  on  the  whole  I  am  supporting 
the  bill.  It  is  a  fine  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Middlesex 
South. 

Mr.  Bolton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  support 
the  bill  on  the  principle  that  the  saving  of 
life  is  a  very  important  private  and  public 
responsibility.  I  am  one  who  has  had  some 
experience  in  hospitals  and  with  the  bereaved 
and  this  bill  moves  in  a  very  sound  direction. 

In  passing,  I  must  make  reference  to  the 
member  for  Sudbury  referring  to  the  doubt- 
ful value  of  some  transplants  and  the  use- 
fulness of  the  procedure.  I  would  like  to 
suggest  there  is  nothing  really  more  useless 
than  merely  putting  a  body  in  the  ground 
or  burning  it.  If,  by  any  chance,  any  part 
of  any  human  body  can  give  some  chance 
of  some  saving  of  life,  or  even  retention  of 
life  for  a  certain  length  of  time,  that  oppor- 
tunity should  be  provided  under  proper 
medical   supervision, 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  member  is  not  much  of 
a  believer  in  freedom. 

Mr.  Bolton:   I  beg  the  member's  pardon? 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  member  is  not  much  of 
a  believer  in  freedom.  A  person's  body  is 
his  private  possession;  that  is  all  he  has  got 
in  this  life. 

An  hon.  member:  In  this  life? 

Mr.  Bolton:  Mr.  Speaker,  from  time  to 
time  I  feel  mildly  rebuked  by  the  last 
speaker  who  implies  directly  and  indirectly 
that  no  one  should  make  any  reference  to 
legal  matters  without  being  a  lawyer.  I 
would  like  to  insist  that  here  I  speak  on 
something  about  which  he  may  be  inex- 
perienced. 

An.  hon.  member:  Hear,  hearl 

Another  hon.  member:  He  has  not  died  yet. 

Mr.  Bolton:  He  has  not  yet  been  certified 

as   dead! 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well  he  is  with  you  up 
there. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order! 

Mr.  Bolton:  I  make  no  claim  of  that 
nature. 


3072 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  How 
high  is  up  and  where  does  it  begin? 

Mr.  Bolton:  I  am  not  quite  sure  by  what 
definition  the  hon.  member  for  Sudbury 
would  refer  to  one's  freedom  after  death 
has  occurred.  But  in  the  list  under  section  5 
of  those  who  may  give  consent  for  this  use 
of  a  discarded  dead  body,  there  are  many 
who  would  know  the  will,  the  intention  and 
the  attitude  of  the  deceased,  who  would 
know  whether  he  would  be  prepared  to 
grant  the  use  of  his  organs.  In  his  lifetime 
he  would  have  indicated  the  type  of  person 
he  was  and  what  nature  of  freedom  he  held 
to  himself. 

Certainly  one  would  feel  that  to  hug 
the  desire  to  hold  onto  one's  dead  body  is 
not  necessarily  an  indication  of  freedom, 
unless  freedom  is  to  be  defined  as  innate 
selfishness. 

I  support  this  bill,  because  I  have  been 
in  the  situation  where  there  has  been  urgent 
need.  I  have  dealt  with  the  bereaved;  I 
know  the  difficulty.  Here  I  support  w'hat  the 
member  for  Windsor-Walkerville  has  said: 
I  urge  recognition  of  the  need  to  make 
prior  planning  for  this,  because  at  the  moment 
of  bereavement  it  is  very  hard  for  the 
bereaved  to  make  a  decision. 

I  have  sat  many  times  with  people  who 
have  been  bereaved,  assisting  them  to  make 
their  decision  about  post  mortem  examination 
—a  very  difficult  decision  for  them  to  make. 
When  they  have  made  the  decision  to  allow 
post  mortems,  they  have  later  been  very 
grateful  that  they  have  made  some  contri- 
bution to  science.  I  urge  that  everything  be 
done  that  is  possible  to  make  prior  planning 
available  so  that  people  in  bereavement  may 
not  be  faced  with  a  difficult  decision. 

I  must  say  in  passing,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
very  cool  to  the  suggestion  that  the  family 
of  the  donor  should  receive  some  special 
award  and  especially  to  any  reference  to 
money.  I  think  that  if  one  has  done  this 
sort  of  thing,  the  fact  of  having  done  it  is 
sufficient  without  any  recognition.  However, 
be  that  as  it  may,  I  support  this  bill  with 
very  firm   support. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  as 
well  to  support  the  principle  of  this  bill. 
I  think  that  it  is  a  basic  Christian  principle 
at  least  that  we  are  to  enhance  the  quality 
of  life,  to  have  a  reverence  for  life  and  to 
pronwte   life.   I   think  the  possibility   of  be- 


queathing various  parts  of  one's  body  so 
that  someone  will  be  able  to  benefit  and 
derive  some  good  from  that  after  the  death 
of  the  person,  is  a  very  vaUd  and  important 
principle.  This  bill  is  to  facilitate  that  prin- 
ciple and  to  make  it  easier  for  a  donor  to 
provide  his  body  or  parts  of  his  body  for 
the  living  to  benefit  from. 

I  think,  as  the  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside  suggested,  where  a  person  wishes 
to  make  a  donation  of  his  body  or  a  part 
thereof,  that  there  must  be  some  manner 
found  to  make  this  known  to  the  doctor  or 
whoever  it  might  be.  In  the  case  of  an 
accident,  the  card  principle  is  a  very  worthy 
and  good  thing.  I  think  that  the  medical 
profession  itself  needs  to  understand,  or  know, 
that  a  person  who  wants  to  donate  part  of 
his   body   should   be   given   that  privilege. 

I  remember  how  one  of  my  parishioners, 
who  wished  to  make  a  donation  of  his  eyes 
for  an  eye  transplant— I  think  it  was  a  cornea 
transplant— had  made  provision  for  it;  when 
this  gentleman  died,  the  doctor  did  not  pro- 
ceed with  his  wishes  and  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  disappointment  in  that  family.  I 
think  that  as  far  as  is  practicable  the  medical 
profession  as  well  should  adhere  to  the  wishes 
of  the  person  in  this  regard. 

I  would  say  that  if  the  medical  profes- 
sion carry  out  procedures  that  they  feel  are 
going  to  prolong  life  and  be  of  value  to 
people,  we  should  encourage  them  and  sup- 
port them  in  this  regard.  There  is  a  parish 
priest  in  north  Toronto,  Father  Madigan, 
v/ho  has  been  given  a  new  lease  on  life 
because  of  a  new  heart  provided  for  him, 
and  I  am  sure  he  would  be  one  of  the  first 
people  to  thank  God,  the  medical  profession 
and  the  particular  donor  for  the  new  gift 
of  life  and  lease  of  life,  however  long  or 
short  it  may  be. 

So  I  tliink  the  minister,  in  introducing 
this  legislation,  and  in  facilitating  this  par- 
ticular practice  and  these  procedures,  is 
doing  a  very  important  thing  for  society  and 
for  people;  and  I  too  would  like  to  give 
him   my   support   and   commendations. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  also  endorse 
this  bill.  I  personally  have  some  concern 
about  how  those  who  have  willed  their 
bodies  for  medical  uses  may  be  known  in 
the  event  of  death.  In  my  own  case  and 
my  wife's,  we  have  given  written  direction 
to  this  effect,  but  I  am  always  wondering 
how,  in  the  case  of  unexpected  death  some- 


JUNE  22,  1971 


3073 


where,  any  one  would  know.  I  am  concerned 
about  the  part  of  the  bill  which  says  that 
it  is  an  offence  to  make  it  known.  Should 
there  not  be  some  sort  of  method  of  identi- 
fication, such  as  is  used  for  Medic-Alert  for 
those  who  have  allergies?  Those  who  do  wish 
to  have  their  body  willed  could  have  some- 
thing in  the  way  of  a  chain  or  something 
attached  to  them  which  would  identify  them 
in   the  case  of  some  unexpected  death. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Humber. 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
rising  to  support  the  principle  of  this  bill 
I  am  pleased  to  say  that  at  the  present  time, 
no  one  has  risen  in  opposition  to  it. 

What  does  bother  us  are  some  of  the 
principles  involved  in  the  bill  itself.  I  can 
understand  how  diflBcult  it  is  with  some 
people  to  reconcile  this  bill  with  some  of 
the  religious  beliefs  that  have  been  inculcated 
in   them   during   their   lifetime. 

I  imagine  it  is  still  difficult  for  us  to 
separate  the  soul  from  the  body,  if  we  can 
get  into  a  theological  discussion.  Those  of 
us  who  believe  in  a  hereafter  are  too  apt 
to  believe  in  a  hereafter  where  we  will 
wander  in  our  present  form,  that  is  with  our 
arms  and  legs  and  body  and  head  as  we 
see  it  on  earth.  That  perhaps  may  not  be 
what  the  hereafter  is. 

The  early  Egyptians,  of  course,  believed 
that  you  went  in  one  piece  to  a  hereafter. 
They  made  sure  that  the  high-placed  had 
with  them  their  retinue  of  servants  and  their 
chariots  and  food  and  clothing  and  spears 
and  anything  else  to  make  their  life  in  the 
hereafter  enjoyable. 

I  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  I  do  be- 
lieve that  what  makes  this  bill  repugnant 
or  difficult  to  accept  for  many  people  is 
their  belief  in  the  hereafter,  but  in  a  here- 
after where  they  cannot  visualize  anybody 
being  without  his  heart  or  his  leg  or  his  arm 
or  his  eyes  or  any  other  part  of  his  body. 

So  we  must  have  some  compassion  and 
understanding  for  those  people.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  was  interested  in  listening  to  the 
member  for  Cochrane  South  talk  about  Chris- 
tian beliefs.  I  appreciate  what  he  was  trying 
to  say,  but  in  an  analysis  we  have  to  admit 
that  it  is  not  a  totally  Christian  belief,  nor 
is  it  a  Christian  belief  in  total. 

I  refer,  of  course,  to  the  Jehovah's  Wit- 
nesses sect.  That  is  a  Christian  sect,  but 
they  do  not  even  accept  blood  transfusions. 
Those  people  we  could  not  offend  by  making 
it  possible  that  they  should,  in  essence,  lose 


any  part  of  their  being  or  be  involved  in  an 
operation  of  that  sort.  The  Jehovah's  Wit- 
nesses do  not  vote.  They  will  not  volunteer 
because  there  would  be  no  hereafter  for 
them  in  their  philosophy.  The  reason  that 
they  do  not  consent  to  blood  transfusions 
is  that  it  is  contrary  to  their  teachings,  their 
interpretation  of  the  Bible— that  anybody  who 
does  eat  blood  or  take  in  blood  is  abso- 
lutely and  irrevocably  excluded  from  the 
possibility  of  attaining  the  hereafter.  They 
do  not  guarantee- 
Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  But  they  do  not 
have  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  beg  pardon? 

Mr.  Deans:  They  do  not  have  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Ben:  They  do  not  have  to  do  what? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  This  bill  is  not  compulsory, 

Mr.  Ben:  The  member  does  not  follow  me. 
We  should  be  dealing  with  the  sections,  if 
we  look  at  section  5  (l)(g),  it  is  possible 
that  a  person  who  belongs  to  the  sect  known 
as  the  Jehovah's  Witnesses  could  have  a  part 
of  his  body  or  his  anatomy  taken  and  donated 
to  somebody  else.  This  is  the  thing  I  think 
my  friend  from  Sudbury  was  mentioning 
when  he  was  talking  about  personal  liberties. 

I  would  suggest  that  a  Jehovah's  Witness 
has  the  right  to  die  and  rest  in  peace  in  his 
faith— that  he  has  a  chance  to  attain  the  here- 
after. If  he  believes  that  he  must  go  in  one 
piece  I  think  it  is  certainly  depriving  him  of 
his  religious  rights  for  him  to  be  buried  in 
other  than  one  piece. 

Perhaps  a  solution  may  be,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  people  who  do  not  wish  any  part  of  their 
anatomy  to  be  donated  for  other  purposes 
may  wear  one  of  those  wrist  bands  that 
people  with  allergies  wear,  and  the  person 
who  so  classes  himself  should  have  his  wishes 
obeyed. 

We  can  go  into  the  discussion  of  Dr.  Bar- 
nard's patients  having  died.  That  is  true,  and 
some  may  say  that  God  demonstrates  his 
opposition  to  transplants  because  these  people 
died.  But  on  the  other  hand,  death  is  the  way 
of  all  flesh. 

Still,  there  are,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Cochrane  South  said,  a  number  of  them  still 
living,  and  one  is  the  Reverend  Madigan.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe  we  have  at  least 
two  people  in  Metropolitan  Toronto  who  are 
alive  and  well,  who  have  received  trans- 
plants. 
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What  strikes  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  trans- 
plants received  their  greatest  notoriety  with 
the  operation  performed  by  Dr.  Barnard  and 
his  team  in  transplanting  a  heart.  Up  to  that 
time  there  had  been  many  breakthroughs  in 
medicine— transplants  of  the  cornea  of  eyes, 
transplants  of  kidneys,  even  transplants  of 
digits,  and  we  have  come  to  accept  those 
things  as  being  modem  medical  practice.  It 
was  not  until  we  transplanted  a  heart  that 
some  people  suggested  that  you  might  be 
able  to  transplant  the  brain.  We  got  into  an 
academic  discussion  as  to  the  entity  of  the 
resulting  individual  and  people  started  to 
concern  themselves  about  transplants. 

I  do  not  see  the  point  of  view  of  my  col- 
league from  Sudbury.  We  must  support  the 
principle  of  this  bill,  but  by  supporting  the 
principle  of  this  bill  we  must  also  do  our 
utmost  to  protect  the  legal  and  the  religious 
and  democratic  beliefs  and  freedoms  of  those 
who  may  be  opposed  to  having  any  part  of 
their  body  taken  away  and  given  to  some- 
body else. 

It  is  said:  "Greater  love  hath  no  man  that 
he  will  lay  down  his  life  for  another." 

Mr.  Sopha:  "For  his  brother." 

Mr.  Ben:  And  one  can  argue  that  that  is 
the  greatest  love.  To  have  a  part  of  a  dead 
body  transplanted  is  still  a  demonstration  of 
love,  but  not  to  that  degree. 

It  is  easy  to  say  that  the  dead  should  serve 
the  living  and  not  the  living  the  dead.  I  find 
all  kinds  of  reasons  for  it,  but  the  fact  still 
remains  we  all  have  our  own  little  peculiar- 
ities, our  own  beliefs,  our  own  scruples  and 
if  we  are  going  to  believe  in  democracy,  if 
we  are  going  to  believe  in  freedom  of  reli- 
gion, we  must  try  to  protect  our  rights  to 
these  beliefs. 

I  do  hope  that  wlhen  we  come  to  a  clause 
by  clause  discussion,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will 
not  have  to  engage  in  a  long  debate  with 
reference  to  section  5,  subparagraph  (1), 
clause  (g),  but  that  you  will  find  some  way  to 
protect  the  religious  principles  of  those  who 
oppose  having  any  part  of  their  body  trans- 
planted. You  may  put  in  the  regulation  that 
any  one  who  does  have  one  of  those  Medic- 
Alert  bracelets  on  their  arms  which  indicates 
that  he  is  opposed  to  having  any  part  of  his 
body  taken  or  made  available  to  another, 
would  have  his  wish  respected  at  least  in  that 
regard. 

It  is  appreciated,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
law  states  that  the  deceased  no  longer  has 
any  right  to  the  disposition  of  his  body,  but 


that  his  body  belongs  to  the  administrators 
or  the  executors  of  his  estate.  That  is  trite 
and  fixed  law.  On  the  other  hand,  I  do  think 
that  a  person  should  have  some  ability  to 
make  what  is  called  his  last  will  and  testa- 
ment and  that  to  some  degree,  especially  if 
it  is  based  on  very  deep-seated  religious 
beliefs,  his  last  will  should  be  heeded. 

Notwithstanding  some  of  these  argmnents 
which  we  have  presented  on  the  weaknesses 
of  the  bill,  our  party  does  support  the  prin- 
ciples enunciated  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  speak  on  second 
reading  of  this  bill  and  commend  in  particu- 
lar the  first  part,  which  now  permits  a  person 
to  give  direction  as  to  the  disposition  of  his 
body  or  the  use  of  parts  thereof  after  death 
which  can  no  longer  be  counteracted  by  the 
wishes  or  demands  of  either  next-of-kin  or 
spouse  or  the  executors  of  his  estate. 

Many  times  the  disposition  of  a  dead 
human  body  or  parts  thereof,  is  in  the  final 
analysis  directed  by  the  executors  of  the 
deceased  person's  estate  and  they  are  called 
upon  in  many  instances  to  make  final  deci- 
sions as  to  authority  for  cremation  and  things 
of  this  sort.  So  the  first  part  of  the  bill,  which 
now  gives  the  person,  while  living,  the  right 
to  sign  a  consent  for  the  use  of  parts  or 
organs  of  his  body,  as  described  in  the  bill, 
or  the  final  disposition  of  the  body,  is  fine. 
I  think  that  is  very  commendable  and  will 
clear  up  some  problems  which  arise. 

The  second  part,  the  principle  involved 
there— which  I  understand  is  to  facilitate  the 
procuring  of  organs  for  transplants  or  other 
scientific  research  or  medical  education,  I 
think  that  includes  section  4  and  section  5— 
leaves  a  lot  to  be  desired. 

Having  had  years  of  experience  in  the 
funeral  directing  business  and  knowing  what 
happens  with  consent  regarding  the  perform- 
ance of  autopsies,  I  feel  that  the  section  here 
giving  consent  for  this  purpose— which  in 
effect  overlaps  many  of  the  purposes  of  au- 
topsies in  regular  hospital  routine  autopsies 
—the  consents  here  are  perhaps  more  loosely 
provided  for  and  much  more  ambiguous  than 
they  should  be  as  to  who  in  the  final  analy- 
sis gives  the  consent. 

In  dealing  vvdth  this  principle  of  a  case 
where  no  pre- death  consent  had  been  given 
by  the  deceased,  we  now  find  that  for  these 
uses  of  medical  research  or  medical  educa- 
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tion  or  therapeutic  purposes,  consent  may  be 
given  by  the  spouse;  or  if  none,  or  if  the 
spouse  is  not  readily  available— that  is  a 
very  ambiguous  phrase,  Mr.  Speaker— then 
the  consent  may  be  given  by  one  child  who 
has  attained  the  age  of  majority;  or  if  there 
are  none,  and  if  the  child  is  not  readily 
available,  then  by  the  parents;  or  if  there 
be  none  and  the  parents  are  not  readily 
available,  then  by  the  brothers  and  sisters. 
Maybe  at  the  time  the  wife  is  somewhere, 
but  in  view  of  some  persons  wanting  the 
consent  she  is  not  "readily  available."  Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.  Sopha:  She  is  out  having  her  hair 
done. 

Mr.  Good:  —I  suggest  this  is  too  loose  a 
form  of  consent  to  be  given  for  something 
which  to  many  people  is  held  as  a  very 
serious  and  vital  matter,  as  to  the  disposition 
of  the  organs,  or  in  fact  the  whole  body  of 
someone  who  has  died  within  that  family 
relationship. 

Then  we  get  right  down  to  the  point  that 
if  there  be  none,  or  if  none  is  readily  avail- 
able, in  the  final  analysis  the  hospital  ad- 
ministrator may  give  consent.  I  just  cannot 
accept  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  being  the  proper 
and  valid  way  of  trying  to  facilitate— the 
explanatory  notes  say  "facilitate  the  disposi- 
tion of  dead  human  bodies  or  parts  thereof." 
We  have  very  closely  guarded  the  methods 
that  have  been  used  for  the  disposition  of 
parts  used  in  medical  research  by  regular 
coroner's  autopsies  or  routine  hospital  autop- 
sies. 

Let  me  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
before  consent  is  given  there,  often  bodies 
are  held  without  release  for  a  good  length 
of  time  until  some  proper  authorizing  person 
has  been  reached,  who  either  gives  consent 
or  does  not  give  consent.  Hospitals  now 
look  on  this  as  a  very  serious  matter. 

Another  point  that  I  feel  should  be  clari- 
fied here  very  definitely,  is  I  feel  that  there 
have  been  in  practice  generally,  with  con- 
sents used  for  autopsies  in  hospitals,  prac- 
tices which  I  consider  to  be  rather  question- 
able. A  consent  is  asked  for  an  autopsy  and 
in  no  way,  I  have  found  in  experience,  have 
proper  explanations  been  given  to  people 
as  to  exactly  what  is  involved. 

For  instance,  the  fine  print  on  some  hospi- 
tal autopsy  forms  states  that  by  signing  this 
form  the  family  is  giving  consent  for  parts 
to  be  used  for  research  or  for  incineration 
after  research  at  the  discetion  of  the  hospi- 


tal. These  things  are  in  many  cases  not  pro- 
perly explained  to  families  before  a  consent 
form  is  asked  for. 

We  have  had  instances  where  hospitals 
have  asked  funeral  directors  to  sign  a  con- 
sent form  for  the  disposition  of  organs  when 
they  are  finished  with  them  after  an  autopsy. 
In  no  way  is  a  funeral  director  authorized  to 
do  this,  but  hospitals  have  been  using  this 
practice. 

I  would  suggest  that  section  5  dealing 
with  consents  from  next-of-kin  and  other 
persons,  where  no  prior  direction  has  been 
given,  must  certainly  be  looked  at  more 
closely  so  that  practices  will  not  develop 
which  will  be  detrimental  to  the  well-being 
and  the  psychological  effect  on  the  close 
relatives  and  family.  This  clause,  "if  not 
readily  available,"  should  certainly  be  omit- 
ted in  the  final  analysis.  That  distorts  the 
whole  principle  of  the  bill,  in  my  view. 

The  only  other  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  I 
see  nothing  in  the  bill— and  it  does  aflfect  the 
principle  of  the  bill;  it  speaks  of  the  pro- 
cedure required  where  no  prior  consent  be- 
fore death  has  been  given— but  what  about, 
as  mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for  Hum- 
ber,  where  direction  has  been  given  that  no 
parts  of  the  body  or  the  body  itself  be  used 
for  medical  research?  In  that  case  there  is 
nothing  mentioned. 

That,  I  think,  could  be  considered  under 
section  5  and  the  principle  there  would  be 
that  no  consent  has  been  given  for  use.  In 
fact  any  of  these  persons  listed  could  then 
give  consent  and  directly  violate  the  inten- 
tions of  the  person  prior  to  death. 

These  are  the  points  I  feel.  In  general 
principle,  the  idea  of  the  person  being  able 
to  give  direction  before  death  which  cannot 
be  countermanded  after  death,  is  very  good. 
The  other  principle  of  consent,  I  think,  needs 
a  great  deal  of  work. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  this  bill  before  the 
minister? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  regard  to  the  consent  card,  or  form  of 
consent— whether  it  be  a  card  or  other  means 
of  communication— I  would  suggest  that  this 
is  not  something  that  need  be  required  in 
the  legislation.  I  would  certainly,  as  Minister 
of  Health,  or  any  Minister  of  Health  I  think, 
look  very  favourably  upon  the  developing  of 
a  system  of  consent.  The  suggestion  that  this 
be  attached  to  the  driver's  licence  is  one  that 
would  have  to  be  considered.  As  I  was  sitting 
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here,  it  struck  me  that  there  might  be  ad- 
vantages in  moving  beyond  that  and  in  some 
way  hitching  the  question  of  consent  from 
an  administrative  point  of  view  to  the  OHSIP, 
OHSC,  in  other  words,  the  Medicare  total 
health  insurance  thing.  If  we  could— again  I 
am  speculating,  but  it  is  merely  to  show  my 
interest  in  this— I  could  picture  the  consent 
or  non-consent  coming  to  some  of  the  sensi- 
bilities of  others  both  being  very  easily  and 
accurately  and  quickly  recorded  in  the  ulti- 
mate—as you  know  next  year— single  premium, 
single  insurance  function  we  will  have.  This 
would  mean  this  could  easily  be  on  comput- 
ers and  be  taken  ofiF  the  computer  very 
quickly  either  with  consent  or  no  consent,  I 
do  not  think  either  of  them  hinging  on  the 
necessity  of  having  it  in  statute  at  this  poiat. 
With  regard  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Sudbury  concerning  ac- 
cepted medical  practice,  I  think  the  only 
thing  I  can  underline  there  is  that  I  am 
advised  that  in  those  jurisdictions  where  they 
have  tried  to  define  death  by  statute  they 
have  found  themselves,  as  it  were,  worse  oflE 
in  finding  a  way  out  of  the  entanglements 
than  without  it.  Within  accepted  medical 
practice,  I  am  sure  we  will  find  developing, 
for  instance,  the  electro-encephalogram 
straight  line  as  being  one  of  the  ingredients 
of  a  definition  of  death.  I  think  in  France 
they  tried  to  build  this  into  regulation  or  law 
in  relation  to  death.  The  term,  "accepted 
medical  practice,"  may  seem  wide  today,  but 
it  does  leave  us  free  to  develop  the  tech- 
nology, develop  the  scientific  definitions  that 
can  make  the  system  work. 

I  am  very  sympathetic,  as  an  ex-lawyer,  to 
the  member  for  Sudbury's  remarks  with  re- 
gard to  "good  faith  and  without  negligence." 
I  would  readily  accept  that.  I  do  not  think 
you  can  quarrel  with  the  argument.  But  to 
the  extent  that  getting  legislation  like  this 
accepted  with  any  degree  of  enthusiasm  by 
all  concerned  is  important,  politics  is  the 
art  of  the  possible. 

It  is  important  that  when  we  bring  some- 
thing such  as  this  forward  that  we  have,  as 
we  have  here,  the  medical-legal  society  of 
Toronto  satisfied  basically  in  part  of  the 
development  of  it;  that  we  have  had  the 
conference  of  commissioners  on  uniformity 
of  legislation  in  Canada  approve  the  draft 
bill  in  1970,  and  that  we  have  had  the  coun- 
cil of  the  Ontario  Medical  Association  last 
year  give  its  approval.  He  and  I  both  know 
that  those  who  are  not  lawyers  feel  greatly 
comforted,   although  it  may  be  sloppy  law, 


by    such    terms    as    the    "good-faith-without- 
negligence"  phraseology. 

I   think   that   is    all    I    have    to    say,    Mr. 
Speaker. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Hon.   A.   B.   R.   Lawrence:    Committee   of 
the  Whole  House. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Committee    of    the    Whole 
House. 


VENEREAL  DISEASES  PREVENTION 
ACT 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  second 
reading  of  Bill  66,  An  Act  to  amend  The 
Venereal   Diseases   Prevention  Act. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  There  are  just  one  or  two 
remarks  that  I  would  like  to  make  about  this 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  bill,  as  it  is  drafted, 
says  that  persons  16  years  of  age  or  over  can 
be  treated  without  requiring  parental  consent. 
There  is  a  problem,  I  am  informed  by  one 
of  my  colleagues,  about  those  who  are  under 
16  who  may  contract  venereal  disease.  If  the 
parents  have  got  to  be  informed  as  to  the 
treatment  that  is  being  performed  then  it 
could  very  well  act  as  a  deterrent  on  that 
young  person  going  to  seek  medical  attention, 
which  he  should  have  so  badly. 

I  just  wonder  if  the  minister  has  con- 
sidered this  aspect  of  the  problem  and 
whether  he  has  any  solution  as  to  how  it  may 
be  conquered?  I  wonder,  in  terms  of  the 
Act,  whether  in  the  contact  method  that 
seems  to  be  suggested  here  there  may  not  be 
merit  in  a  wider  publishing  of  the  places,  the 
various  clinics,  where  young  people  can  go  to 
get  treatment,  rather  than  rely  on  the  contact 
followup  method  that  there  is  now? 

I  would  think  that  if  greater  attention  were 
given  to  publicizing  the  clinics,  and  some 
method  derived  whereby  those  under  16  could 
receive  treatment  without  their  parents  being 
told  what  they  were  being  treated  for,  a  good 
deal  more  good  might  result  and  this  present 
epidemic  that  is  so  widespread  might  be 
tackled  a  little  more  effectively  by  The  De- 
partment of  Health. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  this  bill?  Does  the 
minister  wisih  to  speak  to  it? 
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Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  only 
to  say  that  there  is  no  real  magic  in  16  years. 
It  is  identical  to  the  age  that  the  medical 
profession  accepts  as  being  an  age  where  they 
will  develop  a  patient  and  physician  relation- 
ship without  going  to  the  parent.  It  has  that 
advantage. 

Again,  going  down  to  the  level  below  that 
particular  age,  you  have  to  transpose  yourself 
into  the  position  of  a  parent  wanting  to  know 
of  the  illness  or  otherwise  of  tihe  child. 

I  would  agree  with  regard  to  the  question 
of  the  necessary  impact  of  publicity  and  the 
use  of  the  clinics.  As  I  think  I  mentioned 
earlier— I  think  during  my  estimates— there  is 
a  programme  which  I  hope  to  see  brought 
forward  with  some  impact  this  summer  which 
—building  on  the  last  number  of  months  of 
training  and  educating  nurses  and  doctors  in 
their  role- will  develop  now  into  one  relating 
to  publicity  not  only  in  our  schools  but  gener- 
ally throughout  the  media  and  to  the  public. 

The  impact  of  this  programme  plus  the  in- 
crease in  the  number  of  clinics  being  opened 
I  hope  will  be  felt  late  this  summer  or  early 
this  fall. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed  to. 


NURSING  HOMES  ACT 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  67,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Nursing 
Homes  Act,  1966. 

Mr.  Ben:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendment  at 
first  hand  looks  very  innocuous,  but  in  fact 
there  were  two  principles  involved  in  this 
particular  amendment. 

One  is  transferring  from  the  minister  to  a 
director  the  discretion  that  was  formerly 
vested  in  the  minister  to  grant  or  to  refuse 
to  grant  a  licence.  With  that  particular  aspect 
of  the  bill  we  do  not  quarrel.  It  is  setting 
up  a  director  to  carry  out  these  functions  and 
also  a  board  of  review. 

What  we  do  find  deplorable  and  which  has 
caused  us  considerable  reservations  with  refer- 
ence to  this  field  is  the  principle  that  is 
enunciated  in  section  2  of  this  particular  bill. 
That  is  establishing  that  a  director  may  refuse 
to  issue  a  licence  if  the  establishment,  its 
maintenance  and  operation  does  not  serve 
public  necessity  and  convenience. 


It  gives  ihdm  a  dangerous  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion. Who  is  to  say  what  is  public  neces- 
sity? Who  is  to  say  what  is  convenience? 
Who  is  to  say  what  k  public  convenience? 
Or  who  is  to  say  what  is  public  necessity  and 
convenience? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  director. 

Mr.  Ben:  The  director  is  going  to  be  the 
one  who  is  going  to  say.  He  is  going  to  have 
absolute  control  to  decide  and  who  can  ques- 
tion his  discretion?  The  courts  cannot  criticize 
his  decision. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  TheTe  is  a  review 
board. 

Mr.  Ben:  There  is  a  review  board  but  the 
law,  I  think,  is  pretty  well  setded  that  where 
you  grant  a  discretion  you  can  only  upset  the 
discretion  if  it  was  not  lawfully  exercised. 
You  cannot  question  the  discretion. 

If  the  director  says,  "In  my  discretion,  this 
is  not  public  necessity.  In  my  discretion  this 
is  not  pubHc  convenience,"  then  that  is  it. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  The  board  may 
substitute  its  opinion  for  that  of  the  director. 

Mr.  Ben:  It  may  substitute  its  opinion,  but 
not  its  discretion.  This  i>articular  aspect  does 
worry  me. 

I  can  understand  the  points  contained  in 
subparagraph  (d)  of  2  of  the  new  section  5 
where  a  licence  may  be  revoked  or  refused 
a  renewal  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  director, 
the  nursing  home  is  operated  in  a  manner 
that  is  prejudicial  to  the  health,  safety  or 
welfare  of  the  residents  cared  for  therein. 
One  can  say  that  this  is  prejudicial  to  their 
health,  or  that  is  prejudicial  to  their  welfare. 
But  when  it  comes  to  public  convenience 
or  necessity,  this  is  something  that  I  feel 
cannot  be  determined  an  such  a  way  that 
the  public  will  be  protected. 

Should  the  minister  have  a  right  to  say, 
"We  do  not  want  a  nursing  home  in  area 
'A'  because  we  do  not  think  one  is  needed"? 
The  minister  nods  his  head.  I  disagree.  It 
is  taking  away  the  competitive  aspect  of  it. 
The  minister  should  get  up  and  say,  "We 
do  not  want  a  competitive  aspect  in  it 
because  we  are  afraid,  if  competition  comes 
into  play,  service  is  going  to  deteriorate." 
That  is  in  essence  the  same  as  saying  that 
the  director  and  his  staff  are  incapable  of 
maintaining  high  standards  where  there  is 
competition.  Is  the  minister  going  to  say 
in  area  "A"  that  we  do  not  want  a  nursing 
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home  because  it  is  not  convenient  for  the 
public? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Not  the  minister, 
the  director. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  am  sorry,  the  director.  Is  he? 

Again  the  minister  nods  his  head  and 
says,  "yes."  Well  we  do  not  agree  with 
that  aspect  of  it.  Perhaps  a  good  place  to 
have  a  nursing  home  is  where  it  is  not  that 
convenient  and  then  they  would  get  a  lot  of 
rest. 

The  fact  is  that  you  are  giving  a  great 
power  to  the  director,  more  power  than  I 
think  he  is  entitled  to.  I  believe  that  if  a 
citizen  complies  with  all  the  requirements 
of  the  law,  he  should  obtain  permission,  a 
licence  to  do  that  which  he  wants  to  do. 
That  should  be  the  criterion.  I  think  McRuer 
himself  said  that  a  citizen  ought  to  know 
what  criteria  he  must  satisfy  in  order  to  be 
able  to  do  something.  He  must  know  before- 
hand; it  should  not  be  left  to  the  whim  of 
a  third  person  or  some  official. 

So,  while  we  are  in  agreement  with  the 
principle  of  the  appointment  or  establish- 
ment of  a  director  and  a  board  of  review, 
we  are  not  in  agreement  with  the  principle 
that  a  citizen  does  not  know  beforehand 
all  the  conditions  he  must  fulfil  in  order  to 
obtain  a  licence. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that  it 
is  of  value  to  have  a  director,  or  one  person 
who  is  in  charge  of  the  whole  nursing  home 
procedure,  where  a  person  can  come  and 
present  his  case  for  the  opening  of  a  nursing 
home  in  a  certain  area,  and  where  there  is 
an  appeal  procedure  written  into  the  Act.  I 
think  in  terms  of  good  planning  and  distri- 
bution of  these  nursing  homes  throughout 
the  province,  that  the  director  must  have 
the  authority  to  refuse  if  there  are  more 
nursing  homes  in  a  particular  jurisdiction 
than  are  needed  there  to  serve  the  public. 
I  think  he  also  should  have  the  authority  to 
direct  nursing  homes  into  those  areas  which 
are  under-serviced   at  the  present. 

When  you  are  dealing  with  the  whole 
area  of  free  enterprise,  and  dependent  upon 
individuals  investing  their  money  in  this 
kiud  of  an  enterprise,  it  tends  to  be  kind 
of  a  hit-and-miss  basis,  and  I  would  suggest 
to  the  minister,  if  there  are  not  enough 
individuals  who  intend  to  go  into  this  par- 
ticular industry— if  you  care  to  call  it  that 
-^:o  make  sure  that  the  various  areas  of  the 
province  are  adequately  served,  that  pro- 
visions be  made  so  that  the  government  or 


somebody  can  see  that  the  slack  is  taken 
up  and  that  all  areas  of  the  province  actually 
get  this  facility,  because  until  recently,  many 
of  the  areas  in  the  northeast  were  under- 
serviced  and  some  of  them  still  are;  I  would 
feel  that  there  is  as  much  responsibility  to 
see  that  areas  are  serviced  as  to  see  that 
other   areas   are   over-serviced. 

There  has  been  a  delay  in  certain  institu- 
tions getting  their  licences  and  it  could  very 
well  be  that  the  minister  has  been  waiting 
for  this  particular  legislation  to  go  through  so 
that  he  would  have  the  authority  to  make 
sure  that  there  are  adequate  homes  in  certain 
areas  and  that  other  areas  are  not  over- 
serviced. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  an  area  in  my 
own  part  of  the  province  where  there  have 
been  delays  and  it  is  certainly  not  over- 
serviced  in  those  particular  jurisdictions.  I 
think  that  the  director  would  have  the 
authority  to  decide  if  an  applicant  has 
measured  up  to  the  various  requirements  and 
I  would  gather  that  he  would  also  have 
authority  to  direct  certain  procedures  or 
amendments  to  plans  or  to  homes,  that  may 
be  done.  I  also  gather  that  persons  can  carry 
on  operation  of  a  nursing  home  if  they  are 
licensed  under  the  present  time. 

I  think  that  by  and  large  this  bill  will  en- 
able the  department  to  set  a  standard  of  care 
across  the  province  and  to  make  sure  in  a 
more  effective  way  that  that  standard  of  care 
is  adhered  to  and  that  homes  really  do  supply 
the  service  that  is  expected  of  them.  My 
reaction  is  to  support  the  principle  of  this 
bill  and  to  think,  in  terms  of  the  minister's 
announced  intention  to  cover  the  costs  of 
nursing  homes  under  government  insurance 
as  of  April  1  next  year,  that  this  is  a  neces- 
sary step;  it  is  a  step  forward  and  will  help 
to  facilitate  that  announced  plan. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  the  bill?  Does  the 
minister  wish  to  make  some  remarks? 

An  hon.  member:  Not  blinded  by  free 
enterprise.   You  have— 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Briefly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  regard  to  directing  I  think  that 
we  will  have  an  implicit  function  of  directing 
in  the  fact  that  it  will  happen  mdirectly.  I 
can  quite  see  that  the  director,  by  turning 
down,  if  he  does,  a  series  of  applications  in 
particular  locations  will  be  implicitly  encour- 
aging, if  he  does  not  say  it  in  so  many  words, 
the  development  of  other  areas.  At  least  the 
function  will  work  this  way  and  it  may  well 
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he  ttliat  we  will  be  able  to  avoid  direct  gov- 
ernment intervention  in  the  field. 

In  so  far  as  delay  is  concerned,  all  I  can 
say  is  that  in  relation  to  those  applications 
which  are  presently  pending,  I  would  hope 
that  hon.  members  will  get  in  touch  with  my 
office,  if  they  have  people  caught  in  this 
middle  period  before  we  have  the  legislation 
in  force  but  subsequait  to  our  decision  to 
move  into  the  nursing  care  programme.  We 
are  being  obviously  and  necessarily  quite 
cautious  but  from  week  to  week  and  from  day 
to  day  we  do  process  through  those  who  are 
in  the  system,  as  it  were,  although  there  are 
certain  delays. 

With  regard  to  the  earlier  question  raised 
as  to  public  necessity  and  convenience,  that  is 
a  principle  with  even  a  form  of  words  found 
in  other  statutes,  and  has  been  interpreted  in 
a  number  of  other  statutes  in  relation  to  the 
offices  of  a  director  or  of  an  equivalent,  a 
chairman,  a  board  and  a  sysitem  of  appeals.  I 
think  it  will  work  and  I  think  the  key  thing 
that  must  not  be  lost  sight  of  is  that  to  a  very 
great  extent,  this  is  the  taxpayers*  money  we 
are  dealing  with  now.  This  is  just  not  simple 
straightforward  free  enterprise.  I  would 
picture  that— 

Mr.  Deans:  Nothing  simple  or  straight- 
forward about  free  enterprise;  it  is  always  the 
taxpayers'  money. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  It  is  not  a  ques- 
tion of  selling  boots  and  shoes,  let  me  put  it 
that  way.  But  here  we  have  the  taxpayers* 
money  directly  involved  in  the  maintenance  of 
the  institutions- 
Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (L^eshore):  Take  a  look 
at  Thatcher. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  on  his  way  out  I  hear! 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  —and  from  that 
obviously  flows  the  necessity  of  having  an 
impingement  of  public  policy. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  25th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

MUNICIPAL  AFFAIRS 

(continued) 

On  vote  1404: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  on 
vote  1404?  The  member  for  Cochrane  South. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  just  like  to  ask  a  question 
or  two  of  the  minister. 

There  has  been  a  study  going  on  in  my 
particular  area  concerning  the  possible  amal- 
gamation of  some  35  townships.  This  study 
has  been  going  on  for  two  or  three  years  and 
we  have  been  waiting  for  the  reports  of  that 
study  for  some  length  of  time  and  it  seems 
to  be  never  forthcoming. 

The  public  accountant,  the  chartered  ac- 
countant, that  has  been  making  this  study, 
was  giving  us  his  excuse:  that  he  was  not 
getting  co-operation  from  The  Department 
of  Municipal  AflFairs  and  he  was  not  able  to 
get  the  figures  about  the  mining  revenue  pay- 
ments. I  understand  these  are  now  pretty 
well  ready  to  be,  or  already  have  been,  pub- 
lished, and  I  wonder  if  the  minister  is  able 
to  give  us  any  information  as  to  whether 
this  amalgamation  study  that  is  being  per- 
formed now  is  going  to  be  made  public,  or 
is  it  something  that  is  going  to  be  shelved 
indefinitely? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Afi^airs):  Mr.  Chairman,  this  study  in  the 
member's  area  is  being  done  by  the  munici- 
palities themselves,  not  by  this  department. 
We  were  giving  assistance  to  those  munici- 
palities, but  at  the  moment  the  municipalities 
have  not  finalized  it  or  finalized  their  think- 
ing in  reference  to  that  matter.  We  are  here 
to  give  assistance  to  them,  but  it  is  not  a 
study  directed  by  us. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  But  you  have  given  them 
every  assistance  that  they  have  wanted,  is 
that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  This  is  correct.  So  that  the 
delay  is  up  there  rather  than  down  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  I  would  not  say 
necessarily  "delay";  they  are  formulating 
their  thinking  on  the  various  problems  and  it 
is  not  finalized  yet. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Well,  I  would  suggest  that 
they  would  probably  formulate  their  thinking 
after  they  had  the   facts   and  figures   as   to 
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whether  the  study  presented  a  favourable 
report  to  go  ahead  and  do  something  about 
it.  But  I  am  pleased  to  know  that  you  have 
given  them  what  help  you  can,  and  the 
ball  is  in  their  court  now  to  do  something 
about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  will  continue  to. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two  or  three 
things  I  thought  I  might  clear  up  before  we 
proceed    further   with   the    estimates. 

I  am  sorry  the  member  or  Sudbury  is  not 
in  his  seat,  but  I  spoke  to  him  earlier  today. 
He  made  a  reference  last  night  to  the  assess- 
ment of  the  Inco  property  in  Sudbury  to  the 
eflFect  that  there  is  some  suggestion  in  his 
area  that  the  person  who  had  made  the  assess- 
ment subsequently  left  the  employ  of  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs.  I  would 
just  like  to  clarify  that  matter.  I  looked  into 
it  later  with  the  staff,  and  the  installations 
owned  by  International  Nickel  and  Falcon- 
bridge  in  the  Sudbury  area  were  assessed 
in  1969  by  The  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs.  The  municipalities  in  the  area  and 
the  companies  agreed  that  the  department 
would  be  an  impartial  body;  however,  each 
side  reserved  the  right  to  appeal  if  either 
party  disagreed  with  the  department's  finding. 
For  that  purpose  the  department  retained  the 
services  of  J.  P.  Coombe  and  Associates  Ltd., 
a  Toronto-based  firm,  which  has  wide  ex- 
perience throughout  Canada  conducting  re- 
assessments for  municipalities.  This  firm 
provides  a  service  to  municipalities  only  and 
the  principal  from  the  firm  who  was  involved 
in  the  work  was  W.  J.  Lettner,  who  is  now 
an  area  director  for  The  Department  of 
Municipal  Afi^airs,  the  assessment  division, 
and  he  looks  after  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
Mr.  Lettner  was  assisted  in  that  by  R.  M. 
Veitch  from  The  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs  main  oflBce;  and  Mr.  Pecjack  from  the 
district  assessor's  oflBce  in  Timmins,  and  Mr. 
Pelletier  from  the  district  assessor's  office  in 
North  Bay.  These  gentlemen  commenced  the 
work  in  1969,  completed  the  work  in  the 
fall  of  that  year.  None  of  them  has  ever 
been  employed  by  either  the  International 
Nickel  Company  of  Canada  or  Falconbridge 
Nickel  Company.  The  person,  I  think,  who 
it  may  have  been  thought  did  the  assess- 
ment on  that  matter,  was  a  former  employee 
of  International  Nickel  who  went  to  Prince 
Edward  county  as  assessor;  when  the  prov- 
ince took  over  the  assessment  function  that 
person  became  an  employee  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Municipal  Affairs,  applied  for  the 
position  of  assessor  in  Sudbiuy,  went  there 
and   subsequently  left  and  is  privately  em- 


ployed in  Sudbury.  At  no  time  did  that 
individual  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
assessment  of  the  Inco  property. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  I  accept  that 
explanation.  I  want  to  put  on  the  record  two 
things,  that  I  withdraw  any  allusion  that 
I  made  to  Mr.  Manley;  I  am  glad  to  hear 
that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  assess- 
ment at  the  International  Nickel  Company. 
Of  course,  the  assurance  that  the  minister 
gives  today  will  be  welcomed  in  Sudbury 
because  this  is  being  bruited  about.  One 
often  hears  about  this  association  of  Mr. 
Manley  and  it  is  a  good  thing  that  the 
record  is  finally  cleared  in  respect  of  it.  I 
leave  it  with  the  qualification  that  how- 
ever it  was  done  or  by  whomsoever,  it  is  an 
astonishing  thing  that  they  only  came  up 
with  $250  million  for  the  whole  of  the  plant. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Without  prolonging  this, 
there  are  certain  parts  of  that  plant,  you  will 
appreciate,   that   are   not   assessed. 

The  other  matter  I  wanted  to  clarify  was 
the  one  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Windsor  West  (Mr.  Peacock);  he  was  speak- 
ing about  the  secondary  plan  of  Windsor  last 
night.  I  indicated  then  that  both  the  official 
plan  and  the  secondary  plans  would  be 
subject  to  the  provision  of  section  10  of 
The  Planning  Act  in  regard  to  pubhc 
meetings. 

I  intended  to  make  it  clear— and  I  may 
not  have  entirely— that  since  the  secondary 
plans  will  not  be  subject  to  the  minister's 
approval  and  will  only  be  adopted  by  Wind- 
sor council,  they  would  not  necessarily  be 
subject  to  the  strict  provisions  of  section  10. 
That  would  mean  that  public  meetings  would 
not  legally  be  required;  but  in  my  view  they 
should  be  carried  out  by  the  municipality. 
Considering  those  secondary  plans  at  public 
meetings  I  think  is  a  good  thing  for  them 
to  do. 

The  other  point— it  was  a  question  raised, 
I  believe,  by  the  hon.  member  for  Timiska- 
ming  ( Mr.  Jackson )  in  reference  to  Timagami, 
and  on  checking  the  Hansard  I  think  it  is 
obvious  that  the  hon.  member  was  referring 
to  a  proposal  by  The  Department  of  Lands 
and  Forests  to  subdivide  land  for  summer- 
cottage  purposes  on  the  south  shore  of  the 
northeast  arm  of  Lake  Timagami,  which  is 
near  Timagami,  I  believe,  while  I  under- 
stood him  to  be  referring  to  the  govern- 
ment-initiated townsite  some  four  miles  north 
of  the  original  Timagami  settlement  at 
Coward.  Both  of  these  developments  are 
within    the    improvement    district    but    there 
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was   some  confusion,  I  think,  in  our  discus- 
sion last  night  as  to  those  two  developments. 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  agree  with  the  minister,  there  was 
confusion;  but  at  the  same  time  I  still  cannot 
understand  why  we  have  those  three  de- 
velopments within  that  improvement  district. 
They  are  all  separated  by  four  or  five  miles. 
We  put  in  a  sewage  and  water  system  in 
one  area  because  we  could  not  put  it  in  the 
other  area  and  yet  we  continue  to  allow 
building  in  the  area  where  we  could  not 
put  sewers  in  the  beginning. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Brant- 
ford. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  raise  the  prob- 
lem of  regional  government  in  Brantford. 
Last  year  about  this  time  we  asked  the 
previous  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr. 
McKeough)  about  whether  a  regional  govern- 
ment study  will  be  instituted  in  Brantford, 
and  he  said  it  would  be  instituted  in  the 
spring  of  1971  following  requests  from 
county  council  as  well  as  city  council  in  that 
area.  Recendy,  I  notice,  the  current  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs  indicated  that  no  such 
thing  is  being  done  or  is  going  to  be  done, 
that  no   action  is  being  taken  in  this   area. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  minister 
that  with  the  development  that  is  going  on 
to  the  south  of  Brantford— this  is  the  Haldi- 
mand-Norfolk  area— the  Nanticoke  area,  the 
steel  company  plant  which  will  be  in  opera- 
tion or  will  begin  operating  about  1975, 
Texaco  and  a  few  other  industries  moving 
into  the  area,  the  development  of  traffic 
patterns,  the  alleged  land  assembly  schemes 
that  are  going  on  around  Brantford— I  think 
that  perhaps  it  would  be  in  order  at  this 
time  to  include  Brantford  in  the  Haldimand- 
Norfolk  study  area.  I  cannot  see  how  you  can 
isolate  or  continue  to  have  this  development 
and  these  studies  go  on  up  to  the  boundary 
of  Brant  county  when  in  effect,  what  will 
be  happening  in  Haldimand-Norfolk  will  by 
and  large  have  some  effect  on  Brant;  in  fact 
I  would  say,  a  considerable  amount  of  eflFect 
on  Brant. 

The  city  itself  is  involved  in  an  express- 
way. The  location  of  the  expressway  will  by 
and  large  be  dependent— or  its  effectiveness 
as  a  traffic  artery  will  be  dependent  on  the 
developing  road  studies  or  traffic  patterns 
which  would  originate  in  the  Haldimand- 
Norfolk  area.  Whether  there  is  any  connec- 


tion with  the  Hddimand-Norfolk  area  or  not, 
this  is  something  that  nobody  locally  seems 
to  know.  I  imagine  there  may  be  some  of  the 
officials  within  your  department  and  The 
Department  of  Highways  who  may  have  an 
(idea.  But  it  leaves  the  people  of  Brantford 
and  Brant  county  hanging  in  the  air  wonder- 
ing what  will  be  happening. 

There  is  also  the  possibiUty  of  reactivat- 
ing a  new  rail  line  going  from  Brantford 
that  will  be  going  into  the  Haldimand-Nor- 
folk area.  Again,  this  is  before  the  Board 
of   Transport   Commissioners. 

But  there  does  not  seem  to  be  at  the  mo- 
ment, at  least  to  my  knowledge  or  the 
knowledge  of  the  people  living  in  our  area, 
any  kind  of  a  co-ordinated  plan  for  develop- 
ment of  that  whole  area,  as  to  where  you 
are  going.  I  wonder  if  the  minister  can  at 
this  time  enlighten  us  or  give  us  some  indi- 
cation as  to  what  you  are  going  to  do— 
whether  you  are  going  to  expand  the  Haldi- 
mand-Norfolk study,  or  whether  you  will 
eventually  initiate  some  kind  of  study  in 
Brant  county,  or  what  are  you  planning  on 
doing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was  a 
request  from  Brant  and  from  Brantford  for 
a  study.  My  predecessor  indicated  that  it 
was  a  case  of  moneys  being  allocated  for  it, 
or  in  the  budget,  and  so  on. 

It  is  not  a  dead  issue  as  far  as  we  are 
concerned.  But  it  is  a  complicated  one,  be- 
cause of  the  Haldimand-Norfolk  situation. 

You  made  the  suggestion  that  perhaps  it 
should  be  incorporated  and  the  study  should 
be  incorporated  with  that.  That  may  have 
merit,  but  it  is  a  matter  that  is  being  con- 
sidered in  the  department  but  which  is  not 
finalized,  particularly  recently,  because  the 
Haldimand-Norfolk  study  with  Mr.  Richard- 
son as  the  director  has  been  progressing,  but 
it  has  reached  an  interim  stage. 

I  am  giving  consideration  to  it.  recently 
when  I  was  asked  about  it  by  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  (Mr.  Nixon),  I  said  that 
no  study  had  been  authorized  and  that  was 
quite  true.  But  it  is  under  consideration  and 
I  hope  we  can  resolve  the  matter  fairly  soon. 
My  problem  is  money  too,  but  setting  that 
aside  for  the  moment,  I  hope  we  can  resolve 
it  as  to  the  best  way  it  might  be  done. 

We  certainly  have  to  take  into  considera- 
tion the  projected  developments  on  Lake 
Erie  and  in  the  general  area  and  the  influ- 
ence and  efiFect  they  would  have  on  Brant- 
ford and  Brant  county. 
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Mr.  Makarchuk:  Right,  that  is  exactly  the 
basis  of  my  concern,  the  fact  that  there  is 
development  going  there.  It  will  have  direct 
effect  on  Brantford  and  at  the  moment  we 
seem  to  be  out  on  a  limb  with  really  not 
knowing  exactly  where  we  are  going. 

Of  course,  there  are  oblique  references  in 
the  Haldimand-Norfolk  study.  In  fact,  the 
last  publication  draws  a  sort  of  proposed  re- 
gional government  boundary  that  does  include 
Brantford,  but  it  is  strictly  a  proposal  or  pos- 


I  would  like  to  stress  again  that  we  just 
carmot  let  the  matter  lie  at  this  moment,  par- 
ticularly in  view  of  the  rapid  pace  of  develop- 
ment in  the  area  and  the  size  of  that  develop- 
ment. We  must  bear  in  mind  that  you  have 
a  large  steel  complex,  you  have  a  refinery 
coanplex— I  should  say  there  are  two  steel 
complexes— there  are  other  industries  planning 
to  move  in.  There  is  a  Hydro  plant  that  will 
be  going  into  operation  shortly,  and  conse- 
quently this  will  all  have  some  effect  on  the 
total  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1404?  The  member 
for  Niagara  Falls. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  have  listened  with  interest  and  I  sup- 
pose every  county  or  every  area  has  a  differ- 
ent set  of  circumstances  when  it  comes  to 
regional  government.  They  tell  me  Toronto 
could  not  be  what  it  is  today  if  there  had  not 
been  a  form  of  metro  government  for  the  13 
cities  at  that  time,  I  think  it  was,  and  town- 
ships too.  But  I  am  wondering  whether  the 
minister  and  his  department  have  not  con- 
sidered the  possibility  of  regional  government 
of  a  type  that  could  satisfy  certain  areas  of 
our  province. 

I  am  thinking  now  of  county  councils  with 
more  authority,  or  as  much  authority,  as  metro 
councils  have  today.  Why  could  they  not  give 
them  more  power  to  administer  the  affairs  of 
that  county  on  the  same  basis  as  regional 
government  is  doing  today? 

I  think  there  are  many  coimty  councillors 
and  county  councils  that  are  held  back  simply 
because  they  do  not  have  the  authority  and 
the  right  to  do  the  things  that  the  regional 
and  metro  councils  have.  Has  the  minister  or 
his  colleagues,  or  any  of  his  people— I  realize 
he  is  a  new  minister  in  this  department,  but 
he  has  had  some  mimicipal  experience— ever 
looked  at  the  possibilities  of  extending  more 
authority  to  county  councils  to  give  them  the 
saane  right  as  the  metro  councils  have  to  run 
the  affairs  of  an  individual  county  where  it 
fits? 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  have  to  look  at  each 
area;  they  are  all  unique.  You  have  to  see 
what  is  the  community  of  interest  in  that 
particular  area.  I  do  not  think  that  you 
should  necessarily  consider  regional  govern- 
ment on  a  county-by-county  basis.  I  think  it 
stretches  over  a  different  area. 

You  have  to  look  at  it  that  way,  so  that  the 
county  form,  in  some  instances,  may  be  the 
best  type  of  arrangement.  It  is  not  always 
a  case  of  changing  it  to  a  new  system  of  re- 
gional government,  and  yet,  in  some  ways, 
the  regional  governments  resemble  county 
types  of  government.  So,  in  certain  areas,  I 
can  foresee  that  it  would  be  an  expanded 
county,  or  perhaps  a  county  system  updated 
to  meet  the  challenges  that  are  here  today 
and  here  for  the  next  10  years  or  whatever 
the  future  you  could  foresee. 

In  other  areas  I  think  you  have  to  have 
an  entirely  different  system  to  meet  the 
needs,  because  of  the  types  of  development 
that  have  taken  place  there.  For  example, 
I  could  think  of  other  places  where  you 
could  not  leave  it  on  a  county  basis  at  all, 
and  yet  down  further  in  eastern  Ontario  I 
can  see  areas  where  you  might  combine  two 
counties  and  make  it  a  stronger  type  govern- 
ment on  that  same  basis. 

Mr.  Bukator:  The  point  that  I  am  trying 
to  make  is  that  the  hon.  member  from  that 
riding  who  just  spoke  before  I  did,  the  mem- 
ber for  Brantford,  noted  Brant  county  is  in 
a  position  where  it  can  do  very  little  about 
the  problems  that  it  is  wrestling  with  right 
this  day.  I  would  think  that  here  is  where 
the  minister  could  step  in  with  a  county 
system  with  more  authority  to  do  some  plan- 
ning in  connection  with  Norfolk  and  Haldi- 
mand.  The  problem  is  that  the  government 
creates  the  problem,  such  as  it  did  with  the 
Spadina  Expressway,  then  finds  itself  bottled 
up.  Here  is  a  county  that  is  having  a  tremen- 
dous growth,  not  only  in  it  but  around  it, 
and  nothing  is  being  done  in  connection  with 
the  planning. 

So  I  would  think  that  county,  with  the 
other  two,  should  have  the  authority  and  the 
assistance  financially  from  the  minister's  de- 
partment to  get  them  together  at  least  to  do 
some  planning  in  connection  with  transporta- 
tion if  nothing  else;  and  yes  in  planning  too! 
So  if  the  minister  is  goiag  to  wait  for  another 
survey,  for  three  or  four  years,  he  will  have 
missed  the  boat  again.  He  finds  himself  in 
difficulties  simply  because  the  department 
does  not  plan  ahead. 
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Again,  I  do  not  condemn  this  minister.  I 
just  say  that  he  should  catch  it  now  rather 
than  wait  for  another  three  or  four  years 
and  another  study,  while  the  problems  exist 
today.  I  suggest  that  this  minister  take  a 
good  look  at  the  possibility  of  giving  the 
county  of  Brant  a  little  more  authority  to 
administer  its  affairs  in  connection  with  the 
other  two  and  to  assist  them  to  plan  at  least 
the  arteries  in  the  planning  for  the  future. 
I  think  this  is  good.  This  is  what  I  am  asking 
this  minister  to  take  a  look  at,  and  look  at 
now,  rather  than  three  years  from  now  with 
another  survey. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  we  cannot  really  do 
that  in  that  length  of  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1404;  the  member  for 
Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

I  wonder  if  the  minister  might  be  able  to 
give  us  some  kind  of  a  statement  in  regard 
to  the  relationship  between  regional  develop- 
ment, as  it  is  carried  out  by  the  regional 
development  areas  and  regional  government, 
as  it  will  affect  the  administration  of  the 
areas? 

It  is  quite  conceivable  that  we  will  have  a 
regional  development  area  that  will  overlap 
regional  governments.  In  fact,  in  the  Niagara 
Peninsula  in  is  obvious  that  it  is  going  to 
happen;  so  is  it  happening  in  southeastern 
Ontario. 

How  do  we  rationalize  the  situation  where 
regional  development  wiU  study  the  areas 
with  regard  to  setting  a  pattern  for  develop- 
ment for  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  then 
set  up  the  regional  governments  giving  them 
some  kind  of  autonomy  which  obviously  will 
not  grant  them,  if  the  government  adopts 
regional  development  proposals,  the  auton- 
omy to  pursue  development  in  their  own 
way?  What  is  going  to  be  the  relationship 
between  regional  governments  and  regional 
development? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  province  must  work 
out  the  broad  guidelines  for  regional  develop- 
ment, the  kind  of  industrial  or  general  devel- 
opment that  is  to  take  place.  Then  the 
regional  governments,  or  the  regional  system, 
must  fit  in  with  those  broader  aspects  in  the 
particular  areas.  But  again— and  we  referred 
to  it  last  night— it  is  not  just  one  department, 
it  is  not  just  to  simply  define  land-use,  it  is 
transportation,  autonomy,  and  so  forth.  That 
must  all  be  done  in  setting  it  in  a  broad 
aspect  for  various  regions   of  the  province; 


and  then  the  regional  government  comes  in 
underneath  that  to  assist  in  the  actual  de- 
velopment according  to  that  general  context. 

Mr.  Deans:  Taking  a  look  at  the  recent 
Design  for  Development  programme  and 
statements  that  have  come  out  over  the  last 
couple  of  years,  how  do  you  propose  that 
regions  that  are  established  in  the  next  two 
or  three  years  are  going  to  be  able  to  find 
what  the  government  intends  to  do,  since  it 
is  quite  obvious  that  the  government  has  not 
yet  made  up  its  mind  how  it  intends  to  use 
the  regional  development  proposals  that  have 
been  put  forward  by  the  study  group?  How 
do  you  hope  to  be  able  to  bring  about  some 
sort  of  rational  approach  to  planning  and 
development  within  the  regional  government 
units  until  a  point  has  been  reached,  or  prior 
to  a  point  being  reached  when  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  is  prepared  to  make  some 
definitive  statements  about  regional  develop- 
ment? 

Obviously,  the  regions  we  talk  about  in 
regional  development  are  much,  much  larger 
than  the  regions  we  are  talking  about  in 
regional  government  and  it  is  not  inconceiv- 
able that  upon  studying  an  area  we  could 
determine  that  certain  kinds  of  industrial 
development,  and  certain  kinds  of  resource 
development  might  well  take  place,  all  of 
them  taking  place  outside  of  any  particular 
regional  governmental  administration  unit.  It 
then  makes  the  ofiicial  plans  that  the  regional 
governments  are  drawing  up,  of  little  value. 

What  is  the  point  of  regional  governments 
being  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
drafting  ofiicial  plans  prior  to  the  year  1973 
or  1974  depending  on  which  regional  gov- 
ernment it  is,  only  to  have  the  Province  of 
Ontario  at  that  point  turn  around  and  say: 
"We  have  now  established  our  regional  de- 
velopment plan  that  supersedes  the  plans 
that  you  have  put  in"? 

There  is  a  definite  overlapping  of  respon- 
sibility here,  and  I  suggest  that  they  are 
tugging  in  two  different  directions.  Unless 
the  government  is  prepared  to  make  some 
fairly  clear  statements  about  their  position 
in  regard  to  land  use  and  in  regard  to  indus- 
trial and  economic  development,  in  regard  to 
housing,  then  the  planning  that  is  being  done 
at  the  regional  government  level  is  interim 
planning  and  will  not  be  finalized  and  the 
money  that  is  being  spent  right  now  is 
money  that  may  well  be  wasted. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  if  there  is  any 
sign— I  know  he  cannot  tell  his  cabinet  sec- 
rets—but if  there  is  any  sign  of  activity  in  the 
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government  at  the  moment  with  regard  to 
the  adoption  of  some  kind  of  guideline  for 
the  regional  governmental  units  to  use  in 
setting  up  their  oflBcial  plans  so  that  they 
know  whether  they  are  going  to  conform 
with  the  province's  idea  of  progress. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  For  example,  let  us  look 
at  the  Toronto-centred  region. 

Mr,  Deans:  Which  has  not  been  adopted. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No. 

Mr.  Deans:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  But  just  look  at  it  as  a 
general  concept. 

Mr.  Deans:  Okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Under  that  concept,  we 
will  have  to  establish  population  growth 
potential  because  you  have  got  to  look  at  it 
from  the  standpoint  of  sewer  services  and 
those  general  facilities.  I  think  when  that 
can  be  resolved  to  the  point  where  you  can 
say  that  this  area  will  have  this  land  of  popu- 
lation growth  potential  in  different  sections, 
then  your  regional  governments  can  with  that 
information  develop  their  official  plans  with 
some  certainty  in  mind  as  to  the  land  of 
development  they  are  going  to  have  to  cope 
with,  deal  with  in  the  future  and  then,  in 
turn,  work  out  below  that,  the  actual  devel- 
opment for  the  different  areas.  I  think  it  will 
work  out  fairly  well. 

I  think  that  in  certain  sections  we  may 
find  regional  government  coming  before  all 
of  the  regional  development  concepts  have 
been  finahzed  but  you  are  always  going  to 
have  some  conflict— not  in  every  case;  you 
are  not  going  to  find  them  following  in  order 
just  as  you  might  like.  But  I  think  you  have 
to  take  those  things  into  account  and  work 
them  out  as  best  you  can. 

Hopefully  you  get  the  concept  for  the  area 
or  the  regional  development  project  for  the 
area  finalized  to  a  substantial  degree  and 
then  develop  the  regional  government  or 
change  the  government  necessary  to  cope 
with  the  kind  of  development  that  you  anti- 
cipate. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  fine.  The  minister 
would  agree  that  obviously  Toronto  and 
Niagara,  in  fact  all  of  the  regional  govern- 
ment units  that  have  been  set  up  to  date- 
all  that  I  can  think  of  anyway  and  almost 
all  of  those  that  are  presently  under  study 
—will  be  very  much  affected  by  the  Toronto- 
centred  region,  by  the   proposal. 


Now  you  are  asking  each  of  these  units 
to  establish  an  official  plan,  by  dates  varying 
between  December  31,  1972  and  December 
31,  1974.  Each  one  of  those  units,  having 
taken  the  time,  spent  the  money  to  establish 
an  official  plan  will  then  find  themselves 
very  much  subject  to  the  decisions  that  are 
made  here  at  Queen's  Park  in  regard  to 
whether  or  not  we  are  going  to  follow  the 
Toronto-centred  region  concept.  Much  of  the 
planning  that  they  are  doing  will  obviously 
not  fit  in  if  the  Toronto  centre  is  adopted. 

Then  again,  if  they  were  to  compensate 
for  that  and  say  that  they  think  it  will  be 
adopted,  and  they  were  to  do  their  planning 
based  on  the  presumption  that  the  Toronto- 
centred  region  development  programme  wdll 
be  adopted  by  the  government  and  then 
find  that  it  was  not,  then  that  plan  would 
be  wasted  too.  It  just  seems  that  all  of  the 
official  plans— I  happen  to  agree  with  the 
establishment  of  an  official  plan  but  as  I 
have  said  all  along  I  think  that  you  cannot 
do  these  kinds  of  things  in  isolation— are 
being  done  in  isolation;  one  municipality  from 
the  next,  each  region  establishing  its  own 
plan  without  consideration  for  what  is  going 
on  in  the  next  region,  working  out  the  way 
they  would  like  to  see  their  area  developed. 

They  will  submit  the  plan,  the  plan  will 
hopefully  get  approval— perhaps  not,  depend- 
ing on  how  long  the  government  lasts— and 
the  end  results  of  it  all  will  be  that  all  of 
the  plans  that  are  drafted  and  all  of  the 
money  that  is  spent  will  then  become  subject 
to  the  decisions  that  are  made  with  regard 
to  regional  development.  Now  surely  that 
is  putting  the  cart  before  the  horse? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  But  I  anticipate  regional 
government  here,  the  regional  development 
here  will  be  finalized  fairly  soon. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  do  you  consider  very 
soon?  The  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Carton) 
thinks  "very  soon"  is  some  time  this  year. 
What  does  this  minister  think?  This  year? 
Before  the  fall? 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Before 
the  end  of  the  session. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  During  the  smnmer. 

Mr.  Deans:  During  the  summer?  We  are 
going  to  know  some— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  going  on  the  basis 
of  what  my  colleague,  the  Treasurer,  said 
in  March,  that  matters  in  reference  to  the 
Toronto-centred    region    should    be    finalized 
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within    six    months;    so    that    brings    it    to 
September. 

Mr.  Deans:  Assuming  then  that  the 
Toronto-centred  region  is  finalized  within 
six  months,  that  means  that  the  planning 
that  has  been  done,  we  will  say  in  the 
Niagara  region  which  will  be  very  much 
affected  by  changes  in  the  Toronto-centred 
region,  very  much  affected,  may  very  well 
not  fit  in  with  the  concepts  that  are  deter- 
mined by  the  government.  In  addition  to 
that  there  is  all  the  Design  for  Development 
for  southern  Ontario  anyway,  there  are  all 
of  the  regional  development  councils  that 
have  made  their  proposals  for  development. 
Even  if  the  government  makes  its  mind  up, 
lays  out  the  programme,  decides  to  adopt 
the  Toronto-centred  region  either  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  September,  it  is  sent  back  to 
the  drawing  boards  for  all  of  the  regional 
governments,  to  try  to  get  their  plans  to 
fit  in,  which  means  at  least  a  year's  delay  in 
the  restructuring  again  of  an  oflicial  plan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Not  necessarily! 

Mr.  Deans:  Perhaps  it  depends  on  what 
your  decision  is;  if  your  decision  is  to  scrap 
it,  then  okay;  and  if  your  decision  is  to 
establish  firm  guidelines— we  have  gone 
through  this  before.  If  you  recall  the  pro- 
posal that  was  made,  I  would  guess  probably 
a  year  or  a  year  and  a  half  ago— maybe  it 
is  two  years  now,  I  do  not  recall— of  the 
sort  of  satellite  development  proposals  for 
the  corridor  between  Oshawa  and  Kitchener 
where  there  were  going  to  be  certain  kinds 
of  developments  take  place;  that  appears  now 
to  have  been  cancelled  out.  I  forget  what 
that  was  called.  What  was  that  called?  That 
corridor  development  that  they  did  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  A  Design  for  Develop- 
ment? 

Mr.  Deans:  A  Design  for  Development,  I 
forget  what  it  was  called.  But  all  that  seems 
to  have  been  scrapped.  Now  anyone  who 
was  doing  his  planning  on  the  idea  that  that 
was  the  concept  that  the  government  had  in 
mind,  obviously  was  doing  some  planning 
that  was  not  going  to  be  relevant,  because 
the  latest  proposals  are  entirely  different. 

I  suggest  that  a  lot  of  what  has  gone  on 
in  the  past  is  being  wasted  simply  because 
of  procrastination  by  the  government.  You 
have  got  to  come  down  very  firmly  and  you 
have  got  to  do  it  quickly.  There  is  no  point 
in  spending  money  on  these  other  functions 
until  you   are   ready  to   establish  the   basic 


guidelines.  That  is  why  you  have  moved  in 
great  haste  in  some  areas  and  in  some  other 
areas  dragged  your  feet. 

In  the  areas  where  it  was  most  needed  in 
tax  reform  and  in  definite  economic  guide- 
lines you  have  done  very  little  for  muni- 
cipal reform,  and  to  restructure  the  municipal 
boundaries  is  not  nearly  good  enough.  You 
have  created  a  situation  that  is  worse  than 
the  one  they  had  before. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  under  this  vote  there  are  several 
things  I  would  like  to  speak  about.  First, 
under  the  municipal  organization  of  admin- 
istration section,  I  had  a  section  in  my  Throne 
Speech  this  spring  dealing  with  this.  I  would 
just  like  to  read  one  sentence  from  it: 

In  my  view  the  two  major  concerns  of  the  pro- 
posed municipal  reform  should  be,  first,  the  develop- 
ment of  local  government  management  structure 
which  will  have  the  capacity  and  would  be  given  the 
power  to  adopt  and  innovate,  rather  than  the  cap- 
acity to  function  under  stable  and  fixed  straitjacket 
control  from  Queen's  Park. 

To  pursue  that  principle  just  a  little  further, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  a  few  ques- 
tions as  to  what  is  being  done,  what  could 
be  done  or  what,  in  his  view,  he  thinks  should 
be  done  to  change  the  municipal  organization 
structure  to  adapt  better  to  the  increased 
pressure  and  functions  that  are  going  to  be 
placed  on  it  with  the  formation  of  regional 
government.  The  regional  government  will  be 
a  considerably  different  form  of  animal  from 
our  local  municipal  government  and  this 
has  shown  up  in  the  few  short  years  that 
they  have  been  in  existence. 

If  we  are  going  to  hope  to  have  such 
things  as  the  functions  and  powers  of  special 
purpose  bodies  put  back  into  the  hands  of 
elected  representatives,  I  ask  the  question, 
are  the  present  organizations— and  I  talk  of 
both  the  administrative  section  and  the 
elected  section  of  municipal  administrations- 
capable  of  handling  these  functions?  One 
wonders  whether  or  not  these  authorities 
were  given  to  many  boards  and  commissions 
over  the  years  for  the  reason  that  municipal 
councils  were  unable  or  did  not  care  to 
handle  this  authority. 

Now  I  think  everyone  from  Jones  down 
to  Fyfe  has  agreed  with  the  principle  that 
some  of  this  delegated  power  must  be 
brought  back  to  the  hands  of  elected  repre- 
sentatives. We  had  a  bill  before  us  recently 
whereby  the  city  of  Guelph,  I  think,  in 
private   legislation   wanted   to   bring  powers 
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which  had  been  delegated  to  boards  and 
commissions  back  under  a  committee  of 
council,  which  in  my  view  is  where  much  of 
this  power  belongs. 

I  ask  the  question,  what  does  the  minister 
recommend  will  be  required  either  to 
strengthen  or  to  restructure  both  the  ad- 
ministrative staff  and  the  elected  officials 
in  municipal  governments  so  that  they  can 
indeed  take  on  the  increased  responsibilities 
v/hich  are  being  thrust  upon  them  by  re- 
gional governments,  and  which  will  be  thrust 
upon  them  if  we  are  going  to  accomplish 
this  principle  of  returning  to  elected  oflBcials 
the  powers  which  now  lie  in  the  hands  of 
appointed    boards    and    commissions. 

If  the  minister  will  reply  to  this  point, 
I  will  proceed  later. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  care  to 
reply  to  this?  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North  then. 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  the  frustrating  part  of 
this  job! 

Secondly,  I  would  like  to  say  that  my 
experience  has  shown  that  many  munici- 
palities are  quite  satisfied  and  content  with 
the  help  they  are  now  getting  under  the 
municipal  finance  department  of  The  De- 
partment of  Municipal  Affairs. 

To  be  fair,  I  think  it  is  only  right  that 
I  suggest  that  the  various  municipalities  with 
whom  I  have  spoken  have  said  that  help 
is  always  forthcoming  from  that  particular 
section  of  the  minister's  department.  Since 
there  have  been  changes  in  our  Act  last  year 
which  allows  municipalities  some  better  lee- 
way in  the  issuing  of  their  debentures,  as  to 
the  types  and  lands  of  debentures  they  can 
issue,  I  think  that  part  is  being  quite  well 
looked  after. 

There  is,  however,  one  other  principle 
in  this:  Whether  or  not  each  municipality 
of  more  than  20,000  in  the  province  should 
have  to  pledge  its  own  credit  on  each  of 
its  own  debentures.  I  know  it  can  be  argued 
both  ways,  but  some  people  definitely  feel 
the  credit  of  the  province  borrowing  as  one 
unit  for  the  many  municipalities  might  have 
some  advantage.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
competitive  spirit  among  municipalities, 
which  gives  some  municipalities  a  better 
borrowing  position  than  others— and  this  is 
very  considerable;  I  think  one  to  one  and 
a  half  per  cent  between  the  municipalities 
of  equal  size  just  on  their  relative  ability 
to  handle  their  affairs— that  is  the  advan- 
tage  on   the  other  side.    I   do   not   know   if 


the  province  or  the  department  has  made  any 
consideration  of  this  point  or  studied  it  or 
not. 

To  continue  to  deal  with  the  municipal 
organization  and  administration  section,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  minister  about  the 
amount  of  transfer  payments  to  the  regional 
governments  of  Muskoka,  $25,000;  York,  $1 
million;  and  Niagara,  $275,000.  I  take  it 
these  items  are  in  the  budget  over  and 
above  payments  that  will  be  made  under 
The  Regional  Municipal  Grants  Act.  Is  that 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Good:  And  could  I  have  a  resume 
of  the  purpose   of  these  payments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Let  us  deal  with  Muskoka 
first  of  all.  There  is  $25,000  there,  which 
is  to  assist  in  the  planning. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the 
amount  that  was  included  in  the  Muskoka 
bill  or  would  this  be  over  and  above  what 
was  in  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  $25,000  in  the  bud- 
get is  to  assist  them  in  the  municipal  build- 
ing. They  did  not  have  any  building  up 
there  at  all. 

Mr.  Good:  So  that  would  be  in  addition 
to  the  $50,000  planning  grant,  the  $50,000 
administrative  grant  and  the  $100,000  pol- 
lution   control    grant,    is    that    correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  Fine.  Now  the  other  munici- 
palities, please! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  the  case  of  Niagara 
there  are  additional  moneys  set  aside  for 
the  police  communication  system.  In  York 
there  was  the  Toronto  and  York  suburban 
road  system;  the  $1  million  set  aside  there 
is  for  roads.  We  took  up  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  part  for  the  first  three  years.  In 
Niagara  we  will  assume  $75,000— we  have 
dealt  with  that;  well,  that  covers  the  items. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Then  the  Niagara  region  would  still  be  eli- 
gible for  the  $1.50  per  capita  grant  for  the 
operation  of  the  regional  police  force,  is  that 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  right.  This  is 
capital   expenditure. 


JUNE  22,  1971 


3087 


Mr.  Good:  And  how  did  that  amount 
come  about  being  paid?  How  did  you  get  to 
this  amount  as  being  required? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  Well,  it  is  put  in  the 
budget  as  an  estimated  amount  to  be  paid; 
it  is  the  amount  which  was  felt  to  be  re- 
quired from  the  province  to  help  them  in 
establishing  that  police  system.  The  police 
system  only  came  into  effect  this  year. 

Mr.  Good:  And  were  these  amounts  ar- 
rived at  by  negotiation  with  the  municipali- 
ties involved,  or  were  they  decisions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  were  agreed  upon 
as  to  what  would  be  a  reasonable  sum  for 
these  purposes  and  were  dealt  with  indi- 
vidually. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  It  is  an 
arbitrary  figure. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  Anything  further 
under  vote  1404? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  I  would  like  to  speak  on 
the  municipal  research  section,  the  last  part 
of  item  6.  Here  I  would  like  to  make  some 
comments  about  the  government's  proposal 
for  the  regional  government  in  my  own  area, 
the  county  of  Waterloo.  At  the  time  I  felt  it 
was  lacking  in  great  detail  and  worked  on 
the  assumption  that  the  government  legisla- 
tion, if  and  when  it  comes,  would  in  fact, 
be  no  different  from  that  proposed  in  the 
other  regional  government  areas  of  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario.  As  yet  I  still  have  no  reason 
to  believe  that  the  legislation  would  differ  in 
many  matters.  So,  we  find,  then,  that  in  the 
opinion  of  people  in  the  area,  and  especially 
in  the  opinion  of  some  of  the  councils  in  the 
smaller  centres,  there  still  seems  to  be  a  lack 
of  information  after  over  three  months  time, 
which  has  elapsed  since  the  proposal  was 
first  given  to  the  present  time. 

I  know  it  has  been  the  practice  of  this 
government,  after  a  government  proposal  has 
been  given,  to  deal  almost  exclusively  with 
the  members  of  the  intermunicipal  committee 
in  the  area.  I  personally  feel  that  part  of  the 
difficulty,  if  not  all  of  it,  results  from  this 
practice  in  that  many  of  the  municipalities 
feel  they  are  left  out  of  the  dialogue.  I  know 
the  minister  has  said  we  want  submissions 
from  them;  but,  as  an  example,  I  would  like 
to  take  the  town  of  Elmira. 

When  the  submission  was  made  on  March 
16—1  believe  it  was— in  the  Kitchener- Water- 
loo Collegiate,  it  was  some  few  weeks  after 
that  that  the  town  of  Elmira  submitted  a  list 


of  questions  to  the  minister  which  in  its  mind 
was  valid  and  expressed  genuine  concern  as 
to  how  this  proposal  was  going  to  affect  it. 
The  date  of  that  was  April  1. 

The  report  in  the  local  press  stated  that 
around  the  middle  of  May  Elmira  had  not 
heard  from  the  minister.  Concern  over  these 
15  or  20  questions  was  becoming  greater 
and  greater,  so  finally  the  council  just  said, 
"We  have  not  heard  from  the  minister,  so  we 
will  just  draw  our  own  conclusions."  It  went 
on  record  as  being  very  much  opposed  to  the 
proposal  that  was  presented. 

This,  I  feel,  is  very  regrettable  simply 
because  of  lack  of  information  the  council 
went  on  record  as  being  opposed  to  the 
proposal.  The  proposal  was  that  the  town 
of  about  5,000  people  should  be  included 
with  the  township  of  Woolwich  and  have 
added  to  it  part  of  the  township  of  Waterloo. 

This,  then,  became  quite  a  local  issue, 
which  it  still  is.  To  be  fair  I  must  say  that 
eventually,  sometime  after  the  middle  of 
May,  around  June  1,  the  town  did  receive- 
maybe  it  was  toward  the  end  of  May— a 
three-page  answer  from  the  minister  that  his 
department  had  worked  out  a  general  resume 
of  the  principles  of  regional  government 
without  actually  answering  its  specifically 
detailed  20  questions. 

I  personally  feel  that,  if  someone  from  the 
department  had  taken  the  time  to  go  up 
there  and  sit  down  with  the  council  of  the 
town  of  Elmira  and  talk  to  them  and  explain 
to  them  exactiy  how  their  grant  structure 
would  be  changed  and  how  the  ratable 
equalized  assessment  of  that  area  would 
affect  their  levies  from  the  regional  govern- 
ment in  comparison  to  the  others,  that  a  lot 
of  their  problems  could  have  been— would 
have  vanished  right  then  and  there. 

But  no  one  came  near  them  so,  conse- 
quently in  their  frustration  they  decided: 
"We  will  prepare  our  brief,  send  it  to  the 
minister  and  oppose  his  plans,  because  we 
do  not  xmderstand  them.  There  are  20  ques- 
tions here  we  would  like  to  have  answered, 
and  we  have  not  had  them  answered." 

To  follow  this  thought  through,  I  think 
part  of  the  reason  that  explanation  in  more 
detail  has  not  gone  out  to  the  municipalities 
is— first  of  all  my  own  research  shows  me 
that  the  department  does  not  have  some  of 
the  information  that  these  municipalities 
would  like  to  have. 

The  two  greatest  concerns  of  people  in  any 
area  that  are  going  through  a  restructuring 
of  municipal  government  are,  first  of  all  the 
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financing  and  the  cost  involved;  and  secondly 
the  boundary  changes. 

I  am  .the  first  to  admit  that  perhaps  in  the 
long  run  these— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  hon.  member  means 
boundary  changes  first  and'  then  the  financ- 
ing. 

Mr.  Good:  Pardon?  All  right.  They  are  of 
equal  importance.  I  am  the  first  to  admit 
that  this  should  not  be  the  case.  In  the  long 
run  they  may  not  be  the  most  important 
factors,  but  changing  one's  environment  and 
his  municipal  boundaries  is  a  very  emotional 
experience. 

Everyone  has  within  him  a  reptilian  in- 
stinct to  protect  his  boundaries,  his  own 
little  back  comer  in  his  backyard  and  he 
hates  to  see  someone  from  somewhere  else 
saying,  "we  think  this  boundary  should  be 
changed  thus  and  so." 

Had  the  minister's  proposal  said:  "All 
right,  we  are  going  to  leave  this  litde  town- 
ship of  Ayr  with  only  3,000  people  as  one 
lower  tiered  municipality  because— "and  had 
given  a  list  of  good  valid  reasons  why,  which 
it  could  have  justified,  then  I  would  think 
you  would  not  have  the  criticism  on  that. 

Had  you  said:  "We  are  going  to  include 
the  town  of  Elmira  with  the  township  of 
Woolwich  and  part  of  Waterloo  township 
because  of  the  following  reasons— "and  given 
the  reasons,  I  think  you  would  have  had 
half  your  battle  won. 

But  the  generahties  in  the  government  pro- 
posal as  given  in  the  area  on  March  16  were 
not  understood.  The  implications  of  them  are 
still  not  understood  not  just  by  the  man  in  the 
street,  but  the  councils  of  the  small  munici- 
pahties. 

I  grant  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  grant 
the  minister,  the  fact  that  the  intermunicipal 
committee  is  working  very  hard.  They  have 
set  up  three  subcommittees,  one  on  finance, 
one  on  administration  and  one  on  planning, 
and  these  committees  are  doing  a  fantastic 
job  on  researching  and  getting  the  informa- 
tion for  the  municipal  committee,  and  I 
think  the  intermunicipal  committee  and  the 
administrative  committee,  the  three  of  them, 
are  going  to  have  a  very  good  knowledge  and 
a  good  grasp  of  what  is  going  on. 

But  the  small  township  councils— the  town 
of  New  Hamburg,  the  town  of  Elmira— whose 
boundaries  are  being  radically  changed  are 
the  ones  that  are  suffering  the  most  frustra- 
tion at  the  present  time. 


The  city  of  Kitchener  can  well  argue  its 
case.  It  is  big  enough.  They  can  have  your 
research  director  understand  that  there  have 
been  mistakes  made  in  hemming  them  in  so 
closely  and  undoubtedly  you  wiU  have  to 
give  them  more  area.  They  have  a  big 
enough  population  to  make  their  voice  heard. 
And  it  seems  to  get  anywhere  at  Queen's  Park 
you  have  to  carry  a  big  stick  or  no  one  even 
listens  or  pays  any  attention  to  you. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  too  late 
for  this  department  to  get  out  into  the  field 
and  forget  about  the  fact  it  is  only  working 
with  the  municipal  committee.  There  are 
almost  250,000  people  in  the  area;  the  muni- 
cipal committee  is  composed  of  eight  or  10 
elected  representatives,  but  the  inter-munici- 
pal committee  is  composed  of  eight  or  10 
elected  representaitives,  plus  the  three  admini- 
strative committees. 

So  get  out  and  tell  these  people  how  they 
will  be  affected.  Tell  the  people  in  Elmira 
and  New  Hamburg  how  they  will  be  affected 
by  the  density  grants  under  The  Municipal 
Regional  Grants  Act.  Tell  the  people  in  Gait, 
Preston  and  Hespeler  whether  or  not  they 
will  get  that  density  grant. 

I  rather  suspect  from  the  speech  made  by 
the  research  director  it  will  apply  to  that 
area,  which  seems  strange  to  me,  and  will 
not  apply  to  either  of  the  cities  or  the 
larger  municipalities  in  the  northern  part  of 
the  county.  But  I  do  not  think  they  can  tell 
people  that  because  they  have  not  done  the 
research  suflBciently  to,  first  of  all,  give  a 
detailed  rate  of  equalized  assessment  of  each 
of  the  new  proposed  areas  so  that  the  levies 
can  be  ascertained;  nor  have  they  done  a 
study  of  the  amount  of  acreage  in  the  new 
proposed  areas  so  that  the  application  of  the 
density  grant  can  be  ascertained. 

At  least  they  had  not  the  last  time  I 
spoke  to  them.  I  think  if  you  got  some 
detailed  information  out  to  these  people 
and  gave  them  valid  reasons  why  they  are 
doing  this  and  that,  you  would  find  that 
when  you  finally  do  say,  "This  is  what  we 
are  going  to  do,"  you  would  not  have  nearly 
the  objections  you  will  have,  and  have  had 
up  to  the  present  time. 

That  is  all  on  that  item. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  vote 
1404?  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  my  memory  serves  me  rightly,  the 
OMERS  report  just  arrived  on  our  desk 
yesterday  and  it  would  appear  to  me  to  be 
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appropriate  to  raise  two  questions  under 
this  vote  on  the  OMERS  report.  Is  this  the 
appropriate  place   for  that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  the  minister  guide 
us? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  OMERS  report  does 
not  really  fall  within  the  estimates  of  the 
department  but  I  suggest  that  at  the  con- 
clusion of  my  esimates  I  would  be  glad 
through  one  of  the  officials  here  to  try  to 
answer  questions,  particularly  on  OMERS. 
We  will  do  it  at  the  end  of  the  votes  if  that 
is  agreeable. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Niagara 
Falls. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of 
the  figures  that  were  quoted  here  in  con- 
nection with  grants  given  to  the  regional 
municipalities,  if  my  memory  serves  me 
correctly  in  connection  with  the  police  de- 
partment, they  did  receive  $350,000  to  set 
up  communications— or  that  last  figure  that 
I  heard  mentioned  here,  $270,000;  or  is  it 
the  two  figures  that  they  have   received? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well  $350,000  is  the 
correct  figure;  $75,000  of  it  was  paid  last 
year;  $275,000  is  being  paid  out  of  this 
fiscal  year.  That  brings  it  to  the  total  of 
$350,000. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Then  to  put  the  record 
straight,  $75,000  of  the  $350,000  was  paid 
last  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  correct.  It  was 
in  last  year's  budget. 

Mr.  Bukator:  That  is  $275,000,  the  balance 
of  the  payment;  and  was  that  paid  or  is 
that  in  the  estimates  to  be  paid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  in  the  estimates  to 
be  paid. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1404  then?  The  mem- 
ber for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr,  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister,  relative  to  the  Oshawa 
Area  Planning  and  Development  Study,  had 
he  any  conversation  or  dialogue  with  Mr. 
Ted  Simms  in  relationship  to  that  regional 
govenmient  study  to  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  I  had  a  meeting 
with  Mr.  Simms.  I  cannot  give  the  member 
the  exact  date.  It  was  prior  to  the  decision 
of  the  municipalities  there  to  terminate  the 


study.  Since  then— and  I  have  not  got  the 
letter  here,  but  I  have  written  to  Mr.  Simms, 
through  him  to  the  municipalities,  suggesting 
some  further  participation  on  this  matter. 
I  wrote  to  him  about  June  10  or  11— 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Does  the  minister  plan  in 
any  way  to  reconvene  the  committee  that 
were  responsible  for  the  direction,  the  execu- 
tive committee  that  were  responsible  for  the 
direction  of  the  OAPAD  study? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Then  could  I  ask  the  minister 
what  does  the  government  intend  to  do  as 
a  result  of  the  termination  of  the  OAPAD 
study?  I 

Mr.  Deans:   Nothing! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  the  study— the 
organization  was  developed  there  and  they 
decided  to  terminate  it.  I  am  not  going  to 
suggest  some  new  form  of  that  old  system, 
I  think  a  better  proposal— and  that  is  what 
I  have  done— is  to  invite  the  various  interested 
parties  to  prepare  their  views  on  the  matter 
and  to  present  them  to  me.  Then  from  that 
—because  there  is  a  diversity  of  views  down 
there;  Whitby  has  one  view,  Oshawa  has  a 
different  view  entirely  as  you  read  the 
reports.  I  want  to  have  their  views  and  I 
have  asked  Mr.  Simms,  and  through  him  to 
the  municipalities,  for  their  views  on  just 
what  would  be  the  best  means  or  best  sug- 
gestion to  continue  with  the  matter.  From 
that  and  with  our  own  views  we  will  develop 
a  new  proposal  or  a  new  approach. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Then  I  take,  from  what  the 
minister  says,  even  though  the  OAPAD  study 
has  been  terminated,  that  the  government 
is  going  to  continue  in  some  form  to  initiate 
the  proposition  that  regional  government  will 
be  implemented  at  some  point  in  time  in 
that  area.  Is  that  a  fair  statement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes  it  is.  While  the 
actual  study  may  be  terminated,  a  great 
deal  of  work  has  been  done.  Work  which 
\yill  be  useful  for  the  ultimate  decision- 
making, as  to  what  type  of  government 
should  pertain  in  that  area,  and  perhaps  to 
help  us  decide  the  area  itself.  Within  Ontario 
county  there  is  a  good  deal  of  opposition, 
particularly  in  the  north  to  the  area  and  to 
the  region  that  might  be  included,  and  I 
think  we  have  to  take  those  kinds  of  things 
into  account  in  taking  what  is  really  a  good 
second  look  at  the  situation. 
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Mr.  Pilkey:  Has  the  minister  set  any  time 
limits  in  terms  of  initiating  any  meetings  with 
the  contiguous  municipalities  that  will  be 
involved  in  future  determination  of  regional 
government  in  that  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  wrote  to  Mr.  Simms 
about  a  week  ago— a  little  more  than  a  week 
ago.  You  have  to  give  a  reasonable  time  for 
them  to  make  their  suggestions  to  me;  I 
hope  they  do  that  within  the  month. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  In  about  a  month? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  hope  within  a  month. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Within  a  month? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes,  I  have  not  set  a  time 
limit  on  them,  but  I  would  hope  they  would 
do  it  within  a  month. 

I  know  that  there  is  a  suggestion,  for  ex- 
ample, of  a  meeting,  at  the  instigation  of 
Whitby,  on  June  30.  Now  what  will  come 
of  that  meeting  I  do  not  know,  but  I  would 
think  that  following  that  I  might  receive 
news  from  the  various  municipalities. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  With  great  respect  Mr.  Minis- 
ter, I  understand  that  Oshawa  has  opted  out 
of  that  meeting;  the  mayor  and  council  have 
indicated  they  will  not  participate  in  the 
meeting  and  I  understand— I  only  have  this 
by  rumour— that  there  my  be  other  munici- 
palities that  will  not  participate,  either. 
Which  means  without  Oshawa  participating 
it  really  will  only  be  a  charade  and  will  be 
meaningless  in  my  view. 

In  respect  to  the  reasons  for  terminating 
the  OAPAD  study,  I  sensed  from  the  par- 
ticipating municipalities  that  voted  to  ter- 
minate the  study  that  the  difficulties  were 
finding  out  from  the  provincial  government 
the  types  of  incentives  that  might  be  avail- 
able to  those  municipalities.  And  I  am  won- 
dering if  the  government,  if  the  minister, 
could  tell  us  if  they  have  considered  letting 
the  municipalities  know,  wdthin  that  study 
area,  what  type  of  incentive  programme  the 
government  has  come  up  with  that  would 
be  beneficial  to  the  area  municipalities  and 
might  be  the  very  vehicle  that  gets  this 
study  back  on  the  rails  again.  Is  there  any 
programme  for  incentives  for  that  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well  the  studies  that  were 
completed  under  OAPAD  will  help  in  the 
refinement  of  the  Toronto-centred  region 
concepts  which  will  have  an  effect  on  that 
particular  area.  The  Toronto-centered  re- 
gion, I  think,  has  talked  a  great  deal  about 
that  matter  but  I  think  it  is  extremely  im- 


portant not  only  to  this  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto area  but  to  the  areas  to  the  west  and 
particularly  to  the  east  of  Toronto  in  trying 
rto  resolve  some  of  the  difficulties.  The  in- 
formation gained  through  the  OAPADS  study 
■win  certainly  be  used  and  be  of  assistance 
there. 

Now  a  few  moments  ago  I  said  I  hoped 
that  they  would  reply  within  a  month  from 
my  letter  to  Mr.  Simms.  I  think  in  that  letter 
I  did  indicate  a  longer  time  if  necessary, 
but  I  would  hope  that  they  would  act  fairly 
promptly  on  it.  It  had  gone  for  some  period 
of  time  and  I  set  the  longer  period  as  an 
outside  limit  for  them  to  reply,  but  I  had 
hoped   to  hear  from  them   fairly  soon. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  As  I  said,  I  think  the  study 
broke  down  as  a  result  of  the  government 
not  providing  the  incentives  that  they  indi- 
cated. Apparently  someone  in  the  government 
—obviously  not  you,  Mr.  Minister,  because 
you  were  not  in  that  portfolio  at  the  time- 
but  someone  indicated  to  the  executive  com- 
mittee, as  I  understand  it,  of  OAPADS,  at 
some  point  during  the  study  that  the  gov- 
ernment would  indicate  the  kind  of  incentives 
that  would  be  applicable  to  that  region.  As 
a  result  of  these  incentives  not  being  pre- 
sented by  the  provincial  government,  this 
was  the  reason  given  by  a  number  of  muni- 
kiipalities  for  voting  for  the  termination 
because,  in  other  words,  had  they  adopted 
the  recommendations  for  regional  govern- 
ment, not  knowing  what  the  incentives  might 
be  from  the  provincial  government,  they  felt 
that  they  were  buying  something  without 
knowing  what  the  full  ramffications  of  re- 
gional government  might  be  in  that  area. 

My  question  to  the  government  is:  Is  it 
defining  any  specific  incentives  to  that  Oshawa 
area  planning  study  region?  That  is  my 
question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  will  come  v^dth  the 
refinement  of  the  Toronto-centred  region 
concept,  but  there  are  other  reasons  for  the 
breakdown  as  well.  I  am  sure  the  hon. 
member  realizes  that.  Some  of  the  areas  there 
could  not  agree  in  reference  to  the  Paterson 
proposals.  While  there  may  have  been  a 
stated  reason,  I  think  the  members  of  the 
study  group  and  others  recognize  there  were 
other  reasons  as  well.  Certainly  the  incen- 
tives part- yes,  it  was  part  of  it— but  there 
were  impatience  and  frustration,  perhaps, 
that  the  Toronto  centred  region  concept  had 
not  been  refined  and  finalized  earlier  than  it 
has  been.  I  recognize  that  caused  them  some 
difficulty,  but  there  were  a  variety  of  reasons. 
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Mr.  Pilkey:  With  great  respect,  Mr.  Min- 
ister, I  also  think  that  areas  that  are  earning 
under  study,  as  was  the  Oshawa  area,  are 
becoming  somewhat  more  sophisticated  as  the 
result  of  you  applying  regional  governments 
in  other  areas. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  see  what  has 
happened. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  implication  of  that  being 
that  they  are  looking  at  this  region  and 
seeing  how  it  affects  the  area  where  regional 
government  has  been  formed.  As  I  say,  they 
are  becoming  somewhat  more  sophisticated, 
and  it  is  my  view  that  future  regions  that 
may  come  about  as  the  result  of  the  area 
municipalities  being  part  of  the  decision- 
making process  are  going  to  want  to  know 
more  of  what  the  government  is  prepared 
to  do  in  terms  of  assisting  in  the  financing 
of  the  various  regions.  I  happen  to  think 
that  the  government  is  going  to  have  to 
become  somewhat  more  sophisticated  them- 
selves in  applying  provincial  money  to  the 
various  regional  governments  that  may  come 
about  in  the  future. 

Has  the  govenment  taken  or  given  recog- 
nition to  the  fact  that  to  date  they  have  not 
applied  adequate  resources  to  the  regional 
governments  so  that  they  do  get  a  decent 
start,  as  far  as  the  region  is  concerned?  I 
want  to  suggest  to  you  that  in  the  regions 
that  have  come  into  being,  the  amount  of 
money  this  government  has  applied  to  those 
regions  has  been  rather  niggardly  in  my  view, 
and  I  just  want  to  know  if  the  government 
has  made  any  assessment  of  its  future  plans 
to  provide  regional  government  with  ade- 
quate resources  as  it  goes  into  a  new  re- 
structuring and  a  new  concept  of  municipal 
government? 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  am  glad  you  are  making 
tliat  argument.  You  are  a  little  late,  but 
it  is  a  good  argument.  You  should  have  done 
that  when  we  debated  Bill  174.  You  did  not 
support  me  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Yes,  well  we  did.  If  you  check 
the  record,  you  wiU  find  out  that  I  did. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion):  You  voted  for  it. 

Some  hon.  members:  You  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Just  find  out!  Check  the  rec- 
ord; check  Hansard! 

Mr.  Deans:  We  made  all  of  the  arguments. 


Mr.  Pilkey:  Check  Hansard,  I  am  telling 
you.  Check  Hansard! 

Mr.  Nixon:  You  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  The  mem- 
ber for  York  Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Has  the  minister  any  response 
to  that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  have  a 
reply? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Do  not  listen  to  that  rabble 
over  there. 

Mr.  Deans:  No  one  else  does,  why  should 
you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  agree  that  the 
government  has  been  niggardly  in  setting  up 
any  of  these  regional  governments  in  the  way 
of  financing  but,  on  the  other  hand,  in  the 
past  week- 
Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  What  about 
St.  Catharines? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —a  group  within  my  own 
department  has  been  assessing  the  existing 
(regional  governments  to  see  what  other 
assistance  might  be  necessary.  This  is  being 
done  carefully  in  Niagara;  it  is  being  done  in 
York  and  has  been  done  in  Ottawa-Carleton 
and  so  on.  Yes,  these  are  the  things;  I  think 
you  have  to  look  at  them  on  an  on-going 
basis,  as  I  said  before,  not  simply  to  estab- 
lish a  regional  government  and  say  that  is 
fine,  it  is  established  and  that  is  the  end  of 
our  responsibility. 

We  have  a  continuing  responsibility  for 
those  governments  as  the  government  has 
had  with  Metropohtan  Toronto.  I  do  not 
say  that  it  is  necessary  to  change  all  of  the 
financing  arrangements  that  have  been  made 
in  the  beginning,  but  I  think  you  have  to 
look  at  them  on  an  on-going  basis  and  see 
what  additional  help  they  may  need  from 
time  to  time. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Could  the  minister  expand  on 
a  statement  he  made  someplace  regarding 
regional  governments— if  I  am  misquoting,  he 
can  correct  me.  The  minister  said  somewhere 
that  regional  governments  are  in  difiBculty 
as  a  result  of  their  abnormal  spending  in  the 
municipalities,  or  something  like  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  did  not  say  they  were 
in  difficulty  because— 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Is  that  why  the  minister  made 
that  statement? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  said  that  in  some  cases 
regional  governments  have  tended,  and  area 
government  within  a  region  has  had  a  ten- 
dency, to  attempt  to  do  too  much  too  soon. 
As  a  result,  their  budgets  have  been  substan- 
tially higher  than  they  necessarily  needed  to 
be.  Sometimes  they  have  tried  to  provide 
services  that  were  out  of  line  with  what  they 
should  have  been  attempting  to  do  at  that 
point  of  time. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  minister  would  not  say, 
then,  that  some  of  these  costs  have  become 
abnormal,  as  a  result  of  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment opting  out  and  not  making  any 
adequate  resources  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  no! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  was  not  the  reason? 

Well  I  have  one  other  question  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister— two  actually. 

I  understand  it  was  raised  earlier  and  I 
apologize  for  not  being  here.  Has  the  prob- 
lem with  the  city  of  St.  Catharines— its  pre- 
sentation—been amicably  resolved  by  the 
government?  I  understand  that  the  minister 
met  with  the  oJBBcials  of  that  municipality 
and  I  wondered  if  the  financial  diflBculty  has 
been  worked  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Members  of  my  staff  have 
been  meeting  with  a  number  of  the  indivi- 
dual municipahties  in  the  Niagara  region. 
There  was  a  meeting  with  a  group  from  St. 
Catharines,  the  mayor  and  some  of  his 
elected  ofiBcials,  in  my  oflBce  a  week  or  ten 
days  ago,  going  over  their  budget,  for  ex- 
ample. 

As  I  stated  in  the  House  last  night  in  reply 
to  a  question  from  the  hon.  member  for 
Niagara  Falls,  the  St.  Catharines  school 
board  budget  went  down  by  14  mills  and 
the  general  rate  went  up  by  two  mills  or 
thereabouts,  so  there  is  a  general  reduction. 
I  think  they  appreciated  the  assistance  we 
could  give  them.  We  have  to  resolve  certain 
matters  with  the  Niagara  regional  government 
before  all  things  are  straightened  out  there. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well,  I  want  to  read  a  state- 
ment that  was  made  in  1968  by  the  then 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  in  this  Legis- 
lature. He  said: 

The  fourth  subject  I  wish  to  refer  to  respecting 
our  concept  of  regional  government  is  representation. 
The  new  regional  government  councils  will  be  the 
most  important  policy-making  bodies  in  local  gov- 
ernment. Indeed,  second  only  to  this  House,  there 
is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the  only  acceptable 
principle  today  is  representation  by  population. 


Very  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  regional 
governments  that  have  been  implemented  up 
to  now  have  not  really  carried  through  with 
that  philosophy.  The  representation  by  i)op- 
ulation  on  regional  councils  is  somewhat  out 
of  focus.  The  question  I  want  to  put  to  the 
minister  is,  is  it  going  to  be  the  policy  of  this 
government  in  future  regions  to  guarantee 
that  we  have  regional  governments  repre- 
sented by  the  population  that  happens  to 
reside  in  the  various  municipalities  and  town- 
ships in  the  region? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  member  has  got  to 
take  into  account  the  local  situation,  because 
some  regional  governments  will  cover  a  very 
rural  section  as  well  as  an  urban  section.  We 
have  always  recognized  that  those  who  rep- 
resent an  urban  area  represent  more  people 
in  numbers  than  the  rural  sections  do.  I 
looked  at  the  Niagara  regional  representation 
recently  and,  on  a  population  basis,  there 
are  some  differences  in  different  areas,  but 
there  seems  to  be  a  relatively  fair  basis. 

But,  certainly,  when  we  are  dealing  with 
the  Sudbury  one  and  the  Waterloo  one  we 
have  endeavoured  to  look  at  them  on  a 
relatively  fair  basis,  taking  into  account  the 
different  sections  and  the  types  of  munici- 
palities that  would  be  incorporated  within 
the  region. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well  with  great  respect,  Mr. 
Chairman,  again  to  the  minister,  this  was 
one  of  the  points  that  was  made  by  the  St. 
Catharines'  representatives  and  it  was  one 
of  the  points  that  the  members  from  Oshawa 
to  the  OAPAD  study  were  making  as  well, 
that  the  recommendations  that  were  made 
through  that  study  would  not  provide  "rep" 
by    pop  . 

I  might  also  say  that  the  former  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  although  he  did  not 
■carry  it  out  as  reasonably  well  as  I  think 
he  should  have,  did  make  the  point,  and 
he  said  also,  in  1968,  in  this  Legislature: 

I  accept  the  validity  of  the  argument 
that  rural  ridings,  with  fewer  voters  than 
urban  ridings,  must  be  assured  of  ade- 
quate representation.  However,  I  must 
emphasize  that  in  our  regional  government 
system  we  will  place  a  high  priority  on  a 
system  of  representation  giving  all  resi- 
dents a  reasonable,  equal  voice  in  re- 
gional   decisions. 

What  he  was  merely  implying  was  that 
they  would  get  adequate  representation  but, 
in  fact,  it  would  be  representation  by  pop- 
ulation.   I    think   that   this   is   the   only   fair 
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and  adequate  way  that  any  new  regions  can 
be  administered.  Surely,  we  have  gone  by  the 
time  in  which  a  rural  voter  equalled  three 
to  one  in  an  urban  area. 

Now,  we  may  be  able  to  perpetuate  that 
for  a  little  while  yet  at  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment level  and  make  the  rural  votes  some- 
what more  important,  but  surely  we  have 
got  to  give  recognition  to  the  fast-growing 
urban  centres  of  this  province  and  give  them 
the  kind  of  representation  that  is  necessary 
in  every  fonn. 

I  want  to  urge  upon  this  minister  that,  in 
future  implementation  of  regional  govern- 
ment of  this  province,  the  representation 
be  by  population  and  that  the  larger  urban 
areas  be  given  a  fair  and  equitable  repre- 
sentation  on   those   councils. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  that  point, 
I  would  just  like  to  put  on  the  record  the 
number  of  voters  that  each  councillor  under 
our  government  proposal  in  the  new  Water- 
loo region  will  represent.  Kitchener,  12,111; 
Waterloo,  11,666;  Wilmot,  5,000;  Wellesley, 
6,000;  Woolwich  Waterloo,  4,666;  Gait, 
Preston  and  Hespeler,  12,500  and  North 
Dumries,  3,000. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Sure,  some  of  them  four  to 
one.  Three  to  one,  four  to  one  as  opposed  to 
the   urban   resident. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  this  on  exactly  that 
point?  The  member  for  York  Centre  was 
wanting  to  speak. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Yes,  on  this  point,  the  point 
of  representation  by  population,  the  minister 
went  on  to  say  that: 

I  accept  the  validity  of  the  argument 
that  rural  ridings,  with  fewer  voters  than 
urban  ridings  must  be  assured  of  adequate 
representation.  However,  I  must  emphasize 
that  in  our  regional  government  system  we 
will  place  a  high  priority  on  a  system  of 
representation  giving  all  residents  a  reason- 
able, equal  voice  in  regional  decisions. 

And  that  was  the  minister's  statement  at  that 
time. 

Now,  St.  Catharines  submitted  this  to  you 
and  I  know  you  have  these  figures,  but  I 
think  they  bear  entering  into  the  record 
and  I  will  read  a  small  portion  of  this  report. 

In  the  minister's  presentation  of  January 
23,  1969,  the  representation  per  poll  for 
the  regional  council  was  as  shown  on  sched- 
ule (A)  attached.  It  is  noted  that  the  council 
consisted  of  24,  including  the  chairman,  and 


allowed  six  to  represent  St.  Catharines  or 
25  per  cent,  against  the  population  of  31 
per  cent.  At  a  later  date  the  council  was 
increased  to  28  per  cent.  As  a  result  of  the 
addition  of  the  number  to  each  of  the  towns 
of  Thorold,  Grimsby,  Lincoln  and  Niagara- 
on-the-Lake  this  further  reduced  the  St. 
Catharines  representation  to  21   per  cent. 

Now,  let  me  go  on  and  show  you— I  will 
read  a  little  more  to  you  and  then  I  will 
complete  my  remarks  on  this  particular  vote. 
The  city  council  at  that  time  strongly  voiced 
opposition  to  this  iniquity  and  a  delegation 
of  council  met  with  the  minister  to  make 
representation  to  correct  action.  No  correc- 
tive action  was  forthcoming,  and  it  was  diffi- 
cult to  reconcile  this  decision,  which  was 
a  clear  contradiction  of  the  government's 
own  statements  of  policy.  Now  then,  to  talk 
about  the  financial  portion  of  this,  I  will 
read  a  small  portion  about  the  inadequacy, 
because  this  is  where  it  affects  the  tax- 
payers  of   St.    Catharines: 

The  government  has  learned  a  lesson  as 
a  result  of  the  disastrous  effect  of  the  im- 
plementation of  the  county  units  of  educa- 
tion, and  in  this  case  provided  for  a  phase- 
in  period. 

Now  you  did  that  on  schools  and  I  think 
there  should  be  provision  made  for  the  other 
taxation  of  the  municipality,  because  St. 
Catharines  is  carrying  the  burden. 

The  funds  to  provide  for  the  transitional 
adjustment  are  taken  from  the  municipal- 
ities in  the  region  and  redistributed.  St. 
Catharines  is  required— 

and  here  is  the  rub— 

St.  Catharines  is  required  to  contribute  a 
total  of  $416,000;  an  amount  of  $122,000 
is  returned  and  applied  to  assist  that  area 
presently  within  the  city  limits  and  form- 
erly within  the  township  of  Louth.  This 
leaves  a  balance  of  $294,000  that  is  dis- 
tributed to  other  municipalities  in  the  re- 
gion. 

This  application  has  the  effect  of  plac- 
ing a  double  penalty  on  the  taxpayers  of 
St.  Catharines.  City  council  has  made 
strong  representation  to  the  government 
requiring  that  funds  for  this  transition 
period  be  provided  from  the  provincial 
treasury. 

That  comes  back  to  my  argument  of  away 
back  when  I  said  if  you  are  going  to  impose 
this  kind  of  statute  or  law  on  the  people  of 
that  area,  then  you  must  pick  up  the  tab  for 
the    added  costs.    This   is   the   argument   on 
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which  St.  Catharines  has  based  its  represen- 
tation to  you. 

Now  the  minister  was  good  enough  to  say 
to  me  yesterday  that  his  department  has  had 
a  meeting  with  them  and  they  have  discussed 
the  problem  and  things  are  not  quite  as  bad. 
But  I  can  assure  you  that  nothing  will  com- 
pensate for  the  dollars  it  is  costing  their 
people  to  help  implement  some  of  your  sta- 
tutes; this  is  where  there  is  an  injustice  by 
this  provincial  legislation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  a  little  while  ago  the  question  was 
raised  about  the  assistance  the  province  has 
given  to  regional  governments.  I  am  very 
pleased  with  the  assistance  that  has  been 
given  to  the  new  regional  government  in 
York. 

Despite  a  tremendous  change  from  a  $6 
million  county  budget  to  an  $18-million  re- 
gional budget,  the  fact  is  that  the  net  burden 
on  the  property  taxpayer  may  be  down  this 
year  as  a  result  of  the  higher  grants.  But  what 
is  concerning  people  is  what  is  the  total  im- 
pact on  them  as  taxpayers. 

The  province  has  undertaken  an  extensive 
study  on  the  cost  benefit  of  what  values  we 
are  getting  from  government,  and  I  believe 
that  under  this  vote  I  would  like  to  hear 
what  the  minister  is  doing  within  The  De- 
partment of  Municipal  Affairs  to  produce 
figures  that  will  show  the  people  of  York,  for 
example,  how  much  value  they  are  getting  for 
the  extra  dollars  that  are  being  spent. 

Maybe  there  is  a  change  in  dollars  now 
being  spent  in  the  regional  municipality  that 
were  formerly  spent  by  the  area  municipal- 
ities, but  it  is  important  that  the  department 
assists  new  regional  governments  in  showing 
to  their  citizens  the  improved  value,  if  any, 
they  are  getting  as  a  result  of  the  reorganiza- 
tion of  local  government.  It  is  not  suflBcient 
for  us,  just  by  means  of  our  grants,  to  cover 
up  ine£Bciencies,  or  extra  and  unnecessary 
costs  of  administration  that  are  being  imposed 
upon  us.  It  is  the  total  impact  on  our  tax  bill, 
both  property  tax  and  provincial  taxes,  that 
must  be  of  concern  to  us.  I  ask  the  minister 
to  advise  me  what  is  being  done  to  assist  citi- 
zens in  these  new  regional  municipalities  to 
understand  the  value  they  are  now  getting, 
be  it  improved  or  otherwise,  and  to  be  in  a 
position  to  compare  the  value  they  are  now 
getting  as  a  result  of  the  reorganization  of 
govemanent. 


Hon.  Mr.  BaJes:  Mr.  GhaiimiMi,  what  the 
hon,  member  is  really  asking  is  what  are  we 
doing  to  communicate  with  the  people. 

Mr.  Deacon:  No;  what  are  you  doing  to 
provide  a  cost-benefit  analysis,  comparative 
figures  that  will  show  the  councillors,  citizens, 
everyone  the  results  they  are  now  getting  as 
compared  to  what  they  had  before? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well  you  are  asking  us  to 
communicate.  I  think  it  is  the  regional  gov- 
ernment that  must  do  that  on  its  own  with 
the  people. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Not  communicate.  I  said 
analyze  and  show  how  people— the  figures 
are  there— will  communicate.  It  is  the 
accounting— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  up  to  the  munici- 
pality itself  to  convey  the  full  story  to  the 
municipalities.  But  there  is  a  good  deal  of 
assistance  going  to  the  region  from  the  prov- 
ince, particularly  in  areas  to  give  them  assis- 
tance for  particular  items.  In  York— I  referred 
to  it  a  few  moments  ago— you  have  the  To- 
ronto and  York  regional  roads  system.  The 
province  has  taken  over,  for  example,  that 
kind  of  obligation.  And  in  the  budget  this 
year,  in  the  estimates,  there  is  the  sum  of 
$1  million  for  that,  and  that  will  continue 
for  the  next  three  years.  With  reference  to 
planning  we  require  an  oflBcial  plan  to  be 
developed  for  that  area. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Excuse  me,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  minister  is  missing  the  point  entirely. 
I  am  not  talking  about  the  grants.  I  have 
said  initially  in  my  remarks  that  I  agree  the 
grants  have  been  generous  and  they  have 
enabled  us  to  come  through  with  a  net  prop- 
erty tax  that  is  lower  this  year  I  believe 
than  it  was  last.  What  I  am  asking  the 
minister  to  detail  is  what  assistance  or  what 
work  is  being  done  under  this  vote  to  show 
a  cost-benefit  analysis  so  that  we  understand 
the  value  we  are  getting  as  a  result  of  the 
moneys  that  are  being  spent  at  the  local 
level.  Let  us  get  the  measurement  of  efii- 
ciency,  the  benefits. 

This  is  the  type  of  programme  that  the 
provincial  government  is  instituting  at  the 
Treasurer's  level  for  our  own  provincial  de- 
partments. Surely  the  minister  can  tell  us 
something  of  what  he  has  been  doing  to 
assist  local  government  to  derive  or  deter- 
mine the  value  or  the  benefits  that  they  are 
getting  for  the  dollars  spent,  and  any  im- 
provements they  are  making  in  their  local 
government   expenditures? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could 
continue  on  this,  this  regional  government 
was  established  as  of  January  1  this  year, 
so  it  is  diflBcuh  to  have  a  comparative 
analysis.  As  I  mentioned  in  the  House 
yesterday,  I  have  established  a  committee 
with  the  chairman  of  Metro  Toronto  and 
the  chairman  of  York  region  so  that  they 
can  work  out  their  problems  together. 

More  than  that,  within  my  own  depart- 
ment I  have  a  group  which  works  with  the 
different  regions  and  looks  at  the  budgets 
of  the  areas  within  the  regions,  because  we 
want  to  see  what  is  happening  when  the 
region  takes  over  certain  services  which  nor- 
mally were  performed  and  paid  for  by  the 
area  municipalities,  what  is  happening  to  the 
budget,  then,  when  you  relieve  them  of  that 
financial  responsibility. 

We  do  not  'have  all  of  the  budgets  in 
from  the  different  regions  as  yet.  The  budget 
for  the  region  itself  has  been  presented  but 
it  is  now  being  refined  in  certain  areas  where 
we  have  asked  questions,  and  it  is  that  kind 
of  situation  I  think  that  will  be  of  greatest 
assistance  to  them.  We  must  be  sure  that 
they   are   not  building  into  the   budget   the 


same  amount  of  dollars  just  to  carry  out 
extra  projects  when  they  should  be  saving 
certain  moneys,  because  moneys  are  being 
paid  by  the  region  on  their  behalf. 

This  kind  of  programme  takes  a  period 
of  time  and  we  are  going  to  need  a  com- 
parative basis  to  really  be  effective  with  it, 
but  we  had  to  start  in  this  first  year  looking 
at  their  budgets  and  looking  at  them  care- 
fully. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want 
to  say  I  have  one  final  comment  here.  I  am 
very  disappointed  with  the  minister  in  his 
reply.  He  has  failed  to  let  us  know  anything 
that  the  department  is  doing  to  give  a  proper 
analysis  in  cost-benefit  results  to  municipali- 
ties. A  very  real  disappointment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  member  for  Went- 
worth  have  just  a  brief  comment  we  can  get 
in  before  6  o'clock? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  No,  no- 
it  being  6  of  the  clock  we  do  now  leave 
the  chair. 

It  being  6  of  the  clock  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,    DEPARTMENT    OF 

MUNICIPAL  AFFAIRS 

(concluded) 

On  vote  1404: 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  on  vote  1404.  Are 
there  any  further  discussions?  The  member 
for  Timiskaming. 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  have  no  quorum. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  We  are 
just  starting. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Timis- 
kaming. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  no 
quorum. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Would  some  of  these  gentlemen 
like  to  get  in  their  seats?  We  could  use  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ring  the  bells. 

An  hon.  member:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  13  members  present. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  now  have  a  quorum. 
The  member  for  Timiskaming  was  on  his 
feet.  Did  he  intend  to  speak  on  this  topic? 
No?  All  right.  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Yes,  thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  ask  the  minister 
about  the  York  region;  it  is  the  last  thing 
I  want  to  discuss  on  regional  government. 
There  have  been  some  problems  in  York 
over  the  hydro  commission,  the  boundaries, 
the  distribution  of  assets,  plus  the  fact  that 
there  has  not  been  elections. 

Elections  were  due  in  some  of  the  areas. 
It  was  in  Richmond  Hill,  I  think— perhaps 
it  was  in  Vaughan.  There  were  elections  due 
in  the  fall  of  last  year  which  did  not  take 
place  because  of  the  bill  and  they  ore  now 
due. 
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Did  the  minister  meet  with  representatives 
of  the  York  region  to  discuss  the  situation 
as  regards  to  hydro  commissioners,  the  dis- 
tribution of  assets  and  liabilities,  the  settle- 
ment of  assets  and  liabilities,  the  realigning 
of  the  hydro  commission  boundaries  for 
Richmond  Hill  and  Vaughan  township?  I 
seem  to  recall  that  there  was  a  commitment 
from  the  minister  to  have  the  matter  settled 
by  June  1,  1971. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  By  me? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  at  the  moment— 
the  minister  is  the  minister,  whether  it  is 
this  minister  or  whether  it  is  the  other 
fellow  over  there.  Can  the  minister  tell  me 
what  the  situation  now  is  with  regard  to 
the  hydro  commission,  the  boundaries,  the 
settlement  of  assets  and  liabilities  in  the 
York   regional   government  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  had  a  meeting  scheduled 
a  month  ago,  but  they  could  not  keep  the 
appointment.  I  had  it  last  week  involving 
the  representatives  of  the  hydro  commission 
and  the  Hydro  staff  in  York,  and  at  that 
time  they  made  submissions  to  me  that  hope- 
fully the  present  commissions  would  remain 
for  a  period  of  time  rather  than  establishing 
a  York  Regional  Hydro  Commission.  They 
made  a  very  strong  representation  on  main- 
taining local  commissions.  That  is  under 
consideration,  and  I  certainly  want  to  take 
into  account  the  brief  they  gave  me  on  that 
matter.  But  eventually  we  will  have  to 
resolve  the  problem  of  the  hydro  commission 
in  that  area,  and  my  own  feeling  is  that  it 
should  be  a  regional  hydro  commission. 

Mr.  Deans:  Am  I  correct  in  assuming  that 
it  was  intended  that  some  of  the  areas  would 
be  having  elections  last  November  or  De- 
cember, and  that  because  of  the  change  in 
the  bill  they  did  not?  I  can  recall,  in  fact, 
in  speaking  with  the  minister  in  the  House 
during  the  debate  on  the  York  regional 
government  bill  that  there  was  an  amend- 
ment finally  brought  into  the  bill  to  change 
the  method  of  election,  and  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  have  not  yet  had  the  elections   in 
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some  of  the  areas.  And  there  has  not  been 
a  realignment  of  the  commission  boimdaries 
to  bring  them  into  line  with  the  municipal 
boundaries  that  were  realigned.  This  is 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  correct.  That  part 
is  correct. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  correct.  Could  the 
minister  then  indicate  for  how  long  he 
intends  to  allow  the  existing  commissioners 
to  sit  in  their  office  without  having  an 
election? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  that  there  is  a 
very  limited  number,  maybe  two  of  the 
commissions— no  more  than  two— and  I  think 
it  may  only  be  one  that  was  due  to  be 
re-elected  last  year  and  an  election  was  not 
held.  Other  than  that,  I  think  all  of  them 
have  had  elections  or  are  still  working  within 
the  elected  period  of  time.  I  only  had  this 
meeting  last  week.  It  was  postponed  from 
a  month  earlier  at  their  request.  It  will  take 
a  little  time  to  analyse  this  matter,  but  I 
hope  that  we  will  finalize  it  so  that  it  would 
be  duly  constituted  before  the  end  of  the 
year. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well  then,  I  can  expect  that 
all  of  the  matters  pertaining  to  hydro,  in- 
cluding whether  it  is  going  to  be  a  regional 
hydro,  whether  it  is  going  to  be  left  at  muni- 
cipal level,  or  whether  there  is  going  to  be 
some  distribution  of  assets  and  liabilities— 
this  will  all  be  taken  care  of  prior  to  the 
end  of  this  coming  year  and  that  there  is  no 
set  date  for  any  election. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  may  be  a  temporary 
arrangement  made.  I  am  not  sure.  I  will 
have  to  give  consideration  to  it  which  will 
be  done  very  quickly.  But  the  realignment 
—there  are  some  problems  and  complexities 
to  it  that  I  am  finding,  particularly  in  New- 
market. There  is  a  difficulty  because  Ontario 
Hydro  service,  part  of  East  Gwillimbury, 
which  has  now  been  taken  into  Newmarket 
municipal  boundaries— and  it  is  that  kind  of 
problem  that  we  have  to  resolve.  It  will 
depend  upon  how  we  see  it  working;  it  will 
depend  on  whether  there  is  an  interim  solu- 
tion to  it  or  a  final  solution. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  final  matter  in  regard  to 
planning  for  that  same  area.  Can  the  minister 
indicate  whether  he  has  had  any  change  of 
heart  and  will  allow  some  of  the  money  that 
was  previously  offered  in  regard  to  regional 
planning  to  be  made  available  to  the  local 
municipalities  for  the  planning  purposes  that 


they  require,  since  after  all  many  of  them 
did  not  have  any  local  planning  departments 
and  have  found  it  necessary  to  set  up  a  plan- 
ning operation  where  none  previously  exist- 
ed? Is  there  any  possibility  of  the  minister 
perhaps  making  available  some  money  for 
that  purpose? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  moneys  will  not  be 
going  directly  from  this  department  to  the 
various  areas  for  their  planning  operations, 
but  rather  it  will  go  to  the  region.  And  if, 
in  turn,  they  wish  to  make  some  of  that 
available  in  various  ways  to  the  areas,  that 
will  be  satisfactory.  It  is  up  ito  them,  though. 
I  have  discussed  this  with  them  briefly  and 
they,  I  think,  wish  to  make  some  assistance 
available  to  some  of  the  areas. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are 
a  couple  of  points  that  bother  me  and  per- 
haps at  some  length  I  would  like  to  deal  with 
them.  Number  one  is  a  concern  that  I  have 
had  for  a  very  considerable  period  of  time 
about  the  extent  to  which  the  government  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto  is  going  to  continue 
to  be  at  the  beck  and  call  of  the  government 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  One  must  wonder 
at  some  length  and  one  must  wonder  some- 
what loudly  and  with  despair,  if  you  come 
as  I  do  from  a  background  of  municipal 
government,  the  extent  to  which  the  govern- 
ment lacks  faith  in  the  elected  officials  of  our 
largest  municipality. 

One  must  recognize,  sir,  that  we  have  here 
some  240  square  miles  in  area,  some  two 
million  people-plus  in  population,  elected 
officials  and  civil  servants  who  certainly 
would  seem  to  be  most  representative  and 
closest  to  the  actual  voice  of  the  people, 
who  unfortunately  continue  and  must  be  the 
hand-maidens  of  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  and  his  colleagues. 

The  most  recent  decision  insofar  as  the 
planning  and  carrying  out  of  a  system  that 
the  elected  representatives  on  the  municipal 
level  of  metropolitan  government  believe  was 
a  balanced  system  of  road  transit  and  public 
rapid  transit,  which  was  taken  away  from 
those  representatives,  leaves  us  to  consider 
the  very  serious  problem  as  to  whether  or 
not  there  is  any  point  in  any  further  having 
municipal  elections  in  our  largest  municipality 
and  the  showcase  of  the  province,  the  capital 
city  of  the  province,  and  whether  or  not  there 
is  any  point  in  having  Ab  Campbell  or  Bill 
Allen   or   Fred    Gardiner   try   and   plan    the 
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future  of  our  capital  city,  try  and  plan  how 
we  are  going  to  deal  with  water  and  sewers 
and  roads  and  rapid  transit  and  parks  and 
all  those  other  things  that  these  people  have 
been  charged  with  over  the  years;  or  whether 
or  not  the  compendium  of  all  wisdom  must 
continue  to  lie  only  in  the  minds  of  those 
who  occupy  the  front  benches  of  this  govern- 
ment. 

I  have  known  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
AflFairs  far  too  long  a  time— and  I  know  of  his 
record  as  a  municipal  representaitive— to  at- 
tack him  personally  in  this  regard;  but  I 
wonder  and  I  have  to  wonder  aloud  and  at 
great  length,  as  to  what  role  he  must  play 
in  the  cabinet  councils  when  this  kind  of 
decision  continues  to  be  made;  when  we  get 
to  the  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  where  a  plan 
that  has  gone  on  for  20  years  in  planning, 
has  been  examined  backwards  and  forwards 
and  been  approved  by  the  municipal  board, 
and  public  moneys  committed  to  it  on  the 
local  level  and  the  provincial  level  and  ap- 
proved by  every  local  council  and  the  head 
of  every  local  council,  and  suddenly  at  the 
snap  of  the  fingers  be  reversed?  I  wonder, 
really  Mr.  Chairman,  what  it  means  when 
the  people  who  speak  on  behalf  of  govern- 
ment talk  about  municipal  autonomy  and 
local  autonomy,  and  what  it  means  to  have 
the  important  position  of  being  an  elected 
representative  on  the  municipal  level?  What 
really  does  it  mean  when  this  sort  of  thing— 
when  the  bond  of  the  provincial  government 
can  be  attached  to  a  written  contract  which 
indicates  that  the  municipality  must  proceed 
in  a  certain  way,  and  when  that  can  be  wiped 
out  at  the  stroke  of  the  pen,  notwithstanding 
all  of  the  successive  review  procedure? 

Perhaps  something  much  more  simple  than 
the  decision  on  the  Spadina  Expressway 
question  is  illustrative  of  this  sort  of  thing. 
In  the  municipality  of  Metropohtan  Toronto 
those  people  who  are  knowledgeable  and 
familiar  with  police  afFairs  feel  it  is  a  matter 
of  the  utmost  importance  that  a  new  tower 
be  erected  to  allow  proper  communication 
between  the  various  elements  of  our  police 
force  in  order  to  properly  carry  on  the  polic- 
ing within  this  important  metropolitan  area. 
Over  days  and  weeks  and  months  and  years, 
the  decision  of  the  municipal  council,  the 
decision  of  the  poHce  commission,  the  deci- 
sion of  the  metropohtan  council  cannot  be 
made  final  and  reviews  go  on  and  on  and  on. 

To  the  extent,  Mr.  Chairman— and  I  used 
to  have  some  great  fun  in  wondering  where 
the  Attorney  General  found  a  gentleman,  I 
think  his  name  was  Crothers,  to  be  on  the 


police  commission— I  had  picked  up  the  story 
and  whether  it  is  apocryphal  or  not  I  do  not 
know,  but  somebody  had  met  Mr.  Crothers 
at  a  cocktail  party  and  said:  "You  look  like  a 
nice  fellow,  how  would  you  like  to  be  a 
police  commissioner?"  And  he  said:  "That  is 
a  good  idea."  And  suddenly  we  made  him  a 
police  commissioner. 

But  Mr.  Crothers,  no  matter  how  he  was 
appointed  or  no  matter  how  government 
became  aware  of  him,  Mr.  Crothers  felt 
that  this  whole  question  about  the  police 
tower  was  important  enough  that  at  his  own 
expense,  he  ran  the  expensive,  and  I  think 
full-page  ad,  if  my  memory  serves  me  cor- 
rectly, in  the  daily  newspapers  saying  what 
a  tragedy  it  was  that  when  the  police  com- 
missioners of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  and  the 
Metropolitan  council,  had  determined  that  it 
was  important  that  a  tower  be  erected,  and 
the  site  appeared  to  be  in  the  park  on  St. 
Clair  and  Spadina  Road,  that  it  could  not  be 
done  without  all  these  continued  and  repeti- 
tive hearings. 

And  Mr.  Crothers,  whom  I  do  not  know 
personally,  and  whom  I  did  poke  fun  at 
several  times  in  the  House,  Mr.  Crothers 
having  tried  that  method  to  appeal  to  this 
government,  finally  said:  "My  usefulness  as 
a  police  commissioner  is  no  longer  obvious, 
and  I  therefore  resign";  and  he  has  resigned. 

So  I  wonder,  Mr.  Chairman,  how  long  is 
it  going  to  be  until  this  government  begins 
to  have  some  faith  in  anyone  else  other  than 
itself? 

Does  he  believe— and  I  appeal  to  this  min- 
ister because  he  knows;  he  has  sat  on  North 
York  council,  and  he  knows  the  job  that 
people  have  to  do  who  sit  on  local  councils, 
and  he  knows  the  industry  that  the  various 
elected  representatives  have  brought  to  that 
council  over  a  period  of  a  substantial  number 
of  years,  including  himself.  How  long  is  it 
going  to  be  that  their  considered  decision,  on 
the  advice  and  in  consultation  with  their 
ratepayers,  who  have  an  imoortant  voice  in 
North  York— and  I  can  say  this  from  personal 
(experience,  and  the  minister  knows  me. 
North  York  goes  out  of  its  way  to  notify  and 
to  allow  its  ratepayers  to  make  renresenta- 
tions— and  in  consultation  with  and  advice 
from  its  civil  servants— and  North  York  par- 
ticularly; and  I  am  sure  North  York  is  not 
exclusive  in  this,  Scarborough,  Etobicoke, 
York,  East  York,  Toronto  have  equally  good 
civil  servants;  but  North  York  particularly, 
and  I  know  somewhat  of  what  I  speak  and 
I  am  sure  the  minister  will  agree  with  me,  is 
able  to  call  on  a  body  of  trained  and  expert 
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civil  servants— they  look  and  they  examine 
and  they  study  and  they  come  to  a  decision; 
and  then  somebody  says:  "Halt!"  Whether  it 
is  a  police  tower,  or  a  road,  or  a  sewer,  or  a 
park.  York  Downs  park,  for  example,  I  have 
spoken  about  this  before.  Is  there  no  ability, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  there  no  ability  in  those 
councils  to  make  up  their  own  minds  to  be 
able  to  make  a  positive,  a  definite  decision? 

And  the  government  obviously  by  its  ac- 
tions indicates  that  there  really  is  not.  They 
have  to  sit  back  and  second  guess,  and  con- 
tinue to  second  guess  and  say:  "If  the  noise 
is  loud  enough  and  if  the  noise  emanates 
from  St.  Andrews  or  Bellwoods,  and  if  it  is 
loud  enough,  then  suddenly  we  are  going  to 
reconsider";  "or  if  the  noise  is  loud  enough 
we  are  not  going  to  poison  Ramsden  Park  by 
putting  up  a  police  tower,  even  though  the 
police  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  communi- 
cate efficiently  any  more";  "or  if  the  noise  is 
loud  enough  we  are  not  going  to  preserve  a 
golf  course." 

How  long,  Mr.  Chairman,  how  long  are  we 
going  to  continue  to  have  no  faith  at  all  in 
our  municipal  governments? 

Many  is  the  day— and  it  is  very  difficult,  you 
know,  to  get  through— many  is  the  day  that 
I  have  sat  and  fought  with  the  now  provin- 
cial Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough),  who  had 
certain  ideas  about  municipal  autonomy.  And 
far  be  it  froan  me  to  try  and  say  how  each 
member  of  cabinet  expressed  himself  on 
something  like  the  Spadina  extension. 

But  I  just  wonder,  with  those  of  you  who 
inhabit  those  front  benches,  and  who  come  to 
this  Legislature  with  municipal  experience 
behind  you,  how  much  longer  are  you  going 
to  believe  that  you  haye  a  message  from  the 
supreme  being  that  allows  you  to  say  to  the 
mayors  and  the  councillors  and  the  aldermen 
and  the  trustees:  "We  know  better,  and  your 
opinions  are  subject  to  our  constant  review 
and  reversal  without  notice;  and  reversal 
without  reason,  and  reversal  without  hear- 
;ng  ? 

Now  that  is  a  very  substantial  point.  Surely, 
Mr.  Chairman,  there  comes  a  point  where,  in 
our  large  and  sophisticated  municipalities— 
in-  Metropolitan  Toronto,  whose  budget  is 
larger  than  that  of  seven  of  the  provinces  in 
Canada— surely  at  that  point,  when  500,000 
voters  come  out  and  elect  those  councillors, 
surely  at  that  point  tliere  should  be  enough 
faith  in  them  for  the  members  of  government 
to  say:  "If  you  make  up  your  mind  about 
doing  something  and  it  is  within  the  rules, 
go  ahead  and  do  it." 


I  just  wonder,  Mr.  Chairman,  how  much 
longer  we  think  that  all  of  the  wisdom  has 
to  lie  within  the  minds  of  the  people  Who 
inhabit  those  front  benches?  And  I  just  wonder, 
Mr.  Chairman,  how  much  longer  the  govern- 
ment thinks  it  is  going  to  be  able  to  get  away 
with  this  idea  that  it  has  a  message  from  on 
high  and  that  the  government  and  only  the 
government  has  the  intelligence  and/or  the 
ability  to  determine  what  should  happen  in 
Ottawa,  or  Kingston,  or  Kitchener,  or  Toronto, 
or  York,  or  North  York,  or  London  or  Sudbury 
or  the  Lakehead  or  what  have  you;  and  that 
the  local  people  have  really  no  intelligence  or 
ability  or  understanding,  and  that  the  govern- 
ment understanding  surpasses  all? 

That  is  the  point.  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  should  hear  in  a  definitive  way  from 
this  minister.  And  I  recognize  that  he  operates 
under  very  serious  difficulty,  because  person- 
ally I  think  he  is  most  sympathetic  to  this. 
Unfortunately,  by  continuing  to  stay  with  his 
colleagues  there  he  is  under  a  very,  very 
severe  handicap.  I  would  appeal  to  the  mini- 
ster to  begin  to  speak  with  a  loud  voice— and 
maybe  even  with  an  independent  voice— and 
begin  to  indicate  to  us  that  hopefully  some- 
where along  the  line  there  is  some  real  role 
that  those  local  politicians  are  going  to  be 
able  to  play  within  their  own  sphere  of  influ- 
ence and  within  their  own  wisdom  and  within 
their  own  ability. 

And  they  too  are  answerable.  Because  peri- 
odically they  too  have  to  go  to  election.  And 
if  the  mayor  of  Toronto  is  wrong,  or  the 
mayor  of  North  York  is  wrong,  or  the  mayor 
of  London  is  wrong,  their  voters  can  be  trust- 
ed to  deal  with  them. 

Or  if  Mr.  Crothers— who  got  caught  up 
in  this  thing,  believing  he  had  some  power- 
feels  that  there  is  a  duty  for  him  to  serve  as 
a  police  commissioner,  hopefully  his  role  is 
going  to  be  oneaningful;  that  someone  can  tell 
Mr.  Crothers  that  if  he  thinks  a  police 
tower  is  important  maybe  there  will  be  a 
police  tower  without  years  and  years  of  wait- 
ing to  the  prejudice  of  the  successful  opera- 
tion of  our  police  force;  that  this  kind  of 
role  in  public  service  is  important.  I  think 
this,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  very  important  thing 
on  which  we  should  begin  to  hear  from  this 
minister  at  this  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot 
let  those  remarks  go  by  without  making  some 
comment.  The  hon.  member  knows  me  pretty 
well  and  knows  my  views,  but  I  am  interested 
in  the  hon.  member's  approach  that  the  local 
elected   official    views    should    be    final   and 
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binding,  because  I  have  heard  the  hon.  mem- 
ber on  a  number  of  occasions  disputing  the 
local  decision  and  making  it  very  clear  that 
he  felit  there  should  be  an  appeal  to  a  higher 
board  and  he  was  very  grateful  that  there 
was  an  appeal.  I  think  in  many  respects— in 
all  respects— there  should  be  an  appeal  to  that 
higher  board. 

Now  the  member  is  talking  about  a 
second  appeal.  His  main  remarks  were  di- 
rected to  an  appeal  beyond  the  municipal 
board,  but  he  was  really  directing  it  in 
reference  to  the  finality  of  the  decision  of 
elected  people. 

In  all  of  those  things,  and  particularly  in 
capital  moneys,  we  know  the  history  of  the 
municipal  board  and  the  reason  it  was  set 
up.  So  I  think  it  is  important  that  there 
be  that  kind  of  an  appeal  system  from  a 
local  decision,  so  that  individuals  or  groups 
who  feel  that  there  was  too  much  local 
political  pressure  in  decisions  should  have 
another  forum  to  make  their  submissions 
if  they  saw  fit.  The  member  is  really  con- 
testing the  decision,  or  the  appeal  beyond 
the  municipal  board  to  the  cabinet  itself. 

I  think  that  whole  procedure  may  well 
need  some  revision  and  thinking.  I  think 
I  was  involved  in  one  of  the  first  appeals 
from  the  OMB  to  the  cabinet.  It  has  not 
been  a  practice;  while  the  law  has  set  it 
out  for  some  years,  the  practice  was  not 
followed  until  recent  times.  It  is  only  in 
about  the  last  ten  years  that  there  was  an 
actual  appeal  from  the  board  to  the  cabinet 
itself.  Of  course,  in  the  first  instance,  there 
was  a  suggestion  that  the  matter  be  reheard 
from  the  very  beginning  and  cabinet  should 
hear  the  arguments  all  along  the  way.  It 
was  decided  that  that  was  not  the  proper 
procedure. 

I  recognize  that  there  may  well  be  a 
necessity  of  some  change  in  procedures  in 
that  regard,  but  I  do  not  agree  with  the 
member  that  there  should  not  be  an  appeal 
from  elected  people  anywhere  to  a  higher 
body.  I  think  it  very  important. 

Recently,  at  a  private  bills  committee 
hearing,  there  was  a  large  Metropolitan  area 
appearing  on  behalf  of  its  submission.  The 
hon.  member  and  I  both  disagreed  with 
the  provisions  that  were  being  requested 
by  the  council.  They  were  duly  elected 
people.  The  chief  magistrate  of  the  area 
appeared  and  asked  for  approval.  The  mem- 
ber and  I  disagreed  in  principle  and  we  said 
so   and  it  was  not  passed. 


So  I  think  one  cannot  take  it  for  granted 
that  any  decision  made  by  any  elected 
group  should  be  final  and  binding.  I  think 
there  must  always  be  an  appeal  to  a  higher 
body.  Now  whether  the  appeal  system 
should  keep  on  going  beyond  that  point  is 
a  good  question  and  is  one  I  think  that  must 
be  rethought,  but  not  on  the  appeal  system 
itself. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  just  fas- 
cinated by  the  minister's  answer.  I  like  the 
way,  particularly,  he  states  it  in  general 
principle:  "There  should  always  be  an  appeal 
from  an  elected  body  to  another  body." 

An  hon.  member:  Why  should  there  be? 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  sits  in  appeal  on  the 
minister?  Who  sits  in  appeal  on  the  Prime 
Minister  (Mr.  Davis).  Who  sits  in  appeal 
on  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
federal— Trudeau. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  sits  in  appeal  on  the 
minister's  decisions? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  godlike  creature 
in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  sits  in  appeal  other  than 
the  voters?  There  is  the  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  there  is  where  the  story  hangs. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  They 
are  going  to  find  out. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  sits  in  appeal?  Surely  it 
can  only  be  the  voters.  Why  does  the  Min- 
ister of  Municipal  Affairs  believe  that  he 
has  better  wisdom  than  Ab  Campbell,  more 
than  Basil  Hall,  more  than  Phil  White  or 
the  other  White  in  Scarborough,  more  than— 

An  hon.  member:  True  Davidson! 

Mr.  Singer:  —True  Davidson,  or  the  mayor 
of  Toronto,  or  all  of  these,  Why? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  why  should  he  be  the 
appeal  board? 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Why  should 
the  bureaucrats  be  the  appeal  board? 

Mr.  Singer:  As  my  friend  from  Sudbury 
so  aptly  says,  why  should  the  bureaucrats 
be  the  appeal  board?  What  gives  you  the 
omnipresent  wisdom  to  say  we  are  smarter 
than  those  lesser  people;  that  the  400,000 
people    who    bothered    to   vote    in   the    last 
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municipal  election  in  Metropolitan  Toronto 
were  not  smart  enough  to  elect  people  who 
can  make  decisions  for  them— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  not  saying  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  —that  we  must  sit  in  constant 
review?  The  minister  has  raised  a  very  fas- 
cinating point.  Let  us  go  back  into  the 
history  of  the  municipal  board.  The  munici- 
pal board  was  the  old  railway  board.  It  was 
revived  by  Hepburn  at  the  height  of  the 
depression  to  look  after  those  municipalities 
who  had  about  gone  into  bankruptcy  and 
receivership.  And  it  was  necessary  because 
of  the  fantastic  financial  difficulty  in  which 
these  municipalities  found  themselves.  At 
that  point,  because  the  only  somewhat  stable 
financial  base  was  this  government,  there 
had  to  be  another  presence. 

But  those  times  have  gone,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Those  times  have  gone  and  left  us  behind 
since  1938,  1939,  but  this  government  who 
likes  so  much  to  live  in  the  past  keeps  it 
up.  And  why  do  you  keep  it  up?  What 
really  do  you  achieve?  Who  do  you  think 
you  are?  Why  is  your  intelligence  better 
than  that  of  Ab  Campbell's? 

That  is  the  point.  Why  is  your  intelligence 
better  than  that  of  the  mayors  of  Toronto,  or 
London,  or  Hamilton,  or  Kingston,  or  anywhere 
else?  Why  is  the  intelligence  of  an  appointed 
board,  why  is  Mr.  Kennedy— and  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  for  Mr.  Kennedy;  be  does 
a  great  job,  and  within  the  terms  of  his 
reference  in  those  statutes,  tries  to  do  a  job 
as  he  understands  it— but  why  is  his  intelli- 
gence better? 

He  is  an  administrator.  He  never  goes  to 
an  election,  he  is  never  answerable  to  any- 
one, he  is  appointed.  If  you  ever  tried  to 
fire  him  you  would  be  in  the  damnedest 
poUtical  pickle  that  you  could  ever  ima- 
gine. He  is  answerable  really  to  no  one,  as 
long  as  he  carries  on  in  good  behaviour,  I 
think  that  is  the  legal  term.  Why  is  his 
intelligence  better  than  that  of  the  elected 
officials   of  our  municipality? 

Whether  it  is  Kennedy  or  the  collective 
opinion  or  the  majority  opinion  or  the  minor- 
ity, I  do  not  really  care;  it  is  the  principle 
I  am  talking  about.  Why  have  any  of  them 
the  right  to  interpose  their  judgement  over 
and  upon  those  elected  municipal  people 
who  raise  their  own  taxes,  who  operate 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  provincial 
statutes— they  have  to— who  take  your  grants 
as  they  come  and  as  they  are  prescribed? 
Why    is    their    intelligence    so    mediocre,    so 


minor  and  so  unimportant  that  you  geniuses 
are  able  to  say:  "We  superimpose  our  opinion 
over  and  above  theirs"? 

They  have  the  same  kind  of  an  electorate 
to  appeal  to  every  so  often  and  to  get  their 
sanction  or  condemnation,  but  you  people 
say:  "We  are  smarter;  we  know  better."  "We 
can  collect,"  the  Treasurer  says,  "we  can 
do  all  the  assessment  here  in  Queen's  Park, 
and  that  is  far  better  and  far  more  intelligent 
than  the  way  assessment  used  to  be  done 
Sn  Metro,  or  used  to  be  done  in  Windsor, 
or  used  to  be  done  in  Sudbury.  We  here 
are  the  repositories  of  all  wisdom." 

And  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  centrali- 
zation that  you  people  are  carrying  out,  and 
the  clutching  to  yourselves  of  these  strings 
of  power  is  what  is  going  to  defeat  you  in 
the  election  that  is  forthcoming  in  the  next 
few  months. 

I  say  that  you  just  do  not  understand  the 
idea  of  responsible  government,  and  you  have 
let  the  strings  of  the  idea  of  political  re- 
sponsibility go  loose,  that  you  have  dug  your 
own  graves,  and  there  is  no  logical  or  in- 
telligent explanation  any  longer  for  the  way 
in  which  you  carry  on,  other  than  for  selfish 
and  chauvinistic  personal,  apparent,  present 
political  gain. 

•  It  is  not  going  to  save  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development  (Mr.  Grossman)  or 
help  him,  that  he  was  instrumental  in  stop- 
ping Spadina.  It  is  not  particularly  going  to 
save  anybody  that  there  is  not  a  police 
tower  in  Ramsden  Park.  The  only  people 
it  is  going  to  hurt  that  there  is  not  a  police 
tower  in  Ramsden  Park,  or  somewhere  else, 
are  the  people  who  depend  on  the  eflBciency 
of  our  Metropolitan  Toronto  police  force. 
And  Mr.  Crothers  said  that  to  you. 

Now  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  know  that 
there  is  any  answer.  I  would  hope  that  the 
minister  had  an  answer,  but  he  did  not  when 
he  replied  to  me.  I  would  think  that  the 
time  has  come  that  this  government  should 
have  enough  faith  in  the  people  of  Ontario 
that  they  can  begin  to  run  their  own  affairs 
on  the  municipal  level.  And  when  you  recog- 
nize that  2,000,000  people  living  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto  are  almost  like  kindergarten 
students  and  the  government  does  not  trust 
them  at  all,  then  one  has  to  wonder  about 
the  intelligence  of  those  people  who  dictate 
government  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  another  point  I 
wanted  to   deal  with— 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  do  you  not  ask  the 
Treasurer  what  he  thinks  about  the— 
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Mr.  Singer:  You  can  ask  liim  what  you 
want.  I  have  some  other  thoughts. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  member  is  not  speaking 
to  the  Treasurer  right  now. 

Mr.  Singer:  There  is  a  second  point  that 
I  wanted  to  deal  with,  and  that  arises  out 
of  an  incident  that  is  presently  current,  again 
in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  involving  the 
charges  of  alderman  "A"— and  I  am  not  going 
to  enter  into  the  merits  of  them— against 
alderman  "B"  relating  to  conflict  of  interest. 

Now  I  do  not  know  whether  the  charges 
as  set  forth  by  alderman  "A"  or  the  defence 
set  forth  by  alderman  "B"  are  in  fact  valid 
or  invalid,  but  I  do  know  that  what  has  hap- 
pened is  that  the  charge  and  the  reply 
have  created  a  very  unhappy  atmosphere  in 
the  minds  of  those  people  who  concern 
themselves  with  what  might  be  a  conflict 
of  interest. 

And  I  do  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  as 
far  back  as  1961  some  of  us,  as  members  of 
the  select  committee  on  municipal  aff^airs, 
were  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  re- 
viewing The  Municipal  Act.  And  we  did  at 
that  time  and  perhaps  at  my  behest— and  I 
am  not  going  to  be  unduly  modest  about 
this— put  forward  a  series  of  recommendations 
to  the  government  suggesting  how  the  various 
conflict  of  interest  sections  might  be  re- 
framed  and  reworded  to  become  somewhat 
meaningful,  and  to  provide  a  provincial 
presence— perhaps  at  this  point  something 
is  necessary— provide  a  provincial  presence  in 
this  sometimes  unsavoury  and  unhappy  at- 
mosphere where  this  kind  of  charge  and 
reply  is  being  made. 

It  was  very  interesting.  I  remember  debat- 
ing vdth  Mr.  Frost,  the  premier  of  the  day, 
and  he  said:  "Oh  come  on  now.  You  are  not 
going  to  concern  yourselves  with  a  councillor 
who  sells  a  shovel  to  his  local  council;"  and, 
"Really,  municipal  councillors  are  not  that 
corrupt;"  and,  "Really,  you  do  not  expect  us 
here,  at  Queen's  Park,  to  concern  ourselves 
with  what  goes  on  in  these  councils?  These 
are  matters  of  local  autonomy"— a  wonderful 
phrase  that  the  government  brings  to  mouth 
every  time  somebody  makes  suggestion  about 
reform. 

And  with  all  these  excuses— and  particular- 
ly preserving  the  idea  of  local  autonomy— Mr. 
Frost  said,  "Go  away  and  do  not  bother  me. 
Let  us  forget  about  these  recommendations." 

Well  be  that  as  it  may.  Without  embar- 
rassing anyone,  I  happened  to  talk  with  the 
minister's  deputy  a  few  days  ago  and  he  said. 


"Well  yes,  I  remember  those  recommenda- 
tions and  there  was  some  sense  in  them,  but 
there  were  a  couple  of  details  that  we  did 
not  like."  And  I  am  not  suggesting  for  a 
moment,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  those  were  per- 
fect. If  there  were  some  details  that  the 
government  did  not  like  or  the  deputy  min- 
ister did  not  like  or  his  predecessor's  deputy 
did  not  like,  feel  free  to  change  them.  But 
feel  free  to  do  something.  Feel  free  to  act  on 
the  kind  of  recommendation  that  was  made 
in  principle. 

A  select  committee  with  a  majority  of 
government  members  made  these  unanimous 
recommendations  and  they  have  been  sitting 
in  government  files  since  1961,  and  there  has 
not  been  a  substantiail  change  in  the  conflict 
of  interest  section  from  then  until  now,  or 
from  then  back  perhaps  40  or  50  years. 

Then  the  issue  arose  again.  I  think  it 
involved  the  city  of  London  and  some  conflict 
that  existed  there.  The  detail  of  that  escapes 
me  at  the  moment.  Bus  driver,  yes,  and 
there  were  all  sorts  of  arguments  backwards 
and  forwards,  and  I  think  that  sparked  a 
civil  service  committee  to  be  appointed.  And 
if  my  memory  serves  me  correctly,  the  pres- 
ent Deputy  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs 
chaired  that  committee— well,  he  was  a  mem- 
ber of  it,  whether  he  chaired  it  or  not,  some- 
body chaired  it— and  they  were  substantially 
civil  servants. 

They  brought  in  a  report,  "Report  of  the 
Committee  Relating  to  Conflict  of  Interest," 
and  it  was  tabled  here  in  1968.  It  gathers 
dust  in  the  library,  and  I  presume  in  the 
department,  and  their  recommendations  in 
principle  were  not  really  very  different  at  all 
from  what  the  select  committee  had  recom- 
mended in  1961.  There  has  been  no  change. 
So  now,  what  are  we  down  to? 

Again,  let  us  come  back  to  the  Metropoli- 
tan Toronto  situation  as  it  exists  now.  There 
have  been  charges  and  replies,  attacks  and 
defences;  by  and  large  for  the  public  good 
there  appears  to  be  no  answer.  I  note  there 
is  a  resolution  of  the  executive  committee  of 
the  city  of  Toronto  asking  the  minister  to 
appoint  a  judge  to  conduct  an  inquiry.  He 
may  or  may  not  act  on  that;  I  have  not  heard 
what  his  decision  is.  I  suggested  that  to  him 
the  other  day  and  he  shied  away  from  that— 
"Oh,  that  is  a  terrible  thing." 

The  minister  should  take  initiative  on  his 
own,  but  the  thrust  of  the  recommendations 
that  we  and  the  civil  servant  committee  made 
then  on  the  conflict  of  interest  was  that 
there  shoidd  be  clear,  definitive,  provincial 
statutes.    It   makes    no    sense   today    to    talk 


3108 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


about  direct  or  indirect  interests;  it  is  a  field 
to  be  substantially  broadened.  When  you 
talk  about  direct  or  indirect  interest  and 
obviously  miss  a  corporate  interest,  you  are 
just  opening  the  door  so  wide  you  are  invit- 
ing abuse. 

The  day  of  the  initiative  lying  with  a 
"relator"— a  citizen  who  is  interested  and 
concerned  enough  and  determined  enough  to 
initiate  action  on  his  own;  he  is  going  to 
endure  the  arrows  that  are  always  addressed 
to  an  attacker;  he  is  going  to  endure  the 
great  sacrifice  of  time  and  the  great  expendi- 
ture of  his  personal  fortune  to  pursue  this 
kind  of  thing— must  have  gone.  Surely  if  at 
any  point  in  our  affairs,  the  role  of  oiu:  pro- 
vincial government,  the  so-called  watchdog, 
the  father  of  municipalities,  is  going  to  play 
a  part,  this  is  the  point  where  there  must  be 
some  kind  of  initiative  emanating  from  this 
government.  Here  we  have  another  one. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  none  of  my 
business  at  this  point  to  attempt  to  analyse 
the  problem  that  is  presently  worrying  the 
city  of  Toronto  council.  But  what  does 
bother  me  is  the  lack  of  presence  of  the 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  in  this  dispute. 
It  is  the  lack  of  adequate  statutory  enact- 
ment which  spells  out  what  appear  to  be  the 
morals  of  our  broad  community  insofar  as 
this  is  concerned. 

The  ancient  words  that  have  been  in  our 
statutes  for  a  period  of  50  or  75  years  no 
longer  answer  the  problem  that  faces  the 
complexities  of  modem  municipal  govern- 
ment. There  should  be  some  initiative  avail- 
able to  be  exercised  by  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment on  its  own  behest.  Or  at  least,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  government  should  look  seri- 
ously at  the  recommendations  of  the  select 
committee  of  1961;  or  the  recommendations 
of  its  civil  servants  committee  of  1968;  and 
begin  to  enact  into  legislation  in  a  meaning- 
ful fashion,  statutes  that  have  some  teeth  in 
them. 

I  think  that  is  the  point  I  want  to  make 
about  this  present  dispute.  As  I  say,  I  do  not 
want  to  take  any  sides  in  it,  but  I  berate  the 
government  just  as  seriously  as  I  can  for  its 
neglect,  its  absolute  neglect,  of  its  ability  to 
seize  this  problem,  to  write  definitive  statutes 
and  to  assert  a  particular  presence  for  the 
good  of  the  people  of  Ontario.  While  it  may 
say,  as  Frost  said,  in  1960  and  1961,  "Let  us 
not  interfere  with  local  autonomy,"  let  us  not 
delude  ourselves  any  longer.  Local  autonomy 
is  good  as  an  excuse  when  they  do  not  want 
to  do  anything,  but  it  is  absolutely  meaning- 


less when  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Devel- 
opment and  the  Provincial  Secretary  (Mr. 
Yaremko)  say,  "Stop  Spadina  because  it  is 
going  to  make  more  votes."  Local  autonomy 
goes  out  the  window. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  Attorney  General  (Mr.  A.  F. 
Lawrence)  is  in  on  that  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welland 
South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  deals  with  the  municipal 
organization  and  administration  of  local  dis- 
tribution of  hydro  or  electricity  in  the  Ni- 
agara region.  I  believe  the  study  was  com- 
pleted by  the  OMEA  some  two  years  ago, 
making  recommendations  as  to  how  local 
distribution  of  electricity  in  the  Niagara 
region  should  function. 

It  was  suggested,  if  I  can  recall,  one  re- 
gional hydro  utility  regardless  of  what  it  would 
cost  the  regional  municipalities  of  Niagara. 
Under  section  182  of  The  Regional  Munici- 
pality of  Niagara  Act,  public  utility  and 
hydro-electric  commissions  having  control 
over  supply  and  distribution  of  electrical 
power  were  continued  in  existence  for  the 
year  1970. 

This  delay  was  done  in  order  that  the 
provincial  government,  together  with  the 
Hydro  Electric  Power  Commission  and  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Electrical  Association 
could  develop  a  general  policy  on  the  elec- 
trical energy  function  within  a  regional 
government  system. 

I  understand,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  studies 
on  the  question  are  in  progress  and  that  the 
government  hopes  to  have  legislation  ready 
perhaps  this  coming  year.  It  is  waiting  for  a 
further  report  on  it.  Now,  at  what  stage  is 
this  report?  Is  it  completed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  deal- 
ing with  the  hydro  arrangements  in  reference 
to  York  region  a  few  minutes  ago  in  reply 
to  the  question  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Wentworth.  It  is  the  same  kind  of  problem 
and  the  studies  are  not  completed,  as  I  said 
in  reference  to  that  matter.  The  same  applies 
in  reference  to  the  Niagara  region.  I  antici- 
pate they  will  be  this  year. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  You  are  not  quite  sure, 
though?  You  mean,  there  will  be  another 
amendment  to  the  Niagara  bill  to  extend  it 
for  one  more  year  if  the  study  is  not  com- 
pleted? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  There  may  be. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  1404  agreed  to? 
Vote  1404  agreed  to. 

:    On  vote  1405: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
programme.  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  On  vote 
1405;  Windsor  West,  Mr.  Chainnan. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  sorry,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Windsor  West. 

Mr.  Peacock:  On  vote  1405,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister  a  question  in  regard  to  the 
operaticm  of  The  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
Act  insofar  as  the  right  of  petition  to  cabinet 
from  a  decision  of  the  board  is  concerned, 
and  the  way  in  which  cabinet  responds  to  that 
petition. 

The  Spadina  Expressway  decision  is  the 
example,  I  think,  which  might  be  appropriate 
to  use,  Mr.  Chairman.  Section  94  of  The 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act  as  amended  in 
1965  reads; 

The  Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council  may 

(a)  confirm,  vary  or  rescind  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  such  order  or  decision  or 

(b)  require  the  board  to  hold  a  new  public 
hearing  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
application  of  the  board. 

Now  all  that  we  know  of  the  order-in-council 
which  is  required  to  be  made  by  section  94 
of  The  Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act  in  re- 
gard to  the  decision  on  the  Spadina  Express- 
way is  the  second  and  third  paragraphs  on 
page  8  of  the  statement  of  the  Prime  Mini- 
ster in  the  Legislature  on  Thursday,  June  3. 
In  that  statement  the  Prime  Minister  said  as 
follows: 

We  do  propose  to  co-operate  with  the  appropriate 
municipal  authorities  in  the  development  of  alter- 
native transportation  facilities,  in  which  we  shall  oflFer 
appreciably  greateir  provincial  financial  assistance  for 
rapid  transit  services,  including  land  acquisition  and 
parking. 

I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  missed  the 
preceding  key  paragraph.  It  is  the  first  and 
second  paragraphs  on  page  3  which  I  should 
have  referred  to.  The  first  paragraph  reads  as 
follows: 

.  Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  government  of 
Ontario  does  not  propose  to  proceed  in  support  of 
the  plan  for  the  Spadina  Expressway. 

Those  two  paragraphs  which  I  have  cited 
are  the  nub  of  the  statement  of  June  3  of  the 
Prime  Minister^  All  the  rest  is  verbiage.  Some 


of  it  perhaps  will  be  memorable  insofar  as 
the  history  textbooks  are  concerned,  if  such 
are  ever  written  in  regard  to  the  Spadina 
decision. 

But,  focusing  on  the  two  paragraphs  that 
I  have  quoted,  we  still  do  not  know  what  the 
tem«  of  the  order-in-council  are.  At  least 
the  last  time  I  checked  with  the  clerk  of  the 
executive  council,  on  the  first  floor  of  this 
building— t:hat  would  have  been  prior  to  the 
cabinet  meeting  of  last  week— no  order  under 
section  94  of  The  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
Act  had  been  made  by  cabinet  and  given  the 
consent  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor. 

So  the  House  and  Metro  and  the  people  of 
Ontario  do  not  yet  know  whether  the  cabinet 
intends  to  vary  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
order  given  by  a  majority  of  that  board 
sitting  on  the  application  of  Metro  and  the 
application  for  review  by  the  Spadina  review 
commission;  or  whether  the  cabinet  order-in- 
council  intends  to  rescind  the  board  order 
given  at  that  time. 

Would  the  minister  advise  if  my  reading 
of  The  Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act  is  correct 
and  we  can  take  it  for  granted  that  the 
cabinet  will  not  confirm  the  board  order? 
That,  at  least,  the  Prime  Minister's  statement 
has  made  plain.  But  that  the  cabinet  must 
then  proceed  to  either  confirm  or  vary  the 
order.  And  in  that  respect,  if  that  is  required 
of  cabinet,  then  we  are  still  in  doubt  as  to 
which  the  cabinet  will  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  You  will  appreciate,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  appeals  from  an  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  decision  to  the  cabinet  are 
made,  not  through  this  department,  but 
through  the  Attorney  General  and  he  pre- 
sents them  to  cabinet  and  it  is  dealt  with  in 
that  way.  The  order-in-council  would  ema- 
nate from  cabinet  but  be  developed  through 
that  department  and  not  through  this  depart- 
ment. 

Mr.  Peacock:  That,  I  take  it,  is  the  pro- 
cessing of  the  petition?  The  manner  in  which 
it  is  conveyed  to  His  Honour  and  order  ob- 
tained through  order-in-council  rather— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  Attorney  General  has 
the  carriage  of  it,  yes. 

Mr.  Peacock:  However,  the  minister  whose 
estimates  are  now  before  us  has  charge  of  the 
administration  of  The  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  Act  and  I  think  it  is  to  him  that  we 
must  turn  for  clarification  of  the  Act,  insofar 
as  it  affects  govenmient  policy. 
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I  ask  the  minister  again,  if  it  is  not  the  case 
that  the  cabinet  must  now  proceed  to  either 
vary  or  rescind  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
order?  As  I  read  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
cabinet  does  not  do  either  within  the  near 
future,  then  for  all  practical  purposes  the 
board  order  stands.  How  can  it  be  otherwise 
than  that  the  majority  opinion  of  the  board 
stands  until  the  cabinet,  by  order-in-council, 
decides  what  it  is  going  to  do? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  This  is  a  (matter  which  is 
before  cabinet.  The  Prime  Minister  is  the 
one  who  made  the  statement  and  either  he 
or  the  Attorney  General  will  issue  the  order- 
in-council  when  it  comes  out.  It  is  not  up  to 
me,  at  this  point  in  time,  to  interpret  the 
order,  whether  it  is  varying  or  rescinding. 
That  is  a  matter  of  phraseology. 

Mr.  Peacock:  It  is  not  a  matter  of  phrase- 
ology. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes  it  is.  And  the  decisions 
which  are  not  carried  by  me  to  cabinet,  the 
others  will  have  to  reply  in  reference  to  that 
matter. 

Mr.  Peacock:  There  are  tremendous  differ- 
ences between  the  meaning  of  the  word 
"vary"  and  the  meaning  of  the  word  "re- 
scind." It  way  well  be  that  the  cabinet  could 
/decide  to  vary  the  board  order  along  the  lines 
of  the  dissent  written  by  the  chairman  of  the 
board,  Mr.  Kennedy.  It  could  be  that  the 
cabinet  will  decide  to  rescind  these  majority 
opinions  which  resulted  in  the  order  respect- 
ing Metro's  application  and  confirming  Metro's 
application's  for  the  additional  spending. 

I  appreciate  that  it  is  not  the  obligation 
of  this  minister  to  impart  what  the  cabinet 
may  be  intending  to  do  in  that  respect,  but 
orders-in-council  cannot  be  made  except 
by  a  committee  of  cabinet.  Orders-in-council 
cannot  be  made  by  a  single  minister,  or  the 
Prime  Minister,  they  must  be  made  by  a 
committee  of  council.  They  must  be  attested 
to  that  they  have  been  made  by  a  com- 
mittee of  cabinet,  by  the  clerk,  before  the 
order  is  lawfully  made  and  filed. 

Whether  or  not  the  Prime  Minister  reached 
the  decision  on  his  own  and  announced  it 
to  the  cabinet  is  something  that  will  remain 
a  matter  of  speculation  perhaps  for  some  time 
to  come  at  least.  But  in  the  immediate  future, 
must  Metro  not  consider  what  it  must  do 
to  revise  its  transportation  planning?  And  I 
say,  by  way  of  parenthesis,  that  I  believe 
it    was    the    weekend    before    last    when    a 


transportation  committee  of  Metro  council 
met  and  adopted  a  resolution  proposing  a 
$1.8  million  revaluation  study  of  the  rapid 
transit  alignment,  so  somebody  in  Metro 
must  know  officially  what  the  government's 
intention  is  and  the  government's  intention 
can  only  be  officially  and  lawfully  aimounced 
by  an  order-in-council. 

The  reason  I  raise  this,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  that  I  was  doing  some  work  at  the  office 
of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  recently  in 
regard  to  a  similar  matter  in  Windsor.  That 
is,  the  manner  in  which  the  authorizations 
for  expenditures  on  the  E.  C.  Row  Express- 
way by  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  were 
undertaken  and  whether,  at  some  point  in  the 
future,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Spadina  Ex- 
pressway, the  city  could  be  required  to  re- 
turn to  the  board  for  authorization  of  further 
spending. 

As  I  looked  through  the  files  of  applica- 
tions from  Windsor,  and  then  through  the 
files  of  applications  and  all  of  the  records 
respecting  the  Spadina  Expressway,  I  noticed 
there  was  no  reply.  There  was  nothing  on 
the  record  of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
respecting  the  Premier's  announcement  of 
June  3.  That  part  of  the  OMB's  record  of 
Spadina  was  vacant,  a  gap,  a  complete  void. 
It  is  as  though  the  Premier  had  never  risen 
in  his  place  on  June  3  and  told  us  here 
assembled,  and  all  of  the  people  in  the  gal- 
leries, that  this  cabinet,  that  this  executive 
council,  had  decided  in  the  words  of  the 
Premier— and  perhaps  at  this  point  I  should 
recite  the  memorable  ones  rather  than  the 
straightforward  ones:  "Does  not  propose  to 
proceed  in  support  of  the  plans  of  the  Spadina 
Expressway." 

Has  the  government  communicated  that 
decision  to  the  chainman  of  the  Municipal 
Board?  There  is  nothing  on  the  record  of 
the  board  offices  that  would  indicate  that 
the  cabinet  has  acted.  Not  a  jot.  Unless  the 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  or  the  Prime 
Minister  or  someone  else  has  picked  up  the 
telephone  and  said:  "Al,  this  is  what  we 
are  going  to  do". 

To  all  intents  and  purposes  tlie  chairman 
of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  does  not 
know  what  has  become  of  the  majority 
decision  rendered  in  the  case  of  the  appli- 
cation by  Metro  for  continuation  of  the 
Spadina  Expressway  and  the  launching  of 
the  rapid  transit  line.  There  is  nothing  on 
the  record  of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board. 
The  only  thing  that  is  on  the  record  is  the 
statement  of  the  Prime  Minister  of  June  3. 
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And  I  say  to  the  minister,  it  must  be 
that  at  some  point  in  time,  the  decision  of 
the  cabinet  must  be  made  effective  by  order- 
in-council.  All  of  the  authorities  who  were 
involved— The  Department  of  Highways,  the 
council  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board,  the  parties  to  the  petition 
and  application,  the  intervenors  such  as  the 
Borough  of  York— must  surely  be  informed 
of  the  disposition  of  that  petition  which 
came  from  the  Spadina  Review  Corporation 
addressed  to  the  Lieutenant-Governor-in- 
Council  by  way  of  appealing  the  decision 
of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board.  The  decision 
just  cannot  disappear  into  a  vacuum.  It  must 
have,  at  some  point,  some  governmental, 
some  legal,  some  oflScial  enactment  to  bind 
the  municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  to 
the  cabinet  decision. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Yes, 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  matter  of  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board— were  you  waiting  for  a 
reply?  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  He  has  not  replied  for  two 
days  so  I  do  not  know  how  you  could  expect 
anything  now. 

On   the   matter  of  the  municipal   board's 

programme- 
Mr.   MacDonald:    The   minister   is    a   void 

as  well  as  the  record. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  They 
are  not  saying  very  nice  things  about  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  to  bring  up  a 
few  matters,  and  I  would  refer  the  minister 
to  the  winter  of  1971  report  of  the  Bureau 
of  Municipal  Research  where  they  devote 
a  whole  pamphlet  to  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  and  the  study  of  that  body.  I  trust 
that  if  the  minister  himself  has  not  read 
it,  members  of  the  department  have,  because 
there  are  some  very  well  made  points  in 
this  Bureau  of  Municipal  Research  article 
here.  To  start  off  it  says: 

The  present-day  responsibilities  have 
resulted  from  an  awesome,  and  to  some 
extent,  haphazard  accumulation  of  powers. 

I  think  perhaps  that  describes  the  function 
—or  at  least,  not  the  function,  but  the 
accumulation  of  the  powers  of  a  municipal 
board  very  well.   Because  when  we   reahze 


that  in  the  matter  of,  well  annexation, 
amalgamations  and  boundary  revisions  in 
municipalities,  there  are  probably  about  10 
or,  pardon  me,  about  20  or  30  different 
instances  where  amalgamation  or  boundary 
divisions  or  annexations  have  been  carried 
out  on  the  authority  of  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board.  In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  find  that 
a  great  deal  of  the  actual  planning  in  our 
municipalities  is  in  the  final  analysis  being 
done  by  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board. 

One  wonders  about  that.  In  what  manner 
is  the  board  exerting  its  responsibility  and 
its  authority?  Is  it  always  doing  it  within  the 
confines  of  what  would  be  designated  or 
enunciated  as  government  policy? 

The  Municipal  Research  Bureau  goes  on 
to  question  very  much  whether  there  is 
enough  information  going  from  government 
to  the  OMB  as  to  what  government  policy 
actually  is  in  its  overall  sense,  not  in  its 
individual  application  to  certain  instances, 
but  in  its  overall  sense.  Is  the  OMB  actually 
aware  of  what  government  policy  is;  if  in- 
deed government  has  any  policy  in  certain 
matters  over  which  the  OMB  has  jurisdiction? 

This  brings  me  to  the  point  which  I  have 
questioned  in  other  years,  and  that  is  the 
composition  of  the  OMB.  I  think  there  are 
too  many  lawyers  on  it.  That  is  my  own 
personal  opinion.  If  the  OMB  is  indeed  re- 
sponsible for  such  matters  which  do  in  the 
final  analysis  affect  the  planning  of  our 
municipalities,  then  I  think  they  need  extra 
teeth  in  some  other  areas.  When  I  questioned 
the  chairman  of  the  board  on  this  a  year  or 
two  ago  he  said,  "If  I  had  my  way  all  mem- 
bers of  the  board  would  be  lawyers." 

How  can  they  properly  carry  out  their 
function  as  planners— which  they  really  are 
in  the  final  analysis,  because  they  affect  the 
planning  of  our  municipalities  to  a  great 
extent— without  a  lot  of  good  social  planners 
and  municipal  planners  and  economists  and 
accountants  and  everything  of  this  nature? 
I  know  there  is  one  or  so  of  each,  but  that 
is  all,  and  I  do  not  think  that  they  can  prop- 
erly interpret  vvhat  are  the  policies  of  gov- 
ernment into  each  application  that  is  before 
them.  Well,  so  much  on  that  point. 

Now,  the  articles  goes  on  to  say  that 
assessment  appeals  should  be  removed  from 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  OMB  and  transferred 
to  a  judicial  tribunal.  Now  the  OMB  hearing 
assessment  appeals  when  the  municipality 
was  doing  assessment,  was  quite  a  different 
thing  from  when  the  province  is  doing  the 
assessment.    Now    granted,   the    OMB— I    am 
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not  accusing  them  here  of  being  partial  to- 
wards the  policy  of  the  assessment  branch  of 
The  Department  of  Municipal  Ajffairs,  but 
there  is  the  possibility  that  the  public  will 
get  the  impression  that  they  are  being  as- 
sessed by  the  government  and  they  are  ap- 
pealing their  assessment  to  the  government 
body  which  is  the  OMB.  And  in  fact  you 
could  have  in  many  people's  minds  a  conflict 
of  interest,  which  may  not  exist. 

But  as  has  often  been  said  here,  this  must 
be  above  and  beyond  reproach,  where  there 
is  no  indication  even  that  the  OMB  would 
have  any  connection  with  the  same  body 
which  has  originally  done  the  assessment,  I 
think  that  point  is  very  very  well  made  in 
this  article.  I  hope  the  minister  would  look 
into  that.  We  have  dealt  with  the  needs  for 
government  to  make  its  policy  known  to  the 
OMB  in  these  matters. 

Now  as  the  municipalities  have  grown  over 
the  past  number  of  years,  the  OMB  has  cer- 
tainly served  a  useful  purpose.  No  one  denies 
this,  but  I  think  the  time  has  come  where 
the  department  and  the  government  itself 
must  take  a  good  look  at  the  degree  of 
sophistication  which  many  municipal  govern- 
ments have  arrived  at  in  the  past  few  years. 
As  cities  become  larger,  as  regional  govern- 
ments are  established,  perhaps— as  has  been 
mentioned  once  before  here  tonight— the 
elected  people  of  the  area  must  have  a 
greater  degree  of  control  over  the  decisions 
for  that  area. 

It  is  they  in  fact,  who  are  most  closely 
associated  to  the  actual  problem.  This  is 
the  biggest  complaint  in  the  local  govern- 
ment, that  somebody  sitting  down  in  Toronto 
—and  this  does  not  apply  just  to  the  OMB— 
behind  a  desk,  who  has  never  been  to  the 
area,  is  not  familiar  with  the  local  situation, 
is  making  decisions  which  could  very  well 
be  made  right  at  the  local  level.  So  this  is 
the  other  point. 

So  in  these  matters  I  would  trust  that  as 
our  structures  of  government  change,  as  our 
function  in  assessment  has  changed  from 
one  jurisdiction  to  another,  the  new  minister 
would  take  a  good  look  at  the  present  au- 
thorities of  the  OMB  and  just  see  if  in  fact 
they  are  carrying  out  a  function  which  is 
relevant  to  our  existing  municipal  structures 
as  we  know  them  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  The  member  for  Wind- 
sor West. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  had  not  realized  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North  was  proceeding 


to  another  matter  when  I  took  my  seat  after 
(discussing  The  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
Act  and  its  provisions  relating  to  the  Spadina 
Expressway. 

Can  the  minister  tell  the  House  what  binds 
the  municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  now 
not  to  proceed  any  further  with  the  Spadina 
Expressway  or  any  aspects  of  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  decision  of  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board  was  appealed  to  the 
cabinet  and  the  Premier  has  announced  the 
decision  of  the  cabinet  in  reference  to  that 
matter,  and  stated,  as  the  member  well 
knows,  that  the  Spadina  Expressway  shall 
not  proceed  and  that  the  decision  of  the 
board  was   not  confirmed. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  clear 
that  a  decision  was  reached  by  cabinet,  as 
aimounced  here  in  this  House,  but  a  state- 
ment by  the  Prime  Minister,  under  state- 
ments, during  routine  proceedings  in  this 
House,  has  no  force  of  law.  It  does  not 
bind  anyone.  It  does  not  require  anything 
of  the  municipality  of  Metropohtan  Toronto 
or  the  Municipal  Board  that  it  tear  up  its 
majority  decision  and  order.  What  force 
does  the  Prime  Minister's  statement  of  June 
3  have? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  the  result  of  a 
cabinet    decision. 

Mr.  Peacock:  We  really  cannot  accept  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  a  statement  of  the  Prime 
Minister  binds  the  municipality  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  to  ignore  a  decision  of  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board.  Surely  the  pro- 
visions of  The  Ontario  Municipal  Board  Act 
are  clear,  that  the  Lieutenant-Govemor-in- 
Council  is  permitted  by  the  legislation— per- 
mitted, the  word  "may"  is  used— may  confirm, 
vary  or  rescind  the  whole  or  any  part  of 
such  order  or  decision  upon  a  petition  having 
been  properly  presented  to  him." 

He  may  not  act  at  all.  He  is  entitled  not 
to  act  under  the  provisions  of  section  94,  but 
the  Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council  appar- 
ently has  acted.  We  know  that  he  has  acted 
not  to  confirm  the  OMB  decision,  but  we  do 
not  know  if  he  has  acted  to  vary  or  rescind 
the  OMB  decision,  and  surely  that  must  be 
arrived  at  at  some  point  in  time  by  the 
Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council— the  decision 
as  to  whether  to  vary  or  rescind.  If  the 
Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council  does  not  act, 
does  not  respond  to  a  petition,  then  presum- 
ably the  OMB  order  stands.  I  just  do  not 
comprehend  the  refusal  of  this  administration 
to  say  what  it  is  going  to  do. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  one  brief  remark,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  want  to  say  about  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  that  in  spite  of  the  fact  of 
having  appeared  before  it  a  number  of  times 
I  have  not  always  come  out  on  the  wiiming 
side.  I  happen  to  feel  that  the  board  has 
served  a  function,  not  only  useful  but  abso- 
lutely necessary  in  the  conduct  of  the  business 
of  this  province.  I  feel  that  the  board,  to  the 
majority  of  ratepayers,  has  been  a  godsend, 
that  the  decisions  that  the  board  has  come 
down  with— and  I  could  list  them  as  long  as 
your  arm,  or  longer,  in  favour  of  the  appeal- 
ing party,  particularly  in  regard  to  individuals 
appealing  matters  of  concern  to  them  as  it 
affects  their  own  properties— have  proven  to 
be  of  immeasurable  value.  While  one  might 
criticize  the  board  and  its  operation  from 
time  to  time,  I  think  in  the  overall  picture 
that  it  has  performed  admirably  for  the 
people  in  this  province  and  I  want  to  say  so. 

Vote  1405  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1406: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Assessment  review  court; 
the  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  two 
points  regarding  the  assessment  review  court 
that  I  would  like  to  make  under  Vote  1406. 

The  first  deals  with  the  relationship  of  the 
average  individual  toward  the  new  assessment 
review  court  when  he  goes  to  appeal  his 
assessment.  When  the  assessment  review 
court  came  into  being,  I  mentioned  at  that 
time  to  the  former  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  that  I  was  afraid  that  the  assessment 
review  court  was  going  to  take  on  a  com- 
pletely different  characteristic  than  the  old, 
previous  court  of  revision.  As  you  know  the 
court  of  revision  was  made  up  usually  of 
local  people.  The  appeal  was  in  quite  an  in- 
formal setting  and  an  average  individual, 
often  without  legal  counsel,  could  appeal  his 
assessment  quite  easily  and  in  a  manner 
where  he  felt  he  was  getting  across  to  the 
courts  of  revision. 

I  expressed  concern  at  that  time  that  the 
new  assessment  review  court  would  be  set 
up  as  quite  a  judicial  looking  body  with  a 
great  degree  of  sophistication  and  one  where 
the  average  individual  would  feel  quite 
uncomfortable  in  appearing  before  it.  Well 
it  is  my  understanding  that  this  has,  in  fact, 
happened.  It  is  quite  a  sophisticated  body 
now,  renting  only  quarters  from  the  munici- 


pality and  set  up  in  a  manner  which  is  quite 
rigid  and  judicial  or  quasi-judicial  and  almost 
frightening  in  its  aspects  to  the  average 
person  who  wants  to  go  to  appeal  his  assess- 
ment. This  I  had  been  told  would  not  take 
place,  and  the  old  informality  of  the  court 
of  revision  would  remain.  Well  my  informa- 
tion is  that  it  has  not. 

The  other  point  I  would  like  to  make  is  the 
fact  that  many  municipal  people  are  some- 
what frustrated  by  the  new  procedures  of 
the  court  of  revision  in  dealing  with  write- 
offs, refunds  and  cancellations. 

This  applies  in  matters  of  businesses  usual- 
ly going  out  of  business  in  a  municipality. 
And  there  are  hundreds  of  businesses  going 
out  of  business  every  year  in  many  of  the 
municipalities.  So  that  these  people,  in  effect, 
have  refunds  coming  to  them,  or  perhaps  they 
have  gone  out  of  business  and  have  not  paid 
their  business  tax,  so  the  municipality  has  to 
write  that  off  their  book.  Or  maybe  there  have 
been  errors  in  the  assessment  and  there  are 
cancellations,  and  there  have  to  be  charges 
made  back  to  the  individual  businessman. 

The  municipal  treasurer  may  not  make 
these  payments  except  by  the  authority  of  the 
court  of  revision.  The  courts  of  revision  sit  at 
only  periodic  intervals  in  each  municipality, 
probably  not  more  than  four  times  a  year. 
That  means  that  the  municipal  treasurer  may- 
be has  to  wait  three  months  before  he  can  get 
a  hearing  to  send  a  refund  back  to  a  certain 
businessman.  Usually  by  this  time  that  busi- 
nessman has  been  out  of  business  and  he  has 
gone  out  of  the  community  and  he  is  madder 
than  blazes  because  he  lias  not  got  his  refund 
when  he  really  needed  it  when  he  quit  his 
business. 

So  I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in 
the  matter  of  write-offs,  refunds  and  cancella- 
tions, there  is  no  reason  why  the  local  court 
of  revision,  which  still  exists  in  the  community 
for  the  case  of  hearings  for  local  improvement 
purposes,  could  not  look  after  these  things 
whicih  really,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  nothing  more 
than  local  matters.  They  are  matters  that  are 
asserted  to  by  the  assessment  commissioner  of 
the  area,  and  when  the  assessment  people  tell 
the  municipality  that  the  business  at  such-and- 
such  an  address  has  gone  out  of  business,  the 
treasurer  says:  "Well,  they  have  paid  their 
business  tax  for  the  whole  year,  and  we  owe 
them  a  refund,  there  is  no  reason  why  this 
procedure  should  have  to  build  up  and  build 
up  for  months  and  months  before  the  mimici- 
pality  can  take  action  on  it." 
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This,  I  am  afraid,  results  in  a  great  deal  of 
frustration  for  the  local  people  in  trying  to 
keep  a  neat  and  concise  and  up-to-date  and 
accurate  record  on  these  business  assessments 
which  have  ended  up  with  the  business  going 
out  of  business,  and  a  refund  is  required.  I 
am  not  criticizing  the  assessment  review  courts 
for  not  following  the  laid-down  procedure. 
What  I  am  suggesting  is  that  the  laid-down 
procedure  has  too  much  red  tape  involved  for 
all  that  is  really  involved  in  the  transaction. 

The  way  it  is  now,  for  the  treasurer  to  give 
back  to  that  businessman  who  has  gone  out 
of  business,  there  is  the  sitting  of  the  assess- 
ment review  court.  The  assessment  review 
court  maybe  gets  around  to  sitting  in  that 
municipality  two  or  three  months  later. 

He  sends  out  a  formal  notice  to  this  busi- 
nessman that  there  is  going  to  be  a  hearing 
to  see  whether  or  not  he  should  get  his  money 
back.  Goodness  me,  the  treasurer  knows  he  is 
going  to  get  his  money  back  because  he  has 
got  word  from  the  assessment  people  that  he 
is  no  longer  there  and  that  has  been  verified. 
The  businessman  by  this  time  may  be  any- 
where and  this  notice  is  sent  out.  If  he  is  still 
around  and  he  gets  the  notice,  he  says,  "What 
is  this  all  about?  Somebody  is  having  a  hear- 
ing on  me.  What  did  I  do?" 

He  has  to  appear  before  this  hearing.  There 
is  no  reason  why  former  procedures— which 
allowed  the  treasurer  of  the  municipality  to 
be  the  appellant  before  the  court  of  revision 
and  say  to  the  court  of  revision  "This  business 
went  out  of  business.  We  owe  them  $95  re- 
fund on  business  tax,  will  you  approve  it?" 

That  is  all  there  is  to  it.  What  has  really 
happened  is  a  simple  local  transaction  has  now 
become  a  complicated  hearing  before  this  very 
sophisticated  body  of  the  assessment  review 
court.  I  would  very  respectfully  ask  the  min- 
ister to  see  if  this  could  not  be  simplified  -'n  a 
manner  that  the  local  municipality  could  look 
after,  without  having  to  get  involved  in  the 
very  complicated  procedure  of  assessment  re- 
view court  hearing. 

There  is  no  problem  witih  the  municipality 
putting  new  business  under  section  43  on  the 
assessment  rolls  and  charging  the  business  tax. 
They  can  do  that  quite  readily  just  on  word 
from  the  assessment  conunissioner  that  they 
are  existing  and  eligible  for  taxation.  If  they 
can  put  them  on  without  a  hearing,  why  can 
they  not  take  them  off  and  give  them  the 
refund  without  so  mudh  red  tape  and  com- 
plicated procedure? 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  assess- 
ment review  courts  are  not  formalized  hear- 
ings and  it  is  the  intention  that  they  should 
not  be.  I  think,  in  most  instances,  those  who 
are  presiding  are  picked  to  be  understanding 
people  with  knowledge  of  assessment  or 
property  value.  In  any  of  the  reports  I  have 
received  they  conduct  a  fair  but  relatively 
informal  type  of  hearing. 

The  courts  of  revision  do  not  exist  in  all 
municipalities.  They  are  there  in  certain 
instances  to  deal  with  matters  of  local  im- 
provement, and  the  clerk  or  the  officials  of 
the  municipality  can  request  a  hearing  of  the 
assessment  review  court  on  relatively  short 
notice.  There  was  a  difficulty  in  setting  up 
the  court,  getting  the  personnel,  getting  the 
situation  organized.  But  that  has  come  about. 

I  will  be  glad  to  take  this  up  with  the 
chairman  to  see  that  the  hearings  are  held, 
if  there  has  been  any  difficulty  on  the  mat- 
ter that  you  have  raised.  I  think  it  can  be 
looked  after  quite  readily  in  that  way.  I 
realize  that  they  should  be  held  frequently 
particularly  with  the  businesses  that  have 
gone  out  of  operation  and  so  on.  I  think 
this  matter  can  be  handled  through  the 
assessment  review  courts,  and  I  will  take  it 
up  with  the  chairman. 

Mr.  Good:  Could  I  have  an  undertaking 
from  the  minister  that  he  will  look  very 
thoroughly  into  the  aspect  of  whether  or  not 
the  assessment  review  court  hearing  is  really 
necessary  for  writeoffs  and  refunds? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  a  reasonable  re- 
quest, certainly. 

Mr.  Good:  Under  your  present  legislation 
and  regulations  it  is  necessary  but  I  would 
like  you  to  look  into  ,the  fact  of  whether  it 
really  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1406;  the  member  for 
Essex  South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one 
or  two  brief  questions  in  regard  to  the  assess- 
ment review  court.  Could  the  minister  outline 
to  me  just  how  these  people  are  picked  to 
chair  these  hearings?  What  I  want  to  relate 
is  a  matter  that  I  was  involved  in  earlier  this 
year  when  an  architect  was  picked  in  the 
county  of  Essex— I  believe  from  the  city  of 
Windsor,  which  is  a  fairly  highly  indus- 
trialized and  unionized  city.  Certain  standards 
of  building  costs  are  enjoyed  in  that  city. 

This  particular  assessment  commissioner 
was  sent  out  to  hear  the  appeals  in  my  own 
municipality,  and  I  appeared  before  him  on 
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behalf  of  my  own  property.  I  studied  the 
manuals  to  the  best  of  my  ability— from  all 
angles;  from  the  costs;  and  with  all  our  bills 
and  so  forth;  what  the  property  cost  us;  the 
current  market  value  according  to  the  best 
real  estate  people  in  the  area;  and  in  relation 
to  income  return;  the  three  basic  criteria. 

In  all  cases,  the  commissioner  had  his 
slide  rule  out  and  basically  said,  "You  just 
cannot  build  a  building  for  that  price."  He 
was  out  about  25  per  cent  more  because  of 
his  background,  coming  from  a  situation 
where,  possibly,  labour  costs  are  much  higher 
than  in  the  smaller  communities  that  have 
local  contractors  and  the  possibility  that  per- 
sons, such  as  myself,  might  subcontract  out 
our  own  work  and  possibly  do  it  more  eco- 
nomically. 

Is  there  any  consideration  given  in  this 
regard  to  having  people  who  would  sit  in 
judgement  from,  say,  a  rural  background  or  a 
smaller  community  rather  than  from  a  city 
background? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  most  instances,  I  think 
there  were  people  with  experience  on  the 
courts  of  revision.  With  that  kind  of  back- 
ground, in  the  particular  instance  the  hon, 
member  is  referring  to,  perhaps  a  man  was 
using  matters  that  were  particularly  familiar 
to  him  in  his  regular  profession  and  applying 
that  special  knowledge  to  those  kinds  of  situa- 
tions. 

I  think  when  you  sit  on  the  assessment 
review  courts  you  must  use  good  coonmon 
sense  and  try  to  look  at  the  matter,  not  from 
a  technical  standpoint,  but  rather  to  see  that 
equity  and  common  sense  and  care  is  given 
to  the  matter  before  you.  I  do  not  think  you 
should  endeavour  to  overwfhelm  the  person 
before  you  with  a  lot  of  technical  knowledge. 
This  is  not  the  objective  at  all. 

Mr.  Paterson:  It  just  seemed  that  he  was 
bent  on  his  own  profession  and  the  frustra- 
tion of  the  real  estate  appraiser  who  was 
appearing  before  me,  who  is  a  good  personal 
friend  and  a  very  good  friend  of  the  minister's 
political  party,  and  he  was  quite  embarrassed. 
In  fact,  he  may  be  opposing  me  in  the  next 
election,  which  is  immaterial. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  will  be  even  more  embar- 
rassing for  him. 

Mr.  Paterson:  That  is  for  sure.  But  it  seemed 
from  the  comments  that  this  man  was  not 
highly  qualified;  yet  he  was  the  most  compe- 
tent real  estate  person  in  the  county. 


Mr.  Nixon:  The  best  the  Conservatives 
could  find. 

Mr.  Paterson:  There  seemed  to  be  one  other 
person  in  the  overall  area  who  had  a  few 
little  letters  behind  his  name  that  may  have 
been  more  competent  and  possibly  we  should 
have  used  him.  This  seemed  to  come  out  of 
a  general  conversation  throughout  the  many 
hearings  that  I  sat  through  listening  to  the 
average  citizen,  and  it  was  certainly  most 
interesting  to  see  w*hat  happened  in  that 
court. 

Mr.  Nixon:  As  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  says,  "It  is  part  of 

the  way  of  life." 

Vote  1406  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1407: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to  deal  with  one  particular  aspect  of  The 
Residential  Property  Tax  Reduction  Act  appli- 
cation. 

I  think  it  is  rather  interesting  and  significant 
that  this  particular  estimate  is  now  lumped 
together  under  a  title  which  is  tax  diminution 
programme.  In  short,  I  presume  this  is  the 
government's  bringing  together  of  its  tax 
reform  programme  or  the  substitute  therefor, 
namely,  a  series  of  rebates  of  one  kind  and 
another  which  lessen  the  tax  burden.  Insofar 
as  the  government  is  concerned,  these  are  the 
mechanisms  by  which  it  introduces  greater 
equity  into  the  tax  structure. 

That  being  the  case,  I  am  rather  puzzled 
by  the  kind  of  thing  that  has  happened  during 
the  experience  we  have  had  now  for  some 
three  or  four  years  with  the  residential  tax 
reduction  programme.  I  am  interested  not 
only  in  the  general  sense,  but  in  the  particular 
sense  for  the  borough  of  York,  a  good  portion 
of  which  I  have  the  honour  of  representing  in 
this  Legislature. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  this  year  the 
residential  tax  rebate,  as  it  is  generally  re- 
ferred to,  in  the  borough  of  York  averages 
$66.60.  In  the  neighbouring  borough  across 
the  Humber  River,  namely,  Etobiooke,  it 
averages  $84.20.  Just  a  little  north  in  North 
York  it  averages  $83. 

Significantly,  when  it  was  introduced  essen- 
tially the  same  amount  was  rebated.  There 
was  some  variation,  but  not  a  great  variation, 
today  it  ranges  from  $66  up  to  about  $84. 
The  reason  for  this  is  that  midstream,  so  to 
speak,  the  government  dhanged  the  basis  of 
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calculation  from  the  original  i>ayment  on  the 
first  $2,000  of  assessment  to  a  payment  of  a 
lump  sum  of  $30,  plus  10  per  cent  of  the 
average  tax  on  the  previous  year  on  residents 
in  that  municipality. 

The  net  effect  of  that  was  that  the  govern- 
ment introduced  an  inequity.  In  other  words, 
the  richer  the  municipality,  the  more  the 
government  is  paying  back.  The  poorer  the 
municipality,  the  less  it  is  paying  back.  When 
it  gets  to  the  borough  of  York,  which  happens 
to  be  a  municipality  with  about  the  lowest, 
perhaps  the  second  lowest,  per  capita  income 
in  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  area,  and  with 
the  highest  taxes,  we— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  not  the  highest  taxes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  very  close. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  no! 

An  hon.  member:  The  poorest  highways 
leading  into  the  city. 

Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston  (St.  Catharines):  That 
is  their  responsibility,  not  yours. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Do  not  try 
to  come  to  his  rescue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  average  net  taxes,  Mr, 
Chairman,  in  1970,  for  example  in  York,  were 
$366.  In  Etobicoke,  they  were  $542. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  the  tax  rate  is  what  I 
am  talking  about.  If  one  assiunes  that  the 
houses  the  people  are  living  in— those  little 
20-foot  lots  that  are  so  characteristic  of 
Silverthome  and  many  of  the  parts  of  the 
borough  of  York— if  one  assumes  that  this  is 
some  indication— and  it  is— of  the  income  of 
the  people,  what  you  have  is  the  highest  tax 
rates  in  an  area  which  is  one  of  the  lowest 
per  capita  incomes.  Now  if  the  objective  of 
this  tax  diminution  programme  is  to  introduce 
equity  into  the  tax  structure,  surely  you  are 
going  to  compensate  those  Who  have  the  least 
capacity  to  pay.  But  what  in  effect  you  are 
doing  now  is  compensating  those  who  have 
the  most  capacity  to  pay  in  the  richer 
boroughs.  Interestingly  enough,  the  deputy 
treasurer  in  the  borough  of  York  has  made 
representation  to  the  board  of  control,  as  was 
reported  on  May  20  in  the  Globe  and  Mail, 
and  they  were  interested  enough  in  the 
calculations  that  a  brief  is  being  presented  for 
submission  to  the  government.  With  the  con- 
gestion of  activities  and  other  matters  inter- 
vening, that  has  not  yet  been  done.  I  checked 
to  day  and  I  discovered  that  it  is  going  to  be 
done. 


My  question  to  the  minister  is  this:  How 
do  you  justify  the  kind  of  change  in  the  basis 
of  calculation  you  made  last  year  in  the  resi- 
dential tax  rebate  which  results  in  making  a 
smaller  repayment  to  those  who  have  the  least 
capacity  to  pay  their  local  taxes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  the  original  case,  they 
exempted  the  first  $2,000  of  assessment,  but 
it  was  found  that  when  that  was  applied 
across  the  province,  they  were  creating  some 
built-in  inequities. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  for  example? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Under  the  present  system, 
they  have  applied  a  uniform  deduction  for  all 
properties.  Whatever  their  type,  size  or  value 
it  is  $30  across  the  province;  so  there  is  that 
basic  assistance  to  every  municipality. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Plus  10  per  cent  of  the 
average  tax. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes  but  there  is  that 
common  factor  of  $30  to  every  property, 
because  some  of  them  got  less  than  that  figure 
in  the  initial  case.  Then  there  is  10  per  cent 
of  the  average  net  taxes  in  the  municipality 
in  the  previous  year.  It  is  a  combination  to 
assure  tiiat  every  property  shall  receive  some 
rebate  in  taxes  by  way  of  money  or  credit  to 
them,  because  under  the  original  system  some 
people  would  not  receive  a  deduction  when 
we  had  it  on  the  previous  basis. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Does  that 
not  make  it  regressive? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Nol 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  argues  that 
because  you  introduced,  in  his  terms,  greater 
equity  by  a  basic  $30  across  the  board,  this 
is  introducing  one  phase  of  equity  where,  in 
some  of  the  calculations  hitherto,  there  had 
been  no  equity.  But  what  he  is  ignoring, 
surely,  is  the  proposition  that  by  adding  10 
per  cent  of  the  average,  what  you  are  doing 
is  paying  less  out  to  those  municipalities  that 
happen  to  be  the  poorest  and  therefore  have 
the  least  capacity  to  meet  their  tax  burden. 
The  result  is  that  you  have  this  growing  dis- 
crepancy in  the  tax  rebate  that  goes  to  a 
municipality  like  the  borough  of  York,  as 
compared  with  Etobicoke  and  North  York. 

In  short,  if  the  whole  operation  represents 
the  government's  tax  reform  programme, 
designed  to  produce  greater  equity;  whatever 
may  be  the  balance  of  equity  and  inequity  in 
the  dhange  you  made,  the  net  effect  is  that 
you  are  ending  up  with  a  greater  inequity; 
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and  it  is  a  very  strange  proposition  tihat  a 
tax  diminution  programme  designed  to  pro- 
duce greater  equity  has  greater  inequities 
built  into  it. 

The  minister  may  argue  all  he  wants  about 
the  details  of  it,  but  the  final  result  is  there 
and  cannot  be  denied.  You  had  essentially 
the  same  level  of  rebate  on  your  original 
formula.  Now  you  have  got  a  margin,  penaliz- 
ing the  poor  municipalities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  do  not  think  that  is  the 
way.  You  can  argue  it  that  way  if  you  wish 
to,  but  the  fact  is— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  not  arguing;  the  facts 
speak  for  themselves. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  —that  each  property  today 
receives  a  credit  of  $30  whatever  the  value  of 
that  property  and  I  think  it  is  important  that 
they  should  all  get  some  deduction  in  their 
tax  and  some  assistance.  I  think  if  you  actually 
looked  at  the  average  house  there,  and  you 
picked  York  township— and  their  assessments 
are  not  as  low  as  you  indicated,  I  do  not 
think,  on  an  average— but  there  are  a  number 
of  small  homes  up  there  and  I  think  that  they 
have  benefited  more  under  this  system  than 
they  would  have  under  the  original  system. 
And  if  you  looked  at  the  total  moneys  paid  to 
them  in  this  way,  I  think  it  is  greater. 

The  point  you  are  making  of  course  is  that 
some  people  are  getting  a  greater  amount 
than  they  did  previously,  that  there  used  to 
be  more  uniformity  than  there  is  today.  Well 
you  may  argue  it  that  way,  but  on  the  other 
hand  I  think  every  household  is  getting  some 
additional  assistance  under  this  scheme  than 
under  the  last. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  but  the  minister  is 
ignoring  the  totality  of  his  programme,  and 
the  totality  of  his  programme  is  that  you  have 
X  number  of  dollars  for  tax  diminution  pro- 
grammes and  now  on  your  revised  formula 
you  are  using  a  greater  proportion  of  that 
money  to  assist  the  richer  municipalities  and 
a  lesser  proportion  to  assist  the  poorer  munic- 
ipalities. Now,  if  that  is  implementing  tax 
equity,  then  the  English  language  has  lost  its 
normid.  meaning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  But  there  is  a  basic  pay- 
ment to  all  municipalities. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  got  your  base;  you  worked 
in  a  distinct  proportion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1407.  The  member  for 
Waterloo  North. 


Mr.  Good:  First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  just 
add  one  point  to  the  matter  of  the  residential 
property  tax  reduction  programme  and  that 
has  to  do  widi  the  new  formula  as  developed 
in  the  last  amendment  putting  the  limitations 
of  50  per  cent  of  the  taxation  being  the  maxi- 
mum amount  of  refund  that  may  be  made. 

Now  we  have  found  in  the  past  year  that 
many  people  living  in  small  quarters— as  an 
example,  above  stores  on  the  main  streete 
and  in  modest  dwellings— were  in  apartments 
whidh  did  not  generate  enough  taxation  for 
that  tenant  to  receive  the  full  rebate.  So  here 
we  have  a  situation  on  the  individual  level 
where  the  people,  because  of  economic  neces- 
sity, were  living  in  small  quarters,  and  whose 
need  was  perhaps  the  greatest  were  not  re- 
ceiving the  full  amount  of  the  tax  benefit 
simply  because  that  apartment  was  assessed 
at  a  rate  which  did  not  generate  sufficient  tax. 

Now,  I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  assessment  in  certain  buildings  did  not 
represent  equal  amounts  for  each  apartment  in 
relation  to  the  size  or  the  value  of  that  apart- 
ment towards  the  whole.  1  think  the  assess- 
ment of  the  whole  building  was  perhaps 
correct  in  many  cases,  in  the  case  of  stores 
along  the  main  street  of  a  town,  part  of  the 
building  is  assessed  as  commercial  and  the 
other  part  is  residential,  and  while  the  total 
may  be  correct,  I  think  that  in  some  instances 
—and  one  which  I  had  reference  to— where 
people  were,  in  fact,  getting  the  same  amount 
of  rent,  one  was  receiving  the  full  rebate 
and  another  one  was  not  receiving  the  full 
rebate. 

So  I  would  ask  the  minister  that  he  look 
into  the  situation,  because  we  are  here  dis- 
criminating against  people  who  live  in  very 
minimum  type  of  housing,  especially  in 
rented  quarters,  and  these  are  the  people  who, 
in  fact,  need  the  rebate  the  most,  and  in 
some  instances  were  not  getting  a  full 
rebate.  I  think  that  the  intent  of  the  bill, 
the  purpose  of  the  bill  was  that  all  should  get 
the  rebate,  and  I  do  not  think  that  when  the 
amendments  were  put  through  that  this 
thought  was  really  taken  into  mind  that 
some  tenants  would  not  get  the  rebate  be- 
cause of,  maybe,  variances  in  the  assessing 
procedure  which  had  been  done  on  that 
building,  perhaps,  some  years  ago  before 
such  a  thing  as  a  residential  property  tax 
rebate  had  ever  been  thought  of. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Would  the  minister  com- 
ment on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  this  is  really  a 
problem  of  assessment  that  you  are  raising, 
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and  that  hopefully  will  be  corrected  by  uni- 
form assessment.  The  arrangement  is  that  the 
residential  tax  rebate  shall  be  the  product  of 
the  formula  but  not  to  exceed  50  per  cent 
of  the  municipal  and  school  taxes  on  the 
property.  I  find  it  only  reasonable  that  every 
property  should  bear  some  cost,  or  some 
amount,  toward  municipal  service,  bearing  in 
mind  that  the  province  itself  contributes  a 
very  large  amount  toward  the  cost  of  services 
in  every  municipality.  I  think  every  property 
should  bear  some  charge,  or  some  portion  of 
the  charge  toward  that.  And  if  it  is  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  it  is  a  very  low  tax- 
it  is  limited  to  50  per  cent  of  the  tax  rather 
than  whatever  the  calculation  of  residential 
tax  rebate  is— I  do  not  think  that  is  an  unfair 
situation.  But  primarily  the  matter  you  have 
raised  is  one  of  assessment.  If  the  assessed 
value  of  that  particular  apartment  is  out, 
then  I  am  sure  it  will  not  be  corrected  under 
this  system. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot 
accept  the  minister's  argument  that  he  thinks 
every  property  should  bear  some  tax,  because 
we  have  put  through  enough  tax  reduction 
legislation,  both  public  and  private,  in  the 
past  year  or  two,  that  I  am  sure  some 
properties  in  the  cities  of  Toronto  and  Windsor 
where  private  legislation  permits  the  refund 
to  elderly  citizens,  will  be  paying  no  property 
tax  whatsoever.  I  have  no  argument  with  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  is  paid  by  the  people 
themselves  throughout  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Cochrane 
South. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  address  a  few  remarks  on  the 
mining  revenue  payments  which  come  under 
this  vote. 

The  Association  of  the  Mining  Municipali- 
ties had  a  meeting  on  Saturday  in  Matheson, 
and  they  were  rather  disappointed  that  no 
cabinet  ministers  could  be  present  to  discuss 
the  new  programme  with  them.  However, 
the  minister  had  sent  Mr.  Eric  Fleming  of 
his  department  to  discuss  some  of  the  facets 
of  the  new  formula  with  the  municipal 
oflBcials  from  the  mining  revenue  payments. 

For  a  great  many  years,  the  mining  munic- 
ipalities of  northern  Ontario  and  of  this  prov- 
ince have  not  received  suflBcient  from  the 
province  to  offset  the  cost  of  municipal  serv- 
ices that  they  had  to  pay  because  it  was 
impossible  to  municipally  assess  the  mining 
properties;  and  there  has  been  a  great  resent- 
ment in  the  mining  municipahties  that  they 


have  never  got  their  fair  share  from  the 
province.  This  year  when  the  minister  brought 
in  a  reform  formula  to  enable  the  munic- 
ipalities to  get  a  better  return,  there  was  a 
great  deal  of  satisfaction,  I  might  say,  amongst 
the  members  of  the  various  municipalities. 

I  know  in  my  own  riding  that  some  of  the 
municipalities  got  considerably  more  and 
there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  satisfaction 
about  that;  and  some  of  the  things  that  have 
been  postponed  for  a  number  of  years  are 
now  going  to  be  proceeded  with  without 
having  to  jack  the  taxes  up  a  great  deal. 

It  is  interesting  that  a  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  from  the  south  has  been  able  to  help 
us  in  the  mining  municipalities  in  a  way  that 
a  minister  from  our  own  area  was  not  able 
to  do  when  he  was  in  that  particular  port- 
folio. 

Mr.  Deans:  Very  good.  How  about  that? 

Mr.  Ferrier:  The  main  problem  that  arose 
from  that  meeting  on  Saturday  was  the  fact 
that  these  payments  have  got  to  be  phased 
in  over  a  three-year  period.  They  had  hoped 
that  this  money  that  was  allotted  this  year 
would  be  available  for  all  the  municipalities 
and  that  they  would  not  have  to  wait  over 
the  three-year  period.  They  felt  that  this 
was  going  against  the  principle  that  the  min- 
ister had  laid  down  in  the  deficiency  payment. 
After  a  meeting  to  consider  the  minister's  new 
formula,  the  executive  of  the  association  wrote 
to  the  minister  and  expressed  their  concern 
that  this  was  deferred,  and  that  it  would  have 
to  be  phased  m  over  this  three-year  period. 

The  minister  or  officials  of  his  department 
gave  the  members  of  this  association  to  believe 
that  it  could  not  be  phased  in  completely  this 
year,  but  he  would  consider  bringing  it  in  in 
its  full  amount  next  year.  At  the  meeting  on 
Saturday,  they  passed  a  resolution  to  request 
the  minister  not  to  wait  for  two  years  but  to 
bring  it  in  in  its  full  amount  next  year. 

I  would  like  to  reinforce  their  resolution 
and  ask  the  minister  that  this  amount  be 
brought  in  next  year  and  that  we  not  be  kept 
waiting  for  another  two  years  before  we  get 
the  full  benefits  of  the  new  payments.  I  think 
that  it  is  not  what  I  would  call  adequate,  but 
it  is  a  great  step  forward,  and  one  has  to 
oommend  the  minister  for  moving  in  this 
regard. 

There  is  an  extra  $400,000  budgeted  for, 
but  I  gather  that  probably  more  than  this  wall 
have  to  be  made  up  from  grants  for  educa- 
tional purposes.  I  do  not  know  why  the  min- 
ister could  not  proceed  to  bring  it  all  in  in 
this  one   year.   There  is   about   $700,000   or 
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),000,  I  believe,  that  is  not  specifically 
budgeted  for  puip-oses  this  year,  that  is  left 
for  contingencies. 

One  of  these  might  be  a  situation  that  has 
developed  in  the  township  of  Tisdale  where 
the  Province  of  Ontario  assessed  the  two  gold 
mines  in  that  area,  namely  the  Dome  mine 
and  the  Maolntyre  mine,  and  they  were  levied 
taxes  and  then  the  mines  appealed  them  suc- 
cessfully to  the  assessment  review  court. 

I  understand  that  The  Department  of 
Municipal  AflFairs  was  rather  unhappy  with 
the  decision  that  court  took;  it  felt  the  three 
members  on  that  body  had  overstepped  their 
mark  in  making  the  decision  that  they  did 
make,  and  that  The  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs  itself  had  proceeded  to  appeal  to  the 
district  court.  At  present,  the  matter  is  before 
the  district  court  judge,  as  I  understand  it, 
but  he  has  not  made  his  decision  yet. 

The  thing  that  the  township  of  Tisdale  is 
worried  about  is  that  if  those  two  mines  suc- 
cessfully appeal  their  assessment  and  their 
taxes  are  reduced  considerably,  will  the 
mining  revenue  payments  come  into  force  to 
make  up  any  deficit  that  might  result  from 
the  township  having  to  pay  back  to  those  two 
mines  the  taxes  that  they  have  already  col- 
lected. They  have  not  been  able  to  get  a 
commitment  in  writing  from  the  department. 

They  are  reasonably  assured  in  a  verbal 
manner  that  the  department  will  make  up 
the  deficit,  but  they  have  not  got  it  in  writing 
and  they  are  somewhat  concerned.  So  I  hope 
that  the  minister  will  be  able  to  give  them 
that  kind  of  an  undertaking  in  writing  to  be 
assured  that  they  are  not  going  to  be  losers 
should  these  mines  successfully  proceed  with 
the  appeals  that  they  have  made. 

Another  couple  of  points:  I  understand  for 
the  next  three  years  that  the  mining  munic- 
ipalities will  have  to  submit  their  budget  and 
spending  plans  for  that  period  to  the  depart- 
ment, S'O  that  the  department  will  be  required 
to  exercise  a  greater  review  of  their  budgets 
than  they  otherwise  would  do,  so  that  they 
will  not  spend  more  than  would  normally  be 
expected  of  tham. 

I  think  that  this  is  exercising  a  further 
degree  of  scrutiny  and  control  over  the  mining 
municipalities  of  this  province,  and  I  really 
question  the  policy  here  as  to  whether  Queen's 
Park  is  exercising  more  and  more  control  over 
these  various  municipalities.  They  are  having 
less  autonomy  under  this  new  scheme  than 
they  have  had  up  to  the  present  and  there 
has  been  enough  resentment  about  the  control 
exercised  by  Queen  s  Park  as  it  is. 


Another  question  that  was  raised  by  one 
of  the  members  from  the  Levack  area  was: 
What  assessment  roll  or  what  figures  as  to 
population  would  be  taken  in  the  calculations 
that  were  made?  He  was  of  the  opinion  that 
the  assessment  figures  that  had  come  back 
were  out  by  about  400  and  that  it  would 
affect  the  calculations  they  would  be  receiv- 
ing. I  think  that  somehow  or  other  there  has 
to  be  a  fairly  accurate  count  made  of  the 
population  in  these  municipalities  so  that 
when  it  comes  to  calculating  tliese  payments, 
it  is  made  on  a  fairly  accurate  basis. 

I  think  these  were  the  main  things  that 
came  out  of  that  meeting.  I  would  like  to 
reiterate  that  at  the  next  meeting  whidh  will 
be  held  in  some  six  months'  time,  surely,  a 
cabinet  minister  can  be  present  at  that  par- 
ticular meeting, 

Mr.  Deans:  We  will  send  someone. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  We  will  send  someone,  as  the 
member  for  Wentworth  says.  I  do  not  care 
who  is  the  government.  I  think  there  must  be 
a  cabinet  minister  at  that  next  meeting. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  the  attitude. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
present  at  a  meeting  in  Timmins  with  the 
hon.  member.  I  think  it  was  on  April  30.  I 
went  into  the  matter  of  the  mining  revenue 
payments  before  many  of  the  same  people 
who  were  in  Matheson  last  Friday.  I  regretted 
I  could  not  go  but  I  had  other  matters  on. 
I  was  very  pleased  that  I  could  send,  or  at 
least  ask,  one  of  the  senior  officials  of  the 
department  to  go  and  I  think  he  did  very 
well. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  You  should 
have  sent  the  member  for  Nickel  Belt  (Mr. 
Demers).  He  would  have  taken  it  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  On  the  matter  of  phasing 
in  the  payments  over  a  shorter  period,  rather 
than  three  years;  you  have  to  bear  in  mind 
that  in  working  this  out  for  a  three-year 
period  we  used  a  higher  average  assessment 
than  exists  at  the  present  time.  We  used  a 
figure  of  $10,000,  whereas  the  present  aver- 
age assessment  is  about  $8,150. 

If,  of  course,  we  were  to  do  it  all  at  the 
present  time,  we  would  have  to  use  the  actual 
figure  which  would  have  a  serious  effect  on 
some  of  the  payments  that  would  be  made  to 
municipalities.  You  have  to  measure  the 
results.  You  cannot  inflate  the  figure,  antici- 
pating doing  it  over  a  three-year  period  and 
at  the  same  time,  pay  it  all  at  one  point.  If 
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you  are  going  to  do  it  that  way,  you  have  to 
use  the  actual  average  assessment  figure. 

There  are  certain  assessments  that  are  under 
appeal  at  the  present  time.  The  hon.  member 
asked  for  assurance  on  my  part  that  we  would, 
in  effect,  honour  those  assessments  when  they 
were  made  and  recalculate  the  payments. 
Once  the  decision  is  given  and  the  assessment 
is  final,  the  formula  takes  over.  There  is  no 
need  for  any  assurance  on  my  part. 

It  would  simply  be  a  recalculation  on  the 
basis  of  the  actual  formula  in  the  provision. 
The  municipalities  would  be  paid  those 
moneys  and  we  do  have  to  keep  certain 
reserves  to  meet  those  additional  payments 
once  the  assessment  appeals  have  been  final- 
ized. 

You  raised  a  point  as  to  the  figures  that 
may  be  used;  that  some  people  in  some  areas 
felt  that  perhaps  the  proper  figures  were  not 
being  used.  Actually  the  basis  of  population 
is  the  same  as  is  used  for  the  unconditional 
grant-that  is,  the  census  figures  from  the 
federal  government  not  the  assessment  figures 
taken  from  our  own  department. 

In  reference  to  the  matter  of  local  budgets, 
the  department  has  always  reviewed  those 
budgets.  We  are  asking  the  municipalities  to 
do  some  forecasting  and  I  think  that  is  a 
good  thing  because  this  will  help  them  in 
their  economic  planning.  It  is  done  in  other 
areas  and  I  think  we  should  encourage  them 
to  deal  with  anticipated  budgets  and  see 
what  their  expenditures  might  well  be  over 
a  period  of  three  to  five  years  in  advance. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Hamilton 
Centre. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  East. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Hamilton  East,  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to 
engage  the  minister  for  a  bit,  through  you,  in 
regard  to  the  residential  property  tax  rebate. 
I  want  to  appeal  to  the  minister  to  look  at 
the  Act  and  the  regulations,  as  I  explain  to 
him  what  I  think  has  happened  and  what  is 
happening,  at  least  in  Hamilton.  I  have  not 
noticed  from  the  press  that  the  same  thing  is 
happening  in  other  areas. 

What  is  happening  is  that  some  shyster 
landlords  have  used  their  legal  people  to  find 
a  loophole  in  the  regulations  to  deprive  cer- 
tain of  their  tenants  of  apartment  buildings  of 
all  or  of  part  of  their  rebate.  I  would  remind 
this  minister  that  when  the  previous  minister 
(Mr.  McKeough)  introduced  this  bill  in  1968 
he  said— f roan  Hansard  the  top  of  page  1805: 


The  committee  on  taxation  concluded  that  property 
taxes  were  necessary,  but  recommended  that  the  pror 
vincial  govenmient  take  a  new  step  to  ease  their 
burden,  especially  on  the  people  who  are  least  able  to 
pay  them.  Specifically,  its  recommendation  was  a 
system  that  would  "assist  residential  taxpayers  and 
at  the  same  time  reduce  the  undesirable  regressivity 
of  the  property  tax." 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  one  has  to  admit  there 
are  large  numbers  of  those  in  the  low  income 
group  and  on  pensions  that  this  rebate  really 
helps;  those  with  their  little  homes,  single 
domiciles.  Of  course  the  other  more  affluent 
group  in  their  own  private  homes  receive 
the  rebate  without  any  problem.  A  great 
many  of  those  who  were  on  low  incomes  and 
also  locked  into  high-priced  apartments  be- 
cause of  the  lack  of  housing  over  the  last 
five  or  six  years,  have  been  taken  in  by  many 
of  the  landlords,  some  of  whom  are  un- 
scrupulous in  their  approach  to  the  rights  of 
the  tenants. 

I  first  want  to  give  a  report— and  it  is 
relevant  I  think— of  the  city  of  Hamilton 
Landlords  and  Tenants  Advisory  Bureau, 
established  under  The  Landlord  and  Tenant 
Act,  on  the  number  of  inquiries  received 
between  November  19,  1970  ,and  January  29, 
1971.  The  breakdown  shows  1,127  complaints 
were  handled  and  of  those,  633  were  in 
regard  to  the  tax  rebate. 

Just  as  an  example— which  applied  for 
many  hundreds  of  others— is  a  statement  given 
to  a  tenant  by  his  landlord  showing  his  tax 
rebate  for  January  1,  1970,  to  December  30, 
1970,  as  $44.64— that  was  what  he  was  en- 
titled to  for  that  period— less  assessment 
increase  in  taxes  $24.84,  and  he  gets  an 
amount  of  $19.80.  Now  that  kind  of  deduc- 
tion was  made  in  many  cases  and  it  averaged 
from  $19  up  to  some  $40  of  the  total  amount. 
Another  example  was  of  a  $59.67  rebate  of 
which  the  person  received  only  $21.78. 

I  want  to  refer  the  minister  to  the  legisla- 
tion that  is  now  under  his  jurisdiction.  Sub- 
section 3  of  section  4— and  that  is  the  part 
where  reductions  may  not  be  assigned  or 
waived— says: 

The  right  of  a  tenant  to  receive  the 
reduction  of  municipal  taxes  mentioned  in 
subsection  2  is  not  assignable,  and  may  not 
be  waived  before  or  after  this  Act  comes 
into  force. 

And  of  course  the  regulations  tell  us  that. 
In  regulation  number  6  in  the  general  regu- 
lations it  says: 

Where  any  portion  of  the  rent  is  in 
arrears,  when  the  tax  reduction  allowance 
is  payable  the  landlord  or  his  agent  may 
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pay  the  tenant  the  tax  reduction  allowance 
by  deducting  the  amount  thereof  from  such 
arrears  as  rent. 

Now  the  loophole  that  the  shyster  landlords 
have  had  their  lawyers  work  for  them  is  that 
they  get  the  tenants  to  sign  escalator  clauses 
in  their  leases,  which  I  believe  might  be— and 
it  is  not  in  your  jurisdiction— a  violation  of 
The  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act,  and  I  will 
leave  that  for  another  time.  But  this  section 
of  their  addenda  and  schedules  does  apply 
to  this  portion  of  your  legislation. 

I  have  here  an  11-point  addendum  to  a 
lease  signed  in  January,  1970,  after  the  Act 
came  into  force,  and  the  one  section  says  this 
among  other  things:  that  tenants  agree  that 
the  rent  for  the  additional  year's  lease  will  be 
adjusted  to  cover  any  increase  in  Hamilton 
city  taxes  and  any  cost-of-living  increases  as 
compiled  by  the  Dominion  Bureau  of  Statis- 
tics. 

They  are  getting  pretty  mean  when  the 
landlord  wants  to  apply  the  increase  in  cost 
of  living,  such  as  food,  fuel,  appliances  and 
other  things,  to  the  rent  of  his  tenants.  But 
that  is  what  happens,  and  in  this  matter  there 
has  been  a  court  case.  There  is  one  case  in 
Hamilton  that  established  the  runaway  ideas 
of  using  this  type  of  rent  escalation,  making 
the  tenant  sign  a  lease  saying  that  he  would 
pay  any  increase  in  taxes. 

The  judge  ruled  that  when  they  sign  that 
escalator  clause  that  they  will  pick  up  any 
increase  in  taxes,  knowing  that  the  tax  rate 
is  not  set  until  some  time  in  April,  they 
then  deem  that  when  that  lease  is  signed  at 
any  time  after  the  tax  rate  is  set,  then  on 
January  1  one-twelfth  of  that  tax  rate  increase 
is  in  arrears;  it  is  tax  in  arrears.  Naturally, 
when  the  date  to  pay  the  rebate  comes  they 
are  then  12  months  in  arrears  for  that  amount 
of  money.  Under  that  section  the  judge  ruled 
that  the  landlord  could  withhold  the  rebate. 
This  loophole  has  to  be  closed. 

I  feel  that  the  minister  will  have  a  chance 
to  talk  about  it. 

The  other  thing  I  wanted  to  mention  that 
the  minister  has  to  pay  some  attention  to— 
and  he  may  have  to  discuss  this  with  his 
colleague  the  Attorney  General— is  the  un- 
sympathetic approach  to  these  bylaws  by  the 
county  judges.  They  just  do  not  have  time 
or  want  to  bother  with  problems  of  the 
landlord  and  tenant.  I  am  going  to  send  over 
to  the  minister  a  copy  of  two  cases  which 
took  place  in  the  same  court  on  the  same 
day.  It  sort  of  rocks  you,  and  I  will  read  it 
for  the  record. 


Something  that  has  never  happened  be- 
fore as  far  back  as  court  officials  could 
recall  happened  not  once  but  twice  yester- 
day in  bylaw  court.  In  both  cases,  land- 
lords were  charged  with  failing  to  pay  tax 
rebates  in  accordance  with  The  Residential 
Property  Tax  Reduction  Act,  1968.  In 
both  cases,  while  tenants  were  in  the 
witness  stand  giving  testimony,  the  land- 
lords produced  receipts  signed  by  the 
tenant,  showing  that  the  rebates  had  been 
paid  in  full  and  on  time. 

In  the  first  case,  Diane  Fetch  of  Robbins 
Avenue  said,  "It  is  a  very  good  copy  of 
my  signature  but  I  did  not  sign  it." 

Her  former  landlord  Angelo  Trotti  of 
Chestnut  Street  said,  "I  paid  in  cash  and 
got  this  receipt  from  Mrs.  Fetch." 

"How  can  I  tell  who  is  telling  the 
truth?"  Judge  Robert  Morrison  asked. 
"Case  dismissed." 

A  few  minutes  later,  the  scene  was  re- 
run, this  time  with  Manley  Warren  of 
Main  Street  East.  Gazing  at  what  appeared 
to  be  his  signature  on  a  document,  he  said 
he  was  certain  he  had  not  signed. 

The  landlord  in  this  case  was  Leonardo 
Argo  of  John  Street  North. 

"If  this  is  not  your  signature,  you  will 
have  to  get  a  handwriting  expert  and  sue 
Mr.  Agro,"  Judge  Morrison  stated.  "I  can- 
not do  anything  about  it.  This  is  the  second 
time  this  has  happened,"  the  judge  added. 
"I  do  not  know  if  the  landlords  are  copy- 
ing signatures  and  perjuring  themselves  or 
not." 

Sergeant  Faul  Hirst,  bylaw  court  officer, 
said  that  unless  initiated  by  the  former 
tenants,  no  charges  would  be  laid  against 
the  landlord.  "I  have  checked  back  as  far 
as  I  can  and  this  is  the  first  time  it  has 
happened,"  said  Sergeant  Hirst.  "It  seems 
likely  that  tenants  simply  forgot  they  had 
received  the  rebate." 

As  a  layman,  I  am  not  a  lawyer  and  I  do  not 
know  whether  my  assumption  is  right,  but  I 
would  have  thought  that  it  would  have  been 
the  responsibility  of  the  judge  or  tibie  responsi- 
bility of  the  prosecuting  attorney  to  adjourn 
that  case  immediately  and  have  handwriting 
experts  determine  who  was  telling  the  truth. 
It  was  either  perjury  or  fraud,  on  one  side 
or  the  other.  But  because  of  What  I  think  is 
apathy  and  the  judge  finding  these  cases  to 
be  a  nuisance,  they  dismiss  the  cases  as 
quickly  as  they  can. 
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I  will  giv6  you  another  example,  and  this 
is  another  example  of  the  attitude  of  the 
board: 

When  friends  visited  John  Cheeseonan's 
Dunsmure  Road  apartment  they  told  him  it 
looked  like  something  out  of  book.  But  Mr. 
Cheeseman  was  forced  to  move  from  his 
apartment  when  the  hydro  bill  became  too 
expensive. 

"I  was  paying  enough  hydro  for  the 
whole  building,"  he  said.  When  Mr.  Oheese- 
onan  asked  his  landlord,  E.  R.  S,  Murray, 
for  his  tax  rebate,  "he  told  me  to  drop 
dead,"  said  Mr.  Cheeseman. 

But  while  on  the  witness  stand  in  bylaw 
court  yesterday  claiming  ihis  tax  rebate 
under  The  Residential  Property  Tax  Reduc- 
tion Act,  1968,  Mr.  Cheeseman  failed  to 
(mention  how  much  he  believed  Mr.  Murray 
owed  him.  "He  either  forgot  to  tell  me,  or 
he  did  not  know,"  Judge  Ross  Bennett 
declared.  "Case  dismissed." 

"Your  honour,  may  I  approach  the 
bench?"  asked  Mr.  Cheeseman,  from  the 
body  of  the  court.  "Sorry,  Mr.  Cheeseman, 
you  are  too  late,"  said  the  judge. 

I  spoke  to  the  person  involved  and  he  said 
that  he  had  proof  in  his  hands  of  what  they 
owed  him,  and  all  it  took  was  one  second 
for  him  to  explain  to  the  judge,  or  hand  it 
to  the  court  clerk  and  his  case  would  have 
been  founded. 

I  ask  the  minister  to  take  this  kind  of 
problem  to  the  Attorney  General.  I  will  raise 
it  myself,  if  I  get  the  opportunity  in  his 
estimates.  But  I  think  it  is  the  responsibility 
of  this  minister  to  close  the  gap  in  that  regu- 
lation to  make  sure  that  the  tenants  get  their 
rebate  and  that  that  clause  in  his  regulations 
cannot  be  interpreted  as  providing  an  out 
for  the  landlord  under  an  escalation  clause 
agreement  on  the  tax  increase. 

I  think  our  intention  was  that  tenants  get 
that  rebate  without  any  reason  whatsovere 
for  holdout.  They  shall  not  have  any  right  to 
assign  or  waive.  There  are  many  hundreds 
and  thousands  in  Hamilton  who  have  lost 
part  or  all  of  their  rebate  and  they  have  no 
recourse. 

I  want  to  give  another  example  of  how  the 
landlords  have  violated  it  when  they  have 
taken  in  tenants  who  are  pushed  hard  to  get 
dwellings.  One  case  was  where  a  chap  was 
asked  to  sign  a  paper  in  1969  that  he  would 
give  up  the  complete  rebate  for  1969,  which 
he  did  under  duress  to  get  an  apartment. 


In  the  fall  of  1970  he  applied  for  his 
rebate  under  normal  terms  and  the  landlord 
showed  him  the  paper  which  he  had  originally 
signed  to  waive  the  rebate  for  1969.  The 
landlord  had  just  written  underneath  the 
signature  "1970."  Of  course  he  conned  the 
tenant  into  thinking  that  this  would  hold  up 
in  court,  and  the  tenant  then  had  to  forego 
his  rebate  for  1970  as  well. 

I  think  our  intention  is  that  when  a  land- 
lord signs  a  lease,  or  has  a  tenant  sign  a 
lease,  that  is  the  fixed  rent  for  the  period  of 
the  lease  and  the  only  time  that  the  regula- 
tion stipulated  under  department  regulations 
can  be  interpreted  as  an  arrears  is  when  that 
regular  monthly  rent  mentioned  in  the  signed 
lease  is  in  arrears. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  do  something 
about  this  particular  situation,  so  that  this 
year  all  of  the  tenants  in  this  squeeze  position 
between  those  who  have  their  own  private 
homes  on  the  lower  end  of  the  scale,  who  are 
those  who  really  need  this  rebate,  and  those 
more  aflBuent  on  the  other  end  of  the  scale 
who  get  it  in  their  private  homes.  I  ask  him 
to  see  to  it  that  the  tenants  of  apartment 
buildings  get  it  and  that  we  just  do  not  pro- 
vide an  automatic  rent  increase  for  a  lot  of 
unscrupulous  and  chiselling  landlords  in  this 
province. 

Not  all  of  them  take  advantage  of  it,  but  it 
has  become  the  pattern  in  Hamilton  because 
they  have  found  a  legal  loophole,  and  I  am 
afraid  it  will  be  exercised  to  the  fullest  this 
year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 
member  raised  or  cited  certain  examples 
which  could  well  involve  forgery  and  fraud. 
We  both  appreciate  that  the  person,  if  found 
guilty  of  that,  and  it  would  be  up  to  the 
Crown  attorney  in  the  area  to  press  that 
charge  or  to  decide  on  it,  opens  himself  to  a 
very  serious  charge  under  The  Criminal  Code. 
I  recognize  these  things  may  be  done,  but 
the  persons  who  are  doing  it  should  recognize 
the  difficulty  in  which  they  put  themselves. 

On  the  matters  the  member  referred  to  just 
a  moment  ago  under  subsection  3  of  section 
4,  and  I  just  quote  it: 

The  right  of  a  tenant  to  receive  the 
reduction  of  municipal  taxes  mentioned  in 
subsection  2  is  not  assignable  and  may  not 
be  waived  before  or  after  the  Act  comes 
into  force. 

So  the  tenant  is  not  free  to  waive  that  benefit. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  is  the  minister  going 
to  do  about  it? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Under  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  there  are  certain  penalties  against  an 
individiial  who  induces  that  kind  of  thing.  If 
necessary  we  will  have  to  consider  bringing 
charges  if  we  find  it  being  done. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  is  the  minister  going 
to  do  about  these  cases? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Timiskam- 
ing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  those  cases,  that  are- 
Mr.   MacDonald:    No,    Mr.   Chairman,    we 
have  not  finished. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  a  minute. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  That  is  the  question,  as  I 
said.  There  has  been  a  judge's  decision  that 
the  escalator  clause  signed  by  a  tenant— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Now  the  member  is  talk- 
ing about  two  things.  One  is  an  escalator 
clause.  The  member  is  also  talking  about 
certain  waivers. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  They  are  two  different 
things. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Let  us  deal  with  both. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No.  The  escalator  clause 
may  be  somewhat  different  and  we  may  not, 
without  some  change  in  regulation  or  other- 
wise, be  able  to  deal  with  that  because  I 
think  the  escalator  clause- 
Mr.  Jackson:  Then  make  the  changes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  are  looking  at  this. 
The  member  has  raised  some  points  and  I  will 
check  into  them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Was  the  minister  not 
aware  of  this  before? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No;  I  was  not  aware  of 
the  escalator  clause.  I  have  known  about  the 
waiver  situation  and  some  people  being 
induced  to  sign  waivers.  But  this  escalator 
matter  is  a  different  one  that  I  personally 
have  not  known  about  previously. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  the  minister  is  permit- 
ting himself  to  be  taken  in  by  a  legal  dodge. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  No,  no! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  escalator  clause  is 
only  a  means  to  get  the  tax  rebate  waived. 
They  happen  to  tie  it  to  the  cost  of  living— 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  And  increase  in  taxes! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —but  the  net  effect  of  it 
is  that  the  tenant  is  being  forced  to  waive 
his  tax  rebate.  The  minister  has  just  reminded 
the  House  that  this  is  contrary  to  the  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is  not 
contrary,  but  there  is  some  question  in  my 
mind  and  questions  in  the  minds  of  the 
officials. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  All  right  then,  let  us  leave 
that  rest  for  a  moment.  I  can  remember  when 
the  minister's  predecessor  brought  this  mon- 
strosity into  the  House  and  there  was  trouble 
breaking  out  in  all  directions  with  regard  to 
the  obligation  on  tenants  to  seek  what  they 
were  entitled  to.  The  then  minister's  plea  was: 
"Just  get  in  touch  with  us.  We  will  take  the 
necessary  action."  What  I  am  suggestmg  to 
this  minister  is  that  he  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales.  We  do. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —guilty  of  a  breadh  of 
faith.  If  he  does  not  know  that  this  kind  of 
thing  is  going  on,  he  is  asleep.  He  and  his 
department  are  asleep. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  So  what  is  new? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  have  had  oouit  deci- 
sions in  which  the  judge— this  is  the  incredible 
part  of  it— is  in  effect  rendering  a  nullity  llie 
statutes  that  the  government  has  brought  in, 
presumably  to  reinforce  its  own  legislation. 
And  the  minister  does  not  even  know  about 
it. 

He  should  not  shake  his  head  that  he  does 
not  know.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  is 
taking  place. 

It  is  one  thing  to  have  a  citizen  violating 
the  law.  It  is  another  thing  to  have  judges 
sitting  on  the  bench  violating  the  law  in  this 
sort  of  a  haphazard  fashion. 

You  know  the  conclusion  that  emerges,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  here  is  final  proof  that  the 
procedure  the  government  is  using  for  its  so- 
called  tax  reform  programme  and  reduction 
in  taxes  is  the  most  inefficient,  inequitable 
kind  of  procedure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  is  not  the  case. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  saying  tliat  it  is  the 
case,  and  I  have  the  right  to  say  it  is  the 
case.  I  can  get  a  lot  of  municipal  people  and 
a  lot  of  citizens  across  this  province  to  say  so. 
Instead  of  going  through  this  elaborate  admin- 
istrative  procedure   of   rebates,   the  minister 
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should  make  larger  grants  available  to  the 
municipality. 

However,  I  just  make  that  as  an  aside.  I 
come  back  to  the  proposition  that  here  the 
minister  has  in  one  city— and  in  varying  ways 
this  is  happening  all  across  the  province— a 
violation  of  the  government's  own  statute  and 
the  minister  gets  up  and  says  he  does  not 
even  know  it  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Hamilton 
East. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  I  want  the  minister  to  give 
me  assurance  that  I  am  right,  that  the  no 
assignment,  no  waiver  clause  can  hold;  that 
the  fact  the  landlords  are  having  tenants  sign 
escalator  clauses  openly  and  admitting  that, 
is  their  way  to  receive  an  increase  in  rent; 
that  when  there  is  an  increase  in  taxes  when 
the  taxes  are  brought  down,  that  then  be- 
comes an  arrears  in  rent  based  on  one-twelfth 
for  each  month,  and  when  the  tiime  comes  to 
pay  the  rebate  they  deduct  that  amount. 

I  will  just  give  the  minister  a  quote  from 
one  of  the  members  of  the  Apartment  Owners 
Association  in  Hamilton,  one  Mr.  Walker.  He 
said: 

The  tax  escalation  clause  is  the  only  way 
apartment  owners  can  cover  the  cost  of  the 
building.  As  taxes  go  up  we  lose  all  our 
profit.  It  is  the  most  legal  thing  in  the 
world  to  raise  the  cost  of  the  product  if  its 
costs  go  up.  We  have  got  to  get  this  money 
back. 

Mr.  McMillan,  secretary  of  the  Hamilton 
Landlords  and  Tenants  Advisory  Bureau,  says 
that  it  is  being  done,  but  he  says  it  is  legal 
because  there  has  been  a  court  decision 
made.  And  the  only  way  we  can  stop  them 
from  doing  it  is  for  the  minister  to  change 
that  little  section  in  his  regulations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  We  may  have  to  change— 
and  I  will  look  at  this  carefully.  The  escala- 
tion clause  is  one  thing,  but  what  we  are 
really  concerned  with  here  is  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  residential  tax  rebate  to  the 
tenants  is  not  used  up  in  meeting  those  other 
matters. 

They  may  somehow  get  those  into  the 
lease— but  our  main  point  here,  and  the  point 
that  you  have  raised,  is  that  this  money 
should  be  paid  to  the  tenant.  Now  that  part 
of  it  may  require  a  change  in  our  regulations. 
That  we  will  look  at. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  That  is  right.  I  do  not  think 
we  can  go  much  further.  If  we  make  sure 
they  get  the  full,  entitled  rebate  passed  on  by 


the  municipal  council,  then  their  signing  of 
any  kind  of  a  document  is  up  to  them,  what- 
ever they  sign.  But  the  landlord  then  has  to 
get  that  from  them  in  another  manner,  or  by 
a  new  renewal  of  lease  which  is  set  out  in 
The  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act.  That  will  give 
them  sound  protection. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Timiskam- 
ing. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
two  points  to  make.  First  of  all,  just  a  few 
minutes  ago  the  minister  said  that  using  the 
$10,000  figure  for  equalized  assessment  in 
calculating  the  mine  revenue  payment  was 
not  the  true  average,  and  that  $8,100  was  the 
true  average. 

I  would  venture  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  in  arriving  at  $8,100  he  took  into  ac- 
count the  assessment  in  cities  like  Toronto, 
Windsor,  London,  and  that  if  he  really  took 
into  his  sphere  of  thought  those  communities 
in  northern  Ontario  that  never  have  assess- 
ment of  that  level,  that  the  $10,000  is  much 
closer  to  being  a  true  average  in  northern 
Ontario,  rather  than  the  $8,100. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  sure  you  would  find 
the  average  assessment  up  there  is  below  the 
average  in  the  province;  in  other  words,  it  is 
less  than  $8,100. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Okay.  Then  we  would  arrive 
at  a  greater  deficiency.  But  what  the  minister 
is  saying  is  that  we  would  end  up  with  a 
smaller  assessment  in  northern  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  A  smaller  payment. 

Mr.  Jackson:  That  is  fine,  but  he  also  has 
not  taken  into  consideration  the  lack  of  serv- 
ices that  presently  exist  in  northern  Ontario. 
If  he  were  to  consider  in  relation  to  the 
assessment  the  services  that  are  lacking,  then 
he  would  realize  in  order  to  make  up  the 
deficiencies  that  now  exist  between  mining 
communities  in  northern  Ontario  and  those 
communities  that  have  had  a  reasonable 
assessment  base  over  a  period  of  years,  he 
would  realize  the  deficiency  is  much  greater 
than  is  reflected  by  the  assessment  that  has 
been  arrived  at.  That  is  the  only  point  I  want 
to  make  there. 

Several  weeks  ago,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wrote 
to  the  minister  concerning  the  residential  tax 
rebate  as  it  applied  to  those  persons  in  an 
unorganized  territory.  In  an  unorganized  ter- 
ritory we  pay  a  school  tax,  and  because  we 
have  no  organized  mimicipalities  we  pay  into 
a  local  roads  board  or  into  a  statute  labour 
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hoard  for  the  maintenance   of  roads  in  the 
areas. 

But  when  you  take  the  school  tax  and  add 
to  it  the  payments  that  are  made  into  the 
local  roads  board  or  the  statute  labour  board, 
you  arrive  at  a  total  tax  figure  that  is  some- 
tirhes  in  excess  of  what  would  be  paid  if  that 
person  lived  in  an  organized  municipality. 
Yet  when  the  tax  rebate  is  paid  it  applies  only 
to  the  school  tax,  so  that  they  receive  a  much 
lower  tax  rebate  than  a  person  who  lives  in 
an  organized  municipality. 

The  minister's  answer  to  my  queries  was 
that  because  the  Ontario  government  pays  a 
subsidy  on  the  local  roads  board  or  on  the 
statute  labour  board,  they  were  receiving 
something  extra  from  the  Ontario  govern- 
ment. But  what  he  failed  to  take  into  account 
is  tliat  if  a  person  lived  in  an  organized 
municipality,  the  organized  municipality 
would  be  receiving  a  grant  from  the  govern- 
ment for  roads  purposes  which  would  be  used 
to  reduce  the  taxes  to  the  municipal  taxpayer. 
That  is  not  true  in  an  unorganized  munic- 
ipality. 

So  there  is  an  air  of  discrimination  that  that 
person,  because  he  lives  in  an  unorganized 
township  or  an  unorganized  area,  receives  a 
much  lower  tax  rebate  than  he  would  if  he 
lived  in  an  organized  municipality.  And  the 
fact  that  the  government  subsidizes  the  roads 
board  really  has  no  bearing  on  it,  because 
they  subsidize  roads  in  all  of  the  organized 
riiunicipalities  around  Ontario.  It  is  my 
opinion  that  that  person  is  being  discriminated 
against  because  he  just  happens  to  live  in 
northern  Ontario  and  live  in  an  unorganized 
area.  I  would  like  some  comments  from  the 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  A  residential  tax  rebate 
up  there  is  calculated  only  on  tlie  school  tax 
because  that  is  all  they  are  really  paying.  The 
rebate  is  in  reference  to  municipal  tax,  and 
the  taxes  that  you  are  referring  to  are  really 
provincial  land  tax.  It  is  not  a  municipal  tax 
since  it  is  not  an  organized  township.  And 
you  may  say:  Well,  it  is  tax  in  any  event  and 
therefore  the  rebate  should  be  paid.  But 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  it  is  an 
assistance  to  those  who  are  paying  municipal 
taxes  and  the  provincial  land  tax  would  be 
substantially  lower  than  it  would  be  in  the 
organized  areas. 

Mr.  Jackson:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  my 
very  point.  What  the  minister  is  saying  is 
that  is  the  way  the  Act  is  written.  I  agree 
that  is  the  way  the  Act  is  written,  but  it 
discriminates  against  people  in  an  unorgan- 


ized territory.  If  you  add  together  the  sdhool 
tax,  plus  the  provincial  land  tax— and  I  had 
mentioned  that  previously— plus  the  local 
roads  board  tax,  you  end  up  in  many  cases 
with  a  total  tax  that  is  far  in  excess  of  what 
that  person  would  be  paying  if  he  lived  in 
an  organized  township.  And  if  we  are  really 
going  to  have  equity  in  taxation,  then  surely 
he  deserves  a  rebate  based  on  his  total  taxa- 
tion, the  same  as  a  person  in  an  organized 
municipality.  And  to  say  that  just  because  the 
Act  does  not  allow  it— then  we  change  the 
Act,  we  make  provisions  so  that  we  can  have 
equity  in  taxation.  I  just  cannot  accept  the 
minister's  answer,  and  most  people  in  un- 
organized townships  cannot  accept  it. 

I  would  say  to  the  minister  that  his  answer 
is  the  easy  way  out,  but  the  real  way  out  is 
to  take  the  total  taxation  that  a  person  pays 
and  then  pay  the  rebate  based  on  that  total 
taxation,  not  just  based  on  what  would  happen 
in  an  organized  municipality. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  few 
quick  questions  relating  to  the  last  section 
—tax  diminution  section.  Could  the  minister 
inform  me,  is  the  $8.65  million  charged  to 
The  Assessment  Act  for  payment  in  lieu  of 
taxes  for  land  held  by  the  Crown  in  the 
right  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  or  what  is 
that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Just  a  minute  until  I  look 
through  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Page  225,  third  item. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  item  there  is  $8.65 
million.  I  am  advised  that  $650,000  of  that 
is  in  reference  to  taxes  on  Crown-owned 
timberland— it  is  tenanted  property,  rather 
than  timbered  property.  The  other  $8  million 
is  mining  revenue  income. 

Mr.  Good:  Would  the  minister  refresh  my 
memory  as  to  The  Municipal  Tax  Assistance 
Act,  $5  million.   What  is  that  payment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  This  is  payment  in  lieu  of 
taxes  on  non-tenanted  property  of  the  Crown. 

Mr.  Good:  Owned  by  the  Crown?  The 
statutory  appointment  section  there,  to  the 
municipal  district  of  Muskoka.  I  am  aware  of 
the  $200,000  with  $100,000  for  the  pollution 
abatement  programme  and  $50,000  for  each 
of  planning  and  administration.  What  as  the 
other  $15,000  in  that  item? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  that  really  repre- 
sents moneys  paid  for  administration,  includ- 
ing certain  salaries  paid— the  chairman  and 
so  on. 

Mr.  Good:  I  do  not  recall  the  use  of  funds 
that  were  in  the  statutes  for  the  other 
regional  governments  as  shown  there.  What 
were  they,  please? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  those  are  certain 
administrative  costs,  including  some  salaries. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Brant- 
ford. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  just  want  to  talk  very 
briefly  on  the  provincial  and  municipal  in- 
centive programme.  I  realize  that  the  pro- 
gramme was  developed  in  The  Treasury  De- 
partment and  that  you  are  responsible  for 
administering  the  programme. 

Just  to  demonstrate  how  rather  silly  and 
ridiculous  the  programme  is  in  terms  of  pro- 
viding substantial  work  for  Ontario;  in  one 
municipality  as  a  result  of  the  programme  the 
municipality  hired  workers  in  the  parks  de- 
partment. The  result  was  that  the  workers 
had  to  go  and  buy  special  protective  boots 
that  cost  in  the  vicinity  of  $25  or  $30.  After 
they  went  and  purchased  the  boots  and  re- 
ceived their  first  pay  cheques  they  found  out 
that  the  cost  of  the  boots  was  deducted  from 
their  first  pay  cheques. 

The  result  has  been  that  a  lot  of  the 
workers  decided  to  leave  the  programme  be- 
cause they  were  rather  annoyed  about  the 
way  they  were  being  treated.  They  worked 
for  two  weeks  and  they  came  out  of  it  with 
very  litde  money.  Now  there  is  another  batch 
coming  in,  and  they  will  be  getting  boots.  So 
there  is  very  little  employment  provided  for 
the  workers  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 

But  I  suppose,  assuming  that  the  boots  are 
made  in  Canada,  the  minister  did  provide 
employment  for  the  people  who  are  manu- 
facturing the  boots.  Hopefully,  in  the  future 
when  you  are  thinking  of  some  kind  of  a 
provincial-onunicipal  employment  incentive 
programme,  you  will  reason  it  out  in  a  greater 
depth  and  look  at  it  ahead  of  time  before 
you  go  into  some  of  these  silly  endeavours, 
as  in  this  case  where  you  are  spending  $7.5 
million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad 
the  hon.  member  raised  this  question,  be- 
cause I  have  recently  had  reports  on  the 
amount  of  money  we  have  been  able  to  make 
available  to  the  municipalities.    We   offered 


it  to  them  on  a  per  capita  basis.  We  have 
been  able  to  use  up  practically  all  of  the 
$7.5  million.  We  have  had  requests  from  a 
number  of  municipalities  for  additional 
moneys  and  we  have  been  able  to  meet  some 
of  those  by  using  moneys  not  taken  up  by 
other  municipalities.  It  has  created  a  good 
deal  of  man-days  of  employment  for  people 
throughout  the  province.  I  think  it  has  been 
a  very  good  programme  and  has  helped 
relieve  the  unemployment  that  has  been 
facing  a  lot  of  areas. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  On  the  same  point,  Mr. 
Chairman,  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  may 
have  created  employment,  as  in  this  case  in 
the  boot  factory,  assuming  it  is  located  in 
Canada.  But  the  point  is  that  if  you  are 
going  to  go  about  creating  employment  pro- 
grammes, then  surely  you  could  give  more 
thought  and  consideration  to  them  and  sort 
of  decide  what  the  implications  will  be  of 
this  particular  programme  and  how  it  will 
really  benefit  the  municipalities  instead  of 
just  hiring  a  group  of  people  who  will  be 
wandering  around  with  well-protected  feet, 
I  may  add  collecting  twigs  and  branches.  This 
is  a  make-work  programme.  Exactly  wKat  the 
long-range  benefits  to  the  municipality  are  is 
very  nebulous;  it  is  very  difficult  to  decide. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1407.  The  member  for 
Wentworth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  understand  that  we  could  discuss  OMERS 
now?  This  is  the  end? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Let  us  finish  1407  first. 

Mr.  Deans:  All  right.  That  is  the  end  of 
the  vote,  though? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  vote  1407  carry? 
Vote  1407  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  asked  to  spend  a  few  moments  to  ask 
a  few  question  on  OMERS  and  the  minister 
agreed.  We  have  about  two  minutes  left, 
would  that  be  sufficient? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  member  for  Downsview  is 
not  here. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  meant  the  member  for 
Riverdale  (Mr.  J.  Renwick). 

Mr.  Nixon:  He  is  not  here.  Where  is  the 
member  for  Riverdale? 
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Mr.  C.  G.  Pakey  (Oshawa):  He  is  with  the 
member  for  Downsview  (Mr.  Singer). 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  would  not  doubt  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  the  minister  willing  to 
answer  a  few  questions? 

Mr.  Deans:  One  minute.    I  want— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right  the  member  for 
Wentworth   on   OMERS. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  taking  up  time,  we 
could  be  finished. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  ask  the  minister  first 
of  all  if  he  can  tell  me  what  percentage  of 
the  total  number  of  municipalities  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  is  now  enrolled  in 
OHSIP?  In  other  words,  what  percentage  of 
the  total  potential  enrolment  do  we  now 
have? 

Mr.  Pakey:  In  OMERSI 

Mr.  Deans:  Sorry;  in  OMERS! 

Secondly,  on  page  22  it  shows  the  financial 
stateonents  of  the  programme.  It  shows  de- 
bentures due  in  1973,  one  at  five  per  cent 
and  one  at  6.5  per  cent  for  a  total  of  $148 
million.  It  looks  like  close  to  that  anyway. 
It  says,  though,  in  the  note  that  on  December 
31,  1973,  the  five  per  cent  and  the  6.5  per 
cent  debentures  are  to  be  exchanged  at  par 
for  debentures  in  the  year  2013  bearing  the 
same  rates  of  interest. 

I  want  to  know  why  it  is  that  these  deben- 
tures are  going  to  be  reinvested  bearing 
interest  at  five  per  cent  and  6.5  per  cent 
when  the  rate  of  interest  now  available  for 
debentures  due  in  the  year  2000  is  9.1  per 
cent.  Now  what  possible  reason  can  there  be 
for  this?  It  is  9.1?  It  has  got  to  be  9.1. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  To  the  member's  first 
question  about  the  number  of  municipalities, 
or  the  percentage  of  them,  approximately  80 
per  cent  are  now  enrolled.  In  reference  to 
the- 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  that  80  per  cent  of  the  total 
number  of  employees  or  80  per  cent  of  the 
municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Of  employees. 

Mr.  Deans:  Employees. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  In  reference  to  the  second 
matter,  there  was  a  change  in  the  provisions 
in  the  legislation  to  permit  it  to  be  the  aver- 
age, I  believe,  of  the  municipal  borrowing 
rate  over  the  last  year. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  9.1  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  am  advised,  in  reference 
to  these  debentures,  they  were  initially  for  a 
45-year  period  and  that,  consequently,  in 
1973  they  remain  under  that  45-year  period. 
Why  they  are  being  changed  over  to  a  new 
debenture  at  the  same  rate  at  the  moment. 
I  have  not  ascertained,  but  I  will  check  on  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  minister  find  the 
answer  and  perhaps  answers  in  a  statement 
at  some  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  think  I  can  find  the 
answer  right  now. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  how  can  they 
become  due  and  be  reissued  at  the  same  rate? 
if  they  are  due  and  reissued  they  would  have 
to  be  at  the  new  rate,  would  they  not? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  House  leader? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  difficulty  here  is  that 
there  were  a  number  of  debentures  and  they 
are  simply  being  changed  over  into  one  de- 
benture instead  of  a  number  of  individual- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Like  your  friendly  finance 
company,  they  are  being  consolidated. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  have  to  rise  now;  it 
is  10.30.  The  estimates  of  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  are  completed  as  far  as 
the  votes  are  concerned. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  a  question  pertaining  to  OMERS.  My 
concern,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  there  is  a 
number- 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  votes  are  completed, 
and  at  10.30  we  have  no  authority  to  be 
sitting  beyond  this  time.  Perhaps  you  can  get 
the  information  later. 

Hon.  Mr.  Chairman  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to  cer- 
tain resolutions  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 
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Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Finance 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  The  next  estimates 
to  come  before  the  House  were  to  be  those 
of  the  department  of  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough),  but  I  think  in  view  of  the  con- 
ference this  week  he  may  not  be  available 
on  Thursday.  I  would  anticipate  the  estimates 
of  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence) 
will  be  next. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
The  minister  persuaded  him  to  present  his 
estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  However,  I  think  what 
we  shall  do  on  Thursday  is  some  of  the  items 
on  the  order  paper  in  the  way  of  legislation, 
second  readings  and  one  or  two  bills  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  which  I 
should  like  to  see  go  forward. 

The  bills,  whidh  are  under  the  naane  of  the 
Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  as  I  mentioned 
before,  I  believe  will  be  carried  in  the  debate 
here  on  second  reading  by  the  Attorney 
General.    That  is  my  anticipation. 

The  Attorney  General  also  has  two  bills, 
items  11  and  12  on  the  order  paper. 

The  Provincial  Secretary  (Mr.  Yaremko) 
introduced  two  bills  today  which  he  anti- 
cipates might  be  ready  to  be  presented  for 
second  reading,  possibly  before  the  end  of 
the  week.  I  would  like  to  get  as  much  of  the 
legislation  forward  as  possible.  There  being 
only  two  bills,  I  do  not  think  I  can  specify 
more  than  that. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Do  we 
take  it  that  it  is  definitely  the  Attorney 
General's  department  and  not  Treasury  until 
next  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  What  I  am  trying  to 
indicate  to  the  members  is  that  I  hope  to— 


Mr.  Nixon:  The  Attorney  General  wants  to 
go  last. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No.  It  is  very  hard  for 
anyone  to  stand  here  and  know  how  long 
members  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  House 
are  going  to  take  on  any  particular  matter 
on  the  order  paper. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  not  our  question. 
Our  question  is  which  estimate  is  next? 
Definitely,  for  sure! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  is  hard  to  determine 
how  long  members  will  take  with  the  matters 
of  legislation.  Therefore  you  may  not  reach 
the  Attorney  General's  estimates  until  possibly 
Monday.  I  would  anticipate  they  would  be 
next  instead  of  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Unless  of  course,  the  Treasurer 
goes   first. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  When  we  get  to  Monday, 
it  could  be  the  Treasurer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  could  be. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  knew  there  was  a  cer- 
tain ambivalence  in  thati    I  knew  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Therefore  it  is  in  the 
members'  hands. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Come  on! 
Let  us  go  home! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10.35  o'clock, 
p.m. 


CONTENTS 

Tuesday,  June  22,  1971 

Estimates,  Department  of  Municipal  AflEairs,  Mr.  Bales,  concluded  3101 

Motion  to  adjourn,  Mr.  Wishart,  agreed  to  3128 


No.  76 


ONTARIO 


Heaiglature  of  ([Ontario 


OFFICIAL  REPORT  -  DAILY  EDITION 


Fourth  Session  of  the  Twenty-Eighth  Legislature 


Thursday,  June  24,  1971 

Afternoon  Session 


Speaker:  Honourable  Fred  Mcintosh  Cass,  Q.C. 
Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  Q.C. 


THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER 
TORONTO 

1971 


Price  per  tessUm,  $5.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto. 


CONTENTS 


(Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back 
of  this  issue.) 


3133 


LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  J.  E.  BuIIbrook  (Sarnia):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  rise  on  a  jKDint  of  order.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
point  of  order  that  I  ask  you  to  consider  is 
the  propriety  of  the  ruling  made  by  the 
member  for  Renfrew  North  (Mr.  Hamilton), 
Chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Natural  and 
Physical  Resources,  on  May  11,  1971.  I  would 
refer  you,  sir,  to  Hansard  S-9,  during  the 
course  of  the  estimates  of  The  Department  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management  at  page 
S-225.  With  your  permission  I  will  read- 
Mr.  Speaker:  May  I  point  out  to  the  hon. 
member  that  while  he  is  rising  on  a  point  of 
order— and  I  think  probably  a  proper  point  of 
order,  although  I  have  not  heard  enough  to 
know— it  is  a  point  of  order  within  the  com- 
mittee, and  unless  a  report  comes  from  the 
committee  I  do  not  think  Mr.  Speaker  is 
\  seized  with  any  authority  to  deal  with  it. 

I  would  suggest  that  perhaps  the  hon.  mem- 
ber might  wish  to  discuss  this  with  the  Clerk, 
because  that  is  my  understanding  of  it  and  I 
would  rule  his  point  of  order  not  one  to  be 
dealt  with  insofar  as  the  House  is  concerned 
since  it  is  an  occurrence  in  committee.  I  do 
not  know  whether  the  hon.  member  would 
wish  to  take  that  course  or  not. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  I  appreciate  that  point,  Mr. 
Speaker,  therefore  if  there  is  propriety  in  that 
ruling— and,  of  course,  I  am  bound  to  accept 
it— it  means  that  we  have  to  wait  for  the 
report  of  the  committee  to  come  before  this 
House  before  I  can  rise  on  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Wait  for  a  report  from  the 
committee,  yes. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Would  Mr.  Speaker  perhaps 
consider  a  point  of  order  in  connection  with 
the  propriety  of  remarks  made  by  the  Prime 
Minister  of  Ontario  (Mr.  Davis)  yesterday  in 
Sudbury  relative  to  the  motivation  of  govern- 
ment in  instituting  action  against  Dow 
Chemical  of  Canada? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  do  not  think  that  is  a  point 
of  order  either. 


Thursday,  June  24,  1971 

Our  guests  this  afternoon  in  the  easit  gallery 
are  students  from  Port  Elgin-Saugeen  Central 
School  in  Port  Elgin;  in  the  west  gallery  the 
23rd  Adjuvant  Course,  homes  for  the  aged 
branch.  Social  and  Family  Services  Depart- 
ment, and  from  Douglas  R.  Atkins  Public 
School,  RR  #4,  Belleville,  and  the  Middlesex 
South  Young  Progressive  Conservative  Asso- 
ciation. Later  this  afternoon,  in  the  east 
gallery,  we  will  have  students  from  St. 
Brigid 's  School  in  Toronto. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Are  there 
any  Tories  in  Middlesex  South? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  I  did  not 
think  there  were  any  left. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  is  the  one  Young  Pro- 
gressive Conservative? 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Are  there  any 
other  kind  but  Tories? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  make  a 
very  brief  statement  having  to  do  with  the 
crop  insurance  programme  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  Effective  with  the  coverage  provided 
for  fall  wheat  planted  in  the  fall  of  1971  and 
continuing  therefrom,  the  contribution  toward 
the  premium  paid  by  the  Province  of  Ontario 
will  be  increased  from  five  per  cent  to  25  per 
cent  of  the  farmer's  premium.  This  will  mean 
that  the  Province  of  Ontario  will  continue  to 
share  on  an  equal  basis  with  the  federal  gov- 
ernment the  costs  of  administration  based  on 
50  per  cent  each.  The  Province  of  Ontario 
now  will  be  paying  25  per  cent  of  the  farmer's 
premium  eflFective  this  fall. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

CONSTITUTION  OF  CANADA 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Premier 
if  he  can  tell  the  House  what  possible  steps 
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might  be  taken  either  by  the  government  of 
Canada  or  more  properly  by  the  government 
of  Ontario  in  renewing  the  discussions  that 
might  lead  to  some  further  consideration  of 
the  Constitutional  Charter?  Perhaps  as  a 
supplementary  or  second  question,  does  the 
Premier  intend  to  meet  with  the  Prime  Minis- 
ter of  Quebec  in  order  to  discuss  this  matter 
without  a  federal  presence? 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Prime  Minister):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  that  the  Premier  of  Quebec  in  his 
statement  indicated  the  main  concern  related 
to  section  94(a)— or  perhaps  his  interpretation 
of  it— I  really  think  if  there  is  to  be  any 
further  consideration  at  this  precise  moment  it 
should  relate  to  the  Prime  Minister  of  Canada 
and  the  Premier  of  Quebec.  I  have  no  plans, 
nor  does  this  government,  at  this  precise 
moment  to  interject  any  further  considerations 
in  the  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Shame,  shame!  The  Premier 
should  have  plans.  He  should  have  been 
playing  a  role. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  not  all  the 
other  provinces  have  indicated  at  this  moment 
their  support  of  the  charter  itself.  There  is 
until  June  28,  and  with  the  unfortunate 
situation  that  developed  in  one  of  our 
western  provinces  yesterday,  one  is  not  sure 
just  what  their  reaction  is  going  to  be  at 
this  moment. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  No  wonder 
the  Premier  is  stunned  into  immobility. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Did  he  have  a  sort  of  sleepless 
night? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  next 
few  days  at  least  there  will  be  very  little 
change. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Does  the  Premier  feel  that 
the  whole  constitutional  discussions  now 
have  come  to  an  end  for  quite  a  period  of 
time- 
Mr.  Lewis:  When  is  the  Premier  calling 
it  now? 

Mr.  Nixon:  —or,  in  fact,  is  there  a  chance 
that  they  can  be  refloated  at  an  early  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  what  being  floated  means,  but  I  really 
do  not  want  to  speculate  on  it.  I  would  only 
be  guessing  or  speculating,  and  I  do  not 
intend  to  do  so.  I  can  only  say- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Start  them  over  again.  They 
are  now  simk. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Like  a  loan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —I  can  only  say  that  at 
this  moment  the  other  provinces  have  not 
finalized  their  intent  in  this  matter  and  I 
think  until  that  is  done  at  least,  no  one  will 
be  taking  any  further  steps  certainly  of  any 
oflBcial  nature. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Did  the 
Premier  speak  personally  with  Mr.  Bourassa 
following  his  rejection  of  the  charter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  in 
fairness  it  was  the  Quebec  government's 
rejection  of  the  charter,  and  the  answer  to 
the  question  is  "y^s." 

Mr.  Nixon:  Perhaps  the  Premier  could  tell 
the  House  if  he  had  the  impression  that  the 
government  of  Quebec  was  prepared  to 
continue  negotiations  for  the  possibility  of 
patriating  the  constitution  or  reconsidering 
the  charter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  got  no 
such  impression  from  what  was  a  confidential 
conversation  with  the  Premier  of  Quebec, 
in  his  reference  to  section  94  (a)  and  his 
interpretation,  whether  or  not  there  can  be 
discussions  between  Mr.  Bourassa  and  the 
federal  government  on  that  matter,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  really  carmot  speculate;  I  do  not 
know. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  will  permit 
a  further  supplementary  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned  on  this  matter,  did  the  Premier 
of  Ontario  indicate  to  the  government  of 
Quebec  at  any  time  that  there  might  be 
more  substantial  support  for  the  Quebec 
contention  that  the  money  associated  with 
family  allowances  and  certain  other  social 
programmes  should,  in  fact,  come  under  the 
direct  jurisdiction  of  the  provincial  govern- 
ment? Is  the  Premier  prepared  to  go  a  bit 
further  than  his  somewhat  ambiguous  state- 
ment made  at  the  conference  in  Victoria- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Somewhat? 

Mr.  Nixon:  —which  in  some  minds  indi- 
cated that  Ontario  might  be  prepared  to 
support  this  at  a  later  date? 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  model  of  ambiguity. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no 
intention  at  this  moment  of  going  further 
with  the  position  that  was  accepted  by  all 
provincial  Prime  Ministers  or  Premiers  at 
the   Victoria   conference.    I   just   reiterate   to 
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the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  this  was 
presented  to  the  various  governments  across 
Canada  as  part  of  a  total  commitment,  which 
commitment  has  been  rejected  by  one  of 
the  governments  of  Canada  and,  as  I  say, 
has  not  been  accepted  at  this  moment  by 
all  the  rest,  although  a  number  have  indi- 
cated their  support. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Since  Premier  Bourassa  during 
his  climactic  cabinet  meeting  called  Premiers 
Hatfield,  Smallwood,  Bennett  and  Regan 
before  the  decision  was  reached,  did  he  also 
call  the  Premier  of  Ontario  during  that 
cabinet  meeting? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot 
say  whether  he  called  during  that  cabinet 
meeting,  but  I  believe  he  did  call  here 
sometime  prior  to  the  decision  being  made. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
did  the  Prime  Minister  of  Ontario  speak 
to  Premier  Bourassa  at  that  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  did  not 
speak  to  Premier  Bourassa  at  the  time.  I 
was  in  another  part  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  where  it  would  have  been  rather 
difficult  for  him  to  talk  to  me  or  me  to  talk 
to  him  at  that  precise  moment. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  He  was 
unavailable  in  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  was  holding  one  of  his 
public  screen  tests. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  know  what  you  call 
them. 

Mr  Lewis:  We  call  them  meetings  in  our 
party. 

Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  of  the  Premier  if 
he  has  thought  of  asking  the  hon.  member 
for  London  North  (Mr.  Robarts)  to  assume 
a  special  role  in  the  Confederation  arrange- 
ments at  this  point  on  behalf  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  both  with  Quebec  and  with 
Canada,  in  the  light  of  the  authority  that 
has  come  from  his  person  in  the  past? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  no  consideration  of  this  whatsoever. 
Very    frankly,    it    is    a    situation    where    the 


heads  of  government  of  every  province  in 
Canada  accepted  a  proposal,  agreed  upon  by 
the  Premiers  and  Prime  Ministers  and  by  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Canada,  to  submit  to  their 
respective  governments,  which  was  what  was 
done.  As  I  say— and  I  think  there  is  no  point 
in  belabouring  the  point— until  the  reaction 
is  received  from  all  governments  in  Canada 
and  until  there  is  some  indication  of  whether 
or  not  the  Premier  of  Quebec  has  indicated 
in  his  statement— and  I  am  not  going  to  in- 
terpret what  he  said  at  this  moment— that 
there  could  be  some  discussion  as  it  relates 
to  the  interpretation  of  94(a),  I  think  the 
matter  will  stand  there  for  a  period  of  time. 

CROP  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Mini- 
ster of  Agriculture  further  to  his  statement. 
Can  he  give  an  assessment  of  the  cost  to  the 
Treasury  of  Ontario  based  on  his  statement 
having  to  do  with  crop  insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  not  got  the  fig- 
ures right  with  me,  but  based  on  memory, 
the  projected  cost  will  be  something  like 
$2,650,000  over  the  next  three  years.  This 
will  start  off  this  fall  with  the  coverage  of 
fall  wheat  crop  insurance,  which  will  be  ex- 
pected to  increase  the  cost  to  the  Province 
of  Ontario  by  a  minimum  of  $40,000  on  fall 
wheat  coverage  alone.  Quite  frankly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  look  for  an  increase  in  the 
coverage  that  will  be  used  by  farmers  of 
crops,  and  we  have  projected  over  the  first, 
second  and  third  year  an  increase  in  cover- 
age of  each  of  the  crops  that  are  insured;  so 
it  would  add  up  in  the  total  period  to  what 
we  project  is  that  figure.  But  projections  are 
always  dangerous,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  am  sure 
you  are  aware. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Can  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  indicate 
the  percentage  decrease  in  the  cost  of  crop 
insurance  now  that  the  province  will  be 
sharing  the  administrative  cost  of  the  pro- 
gramme on  a  50-50  basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  is  to  the  fanner? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr  Stewart:  He  pays  70  per  cent 
now,  he  will  be  paying  50  per  cent;  so  it  will 
decrease  by  20  per  cent  of  whatever  he  has 
been  paying  in  all  crops. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  have  another  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  Mr. 
Speaker. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  we  could  revert 
to  statements  now  or  a  little  later.  The  hon. 
Minister  of  Public  Works  has  one,  if  I  might 
interrupt,  and  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
might  wish  to  ask  questions.  May  we  revert 
to  statements  by  the  ministry?  Agreed. 

The  Minister  of  Pubhc  Works. 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  Public 
Works):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  answer  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  West  in  connection 
with  the  cleaning  contract  for  Ontario  Place, 
I  would  advise  the  House  that  13  tenders 
were  received  on  this  project. 

I  would  point  out  that  the  proposals  made 
to  The  Department  of  Public  Works  ranged 
from  a  low  of  $201,759  to  $1.3  million  odd 
and  the  number  of  employees  suggested  by 
the  cleaning  firms  to  clean  Ontario  Place 
varied  considerably  from  a  low  of  20  to  a 
high  of  68  including  supervisors. 

The  hon.  members  can  appreciate  there 
was  a  very  wide  difference  of  opinion  by  the 
cleaning  companies  as  to  how  much  the  job 
would  cost  and  how  many  people  were  re- 
quired to  do  a  proper  cleaning  job. 

The  following  are  the  submissions  we  re- 
ceived, along  with  the  number  of  employees 
the  cleaning  compamies  offered  for  the  job 
(the  figures  are  the  totals  for  the  two  parts 
of  the  job): 

1.  Modem  Building  Cleaning  bid  $20,759 
and  suggested  that  they  would  employ  20 
people  plus  two  supervisors. 

2.  Skyline  Floor  Cleaning,  $268,000,  18 
employees  plus  two  supervisors. 

3.  Mac-M  Janitorial  Services,  $346,756.27, 
30  employees  and  two  supervisors. 

4.  Forest  Glen  Services  Systems,  $364,565, 
40  employees  plus  five  supervisors. 

5.  Nationwide  Interior  Maintenance  Com- 
pany Limited,  $416,236.33,  31  employees 
plus  two  supervisors. 

6.  This  is  the  bid  that  we  accepted.  Con- 
solidated Maintenance  Services  Limited, 
$446,030,   56   employees,   three  supervisors. 

7.  AlHed  Building  Sendees  Limited,  $477,- 
735,  44  employees  plus  three  supervisors. 

8.  Scot  Young  Canada  Limited,  $462,500, 
48  employees.  They  did  not  specify  the 
supervisory  directly. 

9.  Worldwide  Window  Cleaning— floor 
division,  $531,400,  53  employees,  plus  three 
supervisors. 

10.  Ace  Janitorial  Services,  $771,840,  66 
employees  plus  two  supervisors. 


11.  A-Step  Ahead  Maintenance  Services, 
$980,767.41- 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Must  have 
been  a  great  set  of  specifications. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Forty-seven  employees, 
plus  two  supervisors. 

12.  Gordon  A.  MacEachem  Limited,  49 
employees,  plus  four  supervisors.  I  might  say, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  firm's  original  quote 
was  for  $1,349,265.  However,  in  a  letter  sub- 
sequent to  the  opening  of  the  tenders,  Mr. 
MacEachem  wrote  and  said  that  his  calcu- 
lating machine  broke  down  and  this  was 
incorrect  and  his  quote  for  group  1  was  only 
$692,156.30. 

13.  Olympia  Cleaners  Limited,  which  bid 
on  only  one  part  of  the  contract,  $90,000, 
46  employes  plus  four  supervisors. 

The  department's  tender  asksd  for  prices 
in  two  group  areas,  and  the  prices  I  have 
given  to  you  are  the  total  of  the  two  groups. 
I  will  come  back  to  the  matter  of  staff  shortly. 

Group  1  covered  the  complete  operation 
with  the  exception  of  dry-foam  shampooing 
and  static-proofing,  and  it  covered  the  periods 
May  1,  1971,  to  October  11,   1971;  May  1, 

1972,  to  October  11,  1972;  and  from  May  1, 

1973,  to  October  9,  1973. 

Group  2  was  the  cost  of  cleaning  and 
servicing  of  washrooms  on  the  east  and  west 
islands  during  the  periods  October  12,  1971, 
to  April  30,  1972,  and  October  12,  1972,  to 
April  30,  1973. 

I  would  remind  the  House  that  our  tender 
call  stated  clearly  the  following  clause:  "The 
lowest  or  any  tender  will  not  necessarily 
be  accepted." 

I  might  mention  that  the  total  contract  is 
for  30  months  and  we,  the  government,  can 
cancel  the  contract  for  any  reason  on  one 
month's  notice.  Before  expanding  further  on 
the  reason  Consolidated  Maintenance  Serv- 
ices Limited  was  awarded  the  contract,  I 
might  say  that  up  until  this  contract,  we 
have,  with  one  exception,  taken  the  low  bid. 
This  policy  has  led  to  some  difiiculties,  in- 
asmuch as  we  have  had,  from  time  to  time, 
some  problems  in  getting  the  cleaners  to  meet 
the  specifications  of  the  contract.  This  is  a 
situation  that  particularly  concerned  us  about 
Ontario  Place  since  it  is  a  special-purpose 
operation    with    variable    requirements. 

My  department  prepared  a  very  complete 
performance  specification  covering  the  re- 
quirements for  the  services  needed  at  Ontario 
Place.  We  considered  that  we  must  provide 
a  high  standard  of  service  in  order  to  ensure 
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a  level  of  cleaning  that  could  not  come  under 
justifiable    criticism   from    the   public. 

My  staflF,  after  careful  analysis,  informed 
me  that  it  was  their  opinion  that  the  cleaning 
services  would  require  a  minimum  of  50 
persons  plus  at  least  two  supervisory  per- 
sonnel. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  The  min- 
ister should  have  put  that  in  his  specifica- 
tions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr  Speaker,  one  Toronto 
columnist  has  written  three  articles  in  con- 
nection with  this  contract.  Let  me  first  point 
out  that  much  in  these  articles  is  highly 
inaccurate  and  his  comments  and  conclusions 
are  very  misleading. 

In  the  first  article  he  makes  comparisons, 
as  an  example,  between  cleaning  such  build- 
ings as  the  Toronto  Stock  Exchange,  the 
Ontario  Science  Centre,  the  Canadian  Na- 
tional Exhibition— which  I  would  point  out 
only  operates  for  a  couple  of  weeks  each 
year— the  Toronto  Star  building  and  the 
federal  government's  Mackenzie  Building, 
with  the  cleaning  of  such  a  special-purpose 
site  as  Ontario  Place. 

These  comparisons  are  completely  invalid 
and,  quite  frankly,  ridiculous.  It  also  gives 
one  some  kind  of  an  idea  of  this  particular 
writer's  knowledge  in  this  field. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  are  they  ridiculous? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  In  the  second  column, 
which  appeared  in  the  Toronto  Telegram 
on  June  11,  the  writer  starts  off  by  men- 
tioning that  the  contract  with  Consolidated 
was  worth  $500,000.  The  contract  is  in  fact 
for  $446,030.  He  also  claims  that  Consolidated 
will  also  get— and  I  quote— "many  thousands 
in  extra  service  charges."  This  is  a  com- 
pletely false  assumption.  The  terms  of  the 
contract  simply  ask  for  the  cleaning  com- 
pany's prices  on,  and  I  quote: 

I/we  also  submit  the  "work-completed 
unit  price"  based  in  the  materials  and 
method  specified  on  the  following  work 
which  is  to  be  carried  out  only  at  the 
request  of  the  building  manager: 

1.  Dry-foam  shampooing  of  rugs,  price 
per  square  foot. 

2.  Static-proofing  of  rugs,  price  per 
square  foot. 

3.  Shampooing  of  upholstered  theatre 
chairs  and  cloth  exhibits,  price  per  square 
foot. 


Mr.  Lewis:   Then  Haggart  is  quite  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  end  the  quote.  No- 
where, Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  government 
tender,  did  this  part  of  the  cleaning  opera- 
tion indicate  that  the  successful  bidders  of 
group  1  and  2  would  automatically  get  this 
part  of  the  contract. 

We  can  award  this  to  the  lowest  bidder 
on  the  assumption  that  the  work  will  be 
done  adequately  and  at  the  sole  discretion 
of  the  building  manager.  The  credibility  gap 
of  the  Telegram  writer  grows  with  each 
article  he  writes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  pretty  inefficient.  The 
minister  takes  one  company  to  do  all  the 
rest  and  then  he  hires  another  one  to  shampoo 
his  rugs. 

Hon.   Mr.   Auld:    I  might  also  refer  to   a 
letter   to  the  editor  which   appeared  in   the 
Toronto  Telegram  on  June  23  from  Mr.  R. 
L.   Stanley  of  Cleaning  Consultants  of  Can- 
ada.   Mr.    Stanley    says    as    follows,    and    I 
hope  all  hon.  members  would  listen  to  this: 
My  hat  is   off  to   the   Province  of  On- 
tario,   which    for    many    years    has    been 
saving  the  people  of  Ontario  many  dollars 
annually  with  the  aid  of  building-cleaning 
companies.    During   these   years   of   saving 
us    money.     The    Department    of    Public 
Works'    staff    has    developed    an    expertise 
in   determining   cleaning  requirements    for 
many  of  its  buildings. 

With  this  expertise  developed  over  the 
years,  the  government  experts  could  easily 
assess  a  complex  such  as  Ontario  Place 
and  initiate  a  comprehensive  cleaning 
specification. 

With  the  aid  of  the  specification  and 
operational  schedules,  the  daily  female  and 
male  cleaning  staff  requirements  could 
easily  be  ascertained. 

I  would  also  draw  another  discrepancy  which 
shows  up  in  the  Telegram's  writer's  article 
of  June  11— 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  it  is  so  easy  to  ascertain, 
why  does  the  minister  not  put  it  in  his  speci- 
fications? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —and  the  letter  to  the  edi- 
tor by  Mr.  Stanley  of  June  23.  Mr.  Stanley 
in  his  letter  made  reference  to  the  cleaning 
of  Expo  67. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  going  to  bring  the  gov- 
ernment down,  the  cleaning  of  Ontario  Place. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  Telegram  writer,  in 
answer  to  Mr.  Stanley's  correspondence 
through  an  editor's  note— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  only  cleaning  we  are 
going  to  do  is  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —points  out  that  two  of 
the  local  contractors  had  experience- 
Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  the  coal  scuttle  issue. 
Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  Let  us  hear  the 

rest  of  the  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  They  are  waffling  over 
there. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Maybe  the  government  would 
want  to  fight  it  on  free  enterprise  against 
Socialism. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  We  might. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Free  enterprise  versus  the 
wafflers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  a  good  line. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Meantime,  back  to  the  clean- 
ing staflF. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  get  the 
clear  impression  that  the  hon.  member  really 
does  not  want  to  hear  the  answer  to  his 
question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  any  event,  the  minister 
might  struggle  with  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Perhaps  he  does  not  care 
any  more. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  not  missed  a  word. 

Mr.  Shulman:  One  would  not  want  to  miss 
that  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Or  perhaps  he  just  cannot 
even  listen. 

Mr.  L  Deans  (Wentworth):  Probably  the 
most  impressive  contribution  we  have  had. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Stanley,  in  his  letter, 
made  reference  to  the  cleaning  of  Expo  67. 
The  Telegram  writer,  in  answer  to  Mr.  Stan- 
ley's correspondence  through  an  editor's  note, 
points  out  that,   and  I  quote,  "Two  of  the 


low  bid  contractors  had  experience  cleaning 
Expo  67." 

But  in  his  article  of  June  11,  the  Telegram 
writer  had  this  to  say,  and  again  I  quote: 
"Among  the  five  companies  which  bid  lower 
than  Consolidated  were  two  companies  which 
cleaned  Expo  67." 

As  it  turns  out,  the  two  companies  which 
had  bid  had  people  who  had  worked  for 
the  companies,  who  had  worked  at  Expo  67. 
I  think  there  is  certainly  a  wide  difference 
between  having  experience,  and  having  ac- 
tually cleaned  Expo  67. 

Perhaps  a  major  question  raised  in  the 
article  is  the  number  of  cleaning  staff  needed 
to  clean  Ontario  Place.  Again,  in  this  regard, 
the  writer  is  completely  inaccurate.  While 
we  did  not  specify  the  total  number  of  staff 
required  in  our  tenders,  we  did  specify  cer- 
tain full-time  cleaning  employees  needed  on 
duty,  and  this  applied  to  the  daytime  require- 
ments only.  As  an  example,  the  tender  call 
specifically  specified  under  day  staff  require- 
ments that  the  cleaning  company  would  have 
to  maintain  staff  on  duty  for  the  washrooms 
on  the  island.  This  would  mean  one  male 
in  the  male  washrooms,  and  one  female  in  the 
female  washrooms.  I  hope  that  that  is  accept- 
able  to   the   members    opposite. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  just  like  to  keep  our 
identity. 

And  it  might  be  hard  to  tell— during  the 
hours  of  10  a.m.  to  10  p. m.  daily,  seven  days 
per  week.  This  would  mean,  Mr.  Speaker,  an 
84-hour  week  and,  therefore,  the  minimum 
staff  on  duty  would  have  to  be  eight  males 
and  eight  females  in  the  eight  washrooms  on 
the  east  and  west  islands.  In  addition,  the 
contract  called  for  the  cleaning  company  to 
maintain  similar  requirements  in  the  Cine- 
sphere  theatre.  This  would  involve  four  em- 
ployees. In  the  terminal  building  and 
restaurants  in  Pod  2— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think  I  will  clean  it 
myself. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  minister  may  have  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —there  is  a  requirement  of 
four  employees;  in  the  exhibit  areas  and  build- 
ings, a  requirement  of  four  employees;  in  the 
pods,  a  requirement  of  two  employees,  and  in 
the  hostesses'  change  room,  a  requirement  of 
two  employees. 

This  means  that  the  government  contract 
outiined  and  specified  a  minimum  requirement 
for  the  day-to-day  operations  only  of  32  staff 
and  one  day  supervisor  which,  in  my  addition, 
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comes  up  to  a  minimum  of  33  with  nothing 
else. 

I  might  also  point  out  to  the  hon.  members 
that  this  does  not  include  the  requirements  of 
general  cleaning  operations,  which  would 
cover  such  things  as  vacuuming  of  carpets, 
approximately  70,000  square  feet;  cleaning  of 
plexiglass,  10,000  square  feet;  dusting  of 
exposed  exhibits,  11,640  square  feet,  the  wel- 
come wall,  38,000  square  feet;  tubing,  TVs 
and  artifacts,  32  units;  cleaning  of  furniture 
and  fixtures;  cleaning  of  floors,  rugs  and 
carpets,  and— get  this— 829  upholstered  cine- 
sphere  chairs,  and  the  disposal  of  all  garbage 
from  all  restaurants— plus  a  wide  variation  of 
other  cleaning  requirements.  I  may  say  I 
have  them  here  and  if  the  hon.  member  would 
like  to  have  them  1  would  be  glad  to  give  you 
another  hour  on  this. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Spare  us,  spare  us! 

Mr.  Randall:  Read  them  all  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Read  them  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  We  estimated  that  this  re- 
quirement would  need  at  least  18  further  em- 
ployees along  with  one  supervisor.  These,  I 
might  mention,  were  considerations  based  on 
minimum  needs. 

This  would  obviously  rule  out  those  com- 
panies who  ofFered  in  their  maximum,  less 
staflF,  such  as: 

Modem  Building  Cleaning,  who  offered 
only  a  total  of  22  employees, 

SJcyline  Floor  Cleaning,  who  offered  only 
20  employees. 

Mac-M  Janitorial  Services,  who  offered  only 
32  employees. 

Nationwide  Interior  Maintenance,  who 
offered  only  33  employees. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  nmnbers  of  employees 
would,  in  most  instances,  not  even  meet  the 
specifications  outlined  in  the  tender  for  full- 
time  staff  on  duty. 

As  far  as  Forest  Glen  Services  were  con- 
cerned, their  offer  of  45  employees,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  total  needs  of  Ontario  Place, 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Why? 

Hon.  E.  Dunlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): The  hon.  member  just  heard  that-^he 
cannot  listen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  We  estimated  the  number 
of  cleaning  employees  at  not  less  than  50.   In 


my  remarks  in  the  Legislature  on  June  1,  I 
used  the  term  "about  50."  I  submit  to  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  term  "about  50"  does 
not  necessarily  mean  less  than  50,  but  at  the 
same  time  it  could  well  mean  more  than  50. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Oh,  really? 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  This  is 
unbelievable. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  must  regard  this 
portfolio  as  a  promotion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  In  any  event,  after  careful 
anlysis  of  the  requirements,  my  staff,  who 
have  some  very  wide  knowledge  and  experi- 
ence in  this  particular  field— certainly  enough 
experience,  Mr.  Speaker,  not  to  compare  the 
cleaning  job  of  the  federal  government's  Mac- 
kenzie Building  with  Ontario  Place— felt  that 
they  had  no  alternative  but  to  recommend  to 
me  the  bid  of  Consolidated  Maintenance. 

It  is  our  feeling  that  this  company  had  a 
good  reputation  in  the  cleaning  field  for  doing 
a  good  job;  that  the  56  employees  plus  three 
supervisors  were  within  the  target  area  of  the 
employees  needed  for  the  job;  and  that  the 
total  contract  price  covering  30  months  was 
realistic. 

It  was  the  combination  of  all  these  con- 
siderations that  made  me  accept  their  judge- 
ment and  recommendations. 

The  Telegram  writer  continuously  com- 
plains about  the  so-called  "secret  conditions" 
about  the  nmnber  of  people  required  for  the 
cleaning  job. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Put  it  in  the  specifications  so 
everybody  will  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  In  the  first  place  I  have 
learned  in  a  conversation  with  Ontario  Place 
officials  that  they  would  be  very  concerned  if 
there  were  any  less  than  the  present  59  em- 
ployees available  under  this  contract.  In 
this  connection,  I  would  quote  in  part  some 
of  the  Telegram  article  of  June  11: 

The  government's  explanation  is  that  its 
experts  in  The  Department  of  Public  Works 
estimated  about  50  employees  would  be 
needed  (but  the  government  did  not  tell 
anybody  in  advance)  and  Consolidated 
Maintenance  came  closest  to  that  figure  by 
proposing  to  use  59  employees.  The  simple 
meaning  of  this  absurdity  is  that  no  private 
entrepreneur  doing  business  with  the  gov- 
ernment can  ever  hope  to  become  more 
efficient  than  the  government  thinks  he 
can  or  should  be.  ,      - 
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There  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my  view,  no  need 
for  the  government  to  tell  the  bidding  com- 
panies in  advance  what  total  number  of  em- 
ployees they  should  offer  when  they  bid  for 
a  contract  of  this  nature.  These  companies 
should  know.  Yet,  as  I  have  pointed  out- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  come  on!  You  pin  your 
bid  on  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Of  the  13  companies  who 
bid  on  this  contract,  the  number  of  employees 
offered  ranged  from  a  low  of  20  below  the 
minimum  specified  for  a  specific  job,  to  a 
high  of  68. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  no  one  really 
knew  for  sure,  neither  the  government  nor 
the  competing  firms,  as  to  the  precise  number 
of  maintenance  people  who  were  needed  for 
Ontario  Place  in  this  contract. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  right,  so  they  settled 
for  lower  bids. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  But  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  after  and  even  before  the  information 
we  have  received  from  the  Ontario  Place 
ofiBcials,  it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  my  de- 
partment's assessment  is  much  closer  to  the 
needs  than  that  of  most  of  the  people,  or 
many  of  the  people,  who  actually  bid  on  the 
contract,  although  it  is  interesting  to  see 
that  about  four  or  five  of  them  were  in  the 
correct  range,  even  though  their  prices  varied 
considerably. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Even  though  the  minister 
did  not  let  them  know  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  In  the  tender  we  did 
specify  certain  areas  where  staff  would  have 
to  be  on  duty,  but  we  did  not  specify  the  total 
number  of  staflF  or  cleaning  employees  that 
would  be   needed   on   this   contract. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  reason  why  we 
should,  since,  after  all,  it  is  an  advertised 
tender  in  the  Daily  Commercial  News.  It  was 
up  to  the  bidding  companies  to  advise  us 
what  they  were  going  to  offer  in  the  way 
of  staff.  Surely,  it  was  not  for  the  govern- 
ment to  make  the  decision  in  this  regard 
before  the  tenders  were  opened.  Finally,  it 
may  be  of  interest  to  hon.  members  and, 
particularly,  the  hon.  member  for  Etobicoke 
(Mr.  Braithwaite)  and  the  hon.  member  for 
Oshawa  (Mr.  Pilkey),  while  the  contract  was 
not  awarded  for  this  reason,  I  would  call  to 
their  attention  their  discussion  during  my 
estimates  of  the  hourly  rates  of  cleaners  and 
the  fact  that  the  average  hourly  rates  for 
male  and  female  employees  both  night-time 


and  daytime  staff,  stated  by  Consolidated 
were  higher  than  those  of  the  other  five  lower 
bidders. 

Mr.   Speaker,  I  think  that  when  all  con- 
siderations   are    taken    into    account- 
Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  What  does  that 
represent,  though? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  that  why  the  government 
accepted  their  project? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —the  job  to  be  done- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  learned  that  after 
the  event. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  will  repeat  for  the  edi- 
fication of  the  hon.  members  that  while  the 
contract  was  not  awarded  for  this  reason, 
I  would  call  to  their  attention  their  discussion 
during  my  estimates  and  so  on. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that  when  all 
considerations  are  taken  into  account,  the 
job  to  be  done,  the  number  of  staff  required 
to  do  the  job  properly,  the  overall  cost  of 
the  contract  over  three  months  and  the  pay 
rates  of  the  employees,  I  feel  that  we  were 
quite  justified  in  awarding  the  contract  to 
Consolidated   Maintenance   Services   Limited. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  been 
treated  to  a  very  full  explanation  and,  for 
purposes  of  clarification,  will  the  minister  ev- 
plain  why  he  would  say  it  is  ridiculous  to 
compare  the  cost  of  cleaning  Ontario  Place 
with  the  cost  of  cleaning  the  Science  Centre? 
Surely,  there  should  be  some  comparison. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  because  it  is 
an  entirely  different  operation.  It  has  seasonal 
activities.  It  is  far  more  susceptible  to  weather 
conditions,  because  some  of  the  contract 
cleaning  is  in  open  spaces,  although  it  does 
not  include  the  ground.  There  is  really  no 
comparison  between  the  volume  of  traffic 
and  the  way  people  move  through  the  build- 
ing to  the  Science  Centre. 

Mr.  Nixon:  It  is  ridiculous. 

A  supplementary  question:  Does  the  min- 
ister indicate  in  his  statement  that,  in  fact, 
the  operative  number  that  he  was  looking 
for  was  the  number  50  in  the  bid,  which 
would  be  closest  to  his  advice  as  to  how  many 
workers  would  be  required? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition— and  I  can  understand  his 
problem;  he  may  not  have  been  able  to  hear 
part  of  the  statement— if  he  would  recall  the 
statement,    I   said   that   the   company   which 
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was  the  successful  bidder  has  59  employees, 
we  had  considered  that  there  were  a  mini- 
mum of  50  plus  supervisory  staff— two  or 
three.  There  were  other  bids,  and  I  would 
be  delighted  to  give  him  the  details. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No.  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Consolidated  were  the 
people  who  were  closest  to  the  estimate  that 
we  had,  although  they  were  higher  in  terms 
of  people  but  lower  in  terms  of  dollars. 

Mr.  Speaker:   A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  the  magic  number  was 
50,  even  though  the  bidders  were  not  told, 
why  did  the  minister  not  take  the  firm  that 
was  closest  to  50,  which  was  Forest  Glen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Because  the  firm  that  was 
closest  on  the  plus  side  was  more. 

Mr.  Shulman:  One  final  supplementary: 
Is  the  minister  suggesting  that  59  is  closer 
to  50  than  45  is? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Even  in  the  new  wave  that 
is  tough. 

Mr.   Pitman:    New   mathematics. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hate  to 
take  the  time  of  the  House  about  this,  but  I 
would  like  to  clarify  this  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Randall:  Read  it  over  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  do  not  think  they 
were  listening.  Read  it  all  over  again. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  If  the  minister  is  going  to 
clarify  it;  it  will  be  monumental. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minister 
of  Trade  and  Development  says  perhaps  the 
hon.  member  for  High  Park  did  not  write 
this  down. 

I  will  give  the  hon.  members,  back  on 
page  2,  the  numbers  and  the  prices.  The 
closest  to  50  was  Gordon  A.  MacEachern 
Limited,  who  had  49,  plus  four  supervisors. 
His  original  quote  was  $1,349,265.  However, 
he  wrote,  as  I  said,  a  day  or  so  after  the 
award  and  said  that  his  adding  machine 
broke  down  and  his  quote  was  incorrect  and 
really  it  should  have  been  $692,156.30. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  is  entitled 
to  answer  the  question  as  he  sees  fit  just  as 
the     members  are  entitled  to  ask  questions. 


If  the  member  for  Scarborough  would  talk 
to  his  member,  we  could— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  asked  the  minister  for  Forest 
Glen. 

An  hon.  member:  He  asked  for  the  works 
—give  him  the  works. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  This  is  starting  to  sound 
more  like  Forest  Lawn. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Forest  Glen  had  40  em- 
ployees plus  five  supervisors.  Their  price  was 
$364,565. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Which  was  lower  than  the 
job  the  minister  gave. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  They  obviously  had  an 
inadequate  number  of  people  and  could  not 
perform  the  job. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Obviously! 

Mr.  Shulman:     Yes,  45  is  obviously— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  threw  away  over 
$100,000.  That  is  what  he  did-just  tossed 
it  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  next  closes  was  A- 
Step  Ahead  Maintenance  Services  which  had 
47  plus  two,  a  total  of  49,  and  their  price 
was  $980,767.41. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  was  a  big  step 
ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Then  we  have  Worldwide 
Window  Cleaning,  floor  division,  53  plus 
three  supervisors,  $531,400  and  then  we 
have— well,  I  guess  that  is  enough.  We  have 
some  others.  Perhaps  that  will  satisfy  the 
hon.  member? 

Mr.  Pilkey:   Yes,  we  have  enough. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  Lewis:  At  evident  risk,  by  way  of  one 
supplementary— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  member  ask- 
ing for  more? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  take  it  it  did 
not  figure  in  the  minister's  calculations  at 
any  point  that  he  passed  over  five  Canadian- 
owned  companies  to  award  it  to  an  Ameri- 
can subsidiary? 

Mr.  Randall:  Oh,  now,  I  knew  the  member 
would  come  to  that! 
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Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  is  quite  correct.  We  passed  over  a 
number  of  companies,  not  on  the  basis  of 
their  ownership  but  on  the  basis  of  the  kind 
of  service  that  we  expected  to  get  and  the 
kind  of  service  that  we  had  to  get  and  the 
price  that  they  bid.  I  am  informed,  however, 
that  the  59  employees  who  are  working  for 
Consolidated  are  all  Canadian  residents. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  the  cleaners  are  Cana- 
dians! 

Mr.   Speaker:   A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  They  just  take  the  profit  to 
him,  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Order,  order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Has  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  called  Ontario  Place,  with 
an  American  cleaning  company.   Very  nice! 

Mr.  H.  MacKenzie  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the  minister  would 
agree  that  competitive  tendering,  as  we 
understand  it,  did  not  occur  in  this  case? 
Would  the  minister  consider  reviewing  all 
the  details  and  if  possible,  call  tenders  again 
on  a  competitive  basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thought  I 
made  it  quite  clear  that  it  was  on  a  competi- 
tive basis,  based  on  the  specifications  which 
I  would  be  delighted  either  to  read  or  send 
to  the  hon  member.  It  was  advertised  in  the 
Daily  Commercial  News. 

The  specifications,  general  conditions,  are 
14  pages,  I  may  say,  closely  typed,  rather 
than  the  triple  spaced  ones  that  I  just  read. 
If  he  would  like  to  take  a  look  at  this,  I 
would  be  delighted  to  send  it  to  him. 

Mr.  MacKenzie:  Does  the  minister  realize 
that  his  tender  call— and  I  talk  about  a  com- 
petitive tender  call;  his  prices  went  from 
$200  to  $1,300  which  is  a  6-to-l  ratio  and 
cannot  in  any  sense  of  the  word  be  consider- 
ed as  competitive.  Does  the  minister  under- 
stand— 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that  is 
why  it  behooves  my  department  to  assess 
these  pretty  carefully.  It  seems  pretty  clear 
to  me  as  a  non-expert  that  some  of  the  people 
who  bid  really  did  not  know  what  they  were 
bidding  on,  even  though  they  had  14  pages 
of  requirements  on  which  to  bid. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


NEWSPAPER  COMMENT  BY  HEAD 
OF  ONTARIO  PLACE 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
about  Ontario  Place  of  the  Minister  of  Trade 
and  Development.  Has  he  discussed  with  the 
head  of  the  special  projects  branch  the  quote 
that  was  made  by  the  gentleman  as  reported 
in  the  Globe  and  Mail  of  June  21  as  follows: 
"Mr.  Grossman,  it  is  impossible  to  work  for 
him."  Is  the  gentleman's  employment  in  any 
way  in  jeopardy? 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski:  (Renfrew  South): 
Could  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
not  discussed  it  with  him.  My  deputy  has 
discussed  it  with  him. 

I  will  agree  with  him  that  it  is  very  diflS- 
cult  to  work  for  me.  It  always  has  been.  But 
I  usually  find  a  pretty  good  staff  who  are 
prepared  to  work  for  a  minister  who  is  aim- 
ing for  excellence. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  minister  is  a  long  way  off 
target. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  He  has  a  long 
way  to  go. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  and  I  ad- 
mit it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  is  a  lot  closer  to  it 
than  the  member  is. 

An  hon.  member:  But  the  minister  will 
never  know. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  They  call 
the  minister  "almost  perfect  Al." 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  In  answer  to  a  specific 
question,  the  position  is  not  in  jeopardy.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  com- 
plete regard  for  the  tremendous  pressure 
under  which  this  gentleman  has  been  for  the 
last  number  of  years  in  doing  the  job  that  he 
has  done- 
Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  A 
really  backhand  compliment! 

Mr.  Nixon:  He  had  a  momentary  lapse. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —to  get  Ontario  Place 
open.  I  think  everyone  agrees  he  has  done  a 
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tremendous  job  and  he  has  been  under  great 
pressure. 

If  he  had  a  momentary  lapse,  that  is  all 
right  with  me.  I  would  prefer— 

Mr.  T.  P.  Raid:  The  man  never  said  that 
about  the  previous  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development  (Mr.  Randall). 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  prepared  to  over- 
look that  in  view  of  the  tremendous  task  that 
he  has  performed. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  The  minister 
has  now  satisfied  himself  that  Mr.  Ramsay 
feels  that  he  can  work  for  the  minister.  Is 
that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  he  is  still 
working  for  me,  so  apparently  he  did  not  find 
it  that  difBcult. 


EGG,  APPLE  PRICE  DROP 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food.  Has  he 
been  apprised  of  the  deteriorating  situation  as 
far  as  the  prices  of  eggs  and  apples  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  are  concerned?  Does  he 
have  any  new  and  special  review  of  this  situ- 
ation; and  in  the  event  that  he  does  not, 
would  he  consider  recommending  that  the 
standing  committee  dealing  with  agriculture 
be  asked  to  call  in  those  people  who  are  con- 
cerned with  this  in  the  possibility  that  some 
action  by  this  government  might  be  forth- 
coming before  the  end  of  the  session  to  im- 
prove the  situation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as 
the  question  regarding  the  price  of  eggs  is 
concerned,  it  is  a  pure  and  simple  matter  of 
great  oversupply.  There  is  no  doubt  about 
this  whatever. 

One  of  the  interesting  features  about  the 
oversupply  of  eggs,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  related 
to  disease  control  within  the  poultry  flock- 
that  is  the  North  American  poultry  flock. 
You  will  recall  in  estimates  that  were  debated 
in  this  House  in  years  gone  by  members  asked 
me,  from  all  sides  of  the  House,  what  re- 
search was  being  done  in  the  control  of 
leucosis.  You  will  recall  the  discussion  on  this 
from  time  to  time. 

We  found,  through  research,  a  very  effec- 
tive control  of  this  which  has  virtually  wiped 
out  the  disease  and  as  a  result  dropped  the 
mortaility  rate  from  about  15  per  cent  to 
20  per  cent  in  laying  flocks  to  virtually  nil 


where    Marek's    disease    or   leucosis    is    con- 
cerned. 

Because  this  applied  just  at  the  beginning 
of  this  last  production  year,  this  in  turn, 
has  increased  the  total  number  of  eggs 
produced  by  about  I  would  say  at  least  10 
per  cent  to  15  per  cent  over  what  normally 
might  have  been  expected. 

The  laying  flock,  both  in  the  United  States 
and  in  Canada,  greatly  increased  due  to  the 
very  substantial  prices  that  have  been  paid 
for  eggs  in  the  last  two  or  three  years. 
People  felt  that  this  was  a  good  business 
to  be  in.  There  was  a  good  feed  conversion 
ratio;  there  was  a  good  ratio  of  price  in 
relation  to  feed  costs. 

There  was  no  real  control,  or  no  gearing 
for  supply  management  in  relation  to  the 
known  markets.  The  result  has  been  that 
there  has  been  a  very  definite  deterioration 
in  egg  prices.  Unquestionably,  this  has 
happened. 

I  think,  quite  frankly,  that  with  the  num- 
ber of  laying  fowl  finding  their  way  to 
processing  plants  on  both  sides  of  the  inter- 
national border  between  the  United  States 
and  Canada,  that  there  will  be  a  substantial 
improvement  in  the  price  of  eggs  before 
many  months  go  by. 

Now  with  regard  to  the  price  of  apples: 
This  is  a  world-wide  problem,  there  is  no 
question  about  this.  There  have  been  literally 
thousands  of  tons  of  apples  dumped  in 
Europe  because  there  were  virtually  no 
markets  whatever  for  them.  Many  of  the 
apples  that  were  crushed  in  Europe  through 
processing  purposes,  resulting  in  apple  prod- 
ucts have  been  coming  into  this  country 
under  import,  usurping,  in  my  opinion,  the 
place  of  Ontario  apples  that  should  have 
been  used  in  Canada  to  make  apple  juice. 
British  Columbia  particularly  has  been  badly 
hurt;   the   Maritimes   have  been  badly  hurt. 

We  called  an  apple  conference  last  year 
at  my  invitation  in  Toronto  to  deal  with  this 
matter  on  a  national  basis.  It  was  the  first 
one  of  its  kind  ever  called  in  Canada.  The 
result  of  that  conference  has  been  a  closer 
liaison  between  the  apple  producing  regions 
in  Canada  and  I  think  there  has  been 
significant  progress  made  in  stabflizing  the 
market  to  some  degree. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  without  any  shadow 
of  a  doubt  that  there  is  a  world-wide  surplus 
of  apples  and  it  looks  as  though  it  will 
continue  far  into  the  future,  particularly  due 
to  the  enormous  increase  in  production  in 
Italy,   France  and   Spain.   These  three  large 
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producers  have  virtually  taken  over  the  mar- 
kets for  which  normally  our  Canadian  pro- 
ducers ship. 

Mr.  Nixon:  As  a  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister's  department  equipped  to  advise 
people  who  have  been  established  in  the 
orchard  business  and  to  a  great  extent  in 
the  egg  business  for  many  years  as  to  what 
alternatives  are  theirs?  Or  is  he  simply  going 
to  allow  the  pressure  of  the  market  place 
to  determine  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
never  been  asked  to  do  anything  in  this 
particular  regard  by  the  commodity  groups, 
which  we  have  not  done.  The  facilities  of 
the  economics  and  statistics  branches  of  The 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Food  are 
at  the  disposal  of  the  commodity  groups. 
Many  of  them  have  requested  studies  on 
various  aspects  of  marketing  of  farm  com- 
modities; aspects  of  production;  of  supply 
management.  These  facilities  have  been 
placed  at  their  disposal  and  are  still  at  their 
disposal  if  they  wish  to  use  them.  Many  of 
the  groups  feel  that  they  can  look  after 
their  own  interests.  Some  of  them  have 
highly  sophisticated  techniques  in  determin- 
ing what  the  market  requirements  are  and 
how  they  should  best  meet  them. 

We  are  willing  to  work  with  them  in 
every  way,  shape  or  form,  but  I  think  my 
hon.  friend  must  recognize  that  most  of 
these  groups  particularly  the  apple  growers 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  have  perhaps 
one  of  the  most  highly  sophisticated  mar- 
keting organizations  there  are.  It  embraces 
not  only  the  producers  but  the  packers,  the 
distributors,  the  retailers  and  the  consumers 
—all  on  the  one  apple  commission— bringing 
together  all  aspects  and  all  interests  of  the 
marketing  of  apples  in  this  province. 

We  think  it  has  accomplished  a  good  deal. 
Certainly  it  has  not  accomplished  everything 
we  would  like  it  to  accomplish,  by  way  of 
price  stability  to  the  producer,  but  we  do 
point  out  the  price  stability  to  the  producer 
is  better  in  Ontario  than  it  is  in  any  other 
jurisdiction  that  I  know  of  on  the  North 
American   continent  today. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  final  supplementary,  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned,  Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the 
minister  consider  either  making  a  reference 
to  the  standing  committee  dealing  with 
agriculture,  or  the  possibility  of  reactivating 
the  committee  on  farm  income  to  deal  with 
this  matter,  which  is  reaching  crisis  pro- 
portions? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  give 
a  definite  "no"  to  the  second  part  of  the 
question  because  we  have  no  notion  of  re- 
activating the  committee  on  farm  income. 
As  far  as  the  reference  to  the  standing  com- 
mittee on  agriculture  is  concerned,  no  min- 
ister of  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker— my  hon. 
friend  knows  perfectly  well— refers  such 
matters  to  standing  committees. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  specifically,  that  is  re- 
quired by  the  new  rules! 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order,  I  would 
like  your  advice  on  the  statement  the  min- 
ister has  just  made.  Surely,  under  the  new 
approach  to  the  new  committee  system  here, 
we  have  had  specific  references  by  ministers, 
through  resolution  in  this  House,  of  matters 
or  urgent  importance  of  this  type.  Surely, 
sir,  it  is  up  to  you  to  get  the  minister 
straight   as    to   what   the   new   rules   require. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  question  that  the 
matter  must  be  referred  to  the  committee. 
It  should  be  referred  by  the  House  leader 
of  the  government  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
further  supplementary,  if  I  may,  to  the  min- 
ister: Does  the  minister  have  any  plans,  or 
has  he  had  any  conference  with  his  col- 
leagues, particularly  the  Minister  of  Munici- 
pal Afi^airs  (Mr.  Bales)  in  regard  to  what 
will  happen  to  the  orchard  areas  if  this  situ- 
ation continues,  in  that  these  orchard  farm- 
ers may  very  well  be  out  of  business?  What 
will  happen  to  the  land  if  these  farmers 
go  out  of  business?  Will  it  be  turned  into 
a  highrise  development  sort  of  thing?  Has 
anything  been  done  by  the  minister's  depart- 
ment in  this  regard? 

Mr.  Deans:  This  minister  is  not  interested 
in  protecting  the  farmers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  do  not  know  what  has 
prompted  all  these  questions  concerning  this 
matter  of  apple  pricing  today.  Nobody  has 
ever— 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  probably  has  not 
been  reading  his  mail  or  talking  to  his  con- 
stituents. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  not  had  one 
single  representation  made  to  me  either  by 
the  apple  commission  or  any  apple  producer 
in  Ontario  in  any  way,  shape  or  form  con- 
cerning this  matter. 


JUNE  24,  1971 


3145 


Mr.  Nixon:  I  will  see  that  the  minister 
gets  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  is  fine,  I  will  be 
glad  to  read  them.  But  if  the  hon.  leader 
is  basing  his  comments  on  some  newspaper 
article,  which  is  probably  his  source  of  in- 
formation, let  me  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  as 
far  as  any  communication  between  the  Min- 
ister of  Municipal  Affairs  and  myself  is  con- 
cerned, of  course  communication  goes  on 
concerning  assessment  and  all  the  rest  of 
it.  But  there  is  nothing  new  about  the  dis- 
posal of  orchards  which  have  served  their 
usefulness  and  should  be  replaced,  either  by 
new  orchards  or  by  some  other  use.  That 
is  a  continuing  process  that  goes  on  in  this 
province  from  year  to  year— from  day  to  day 
almost,  I  should  say. 

So  I  point  out  to  my  hon.  friend  that  if 
the  decision  is  made  by  an  owner  of  an 
orchard,  of  whatever  kind  it  may  be,  to 
change  the  use  of  that  land  to  some  other 
more  remunerative  feature  then  I  suppose  it 
is  up  to  him  to  make  that  decision.  It  is  still 
a  free  country. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  By  way  of  one  more  sup- 
plementary if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  does  the 
minister  not  feel  that  this  land  in  its  present 
use  is  valuable  as  a  resource  in  itself  and 
should  not  be  allowed  to  be  black-topped 
over  and  given  over  to  highrise  buildings 
when  we  are  trying  to  protect  as  much  land 
of  this  type  as  we  can  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  is  a  point  worthy 
of  consideration. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Further  supplementaries?  Has 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  completed? 
The  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

AID   TO   SEPARATE    SCHOOLS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Premier,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Can  the  Premier  render  an  assur- 
ance to  the  House  that  the  government's 
policy  on  the  extension  of  aid  to  separate 
schools  will  precede  the  estimates  of  The 
Department  of  Education? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
cannot. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  can  the  Premier 
assure  the  House  that  the  government  policy 
on  the  extension  of  aid  to  separate  schools 
will  precede  the  adjournment  of  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  does  not  the 
Premier  think  it  is  the  height  of  irrespon- 
sibility to  have  allowed  more  than  two  years 
to  elapse  without  a  reply  to  the  brief  and  to 
allow  us  to  continue  to  debate  in  this  chamber 
when  he  promises  that  the  decision  will  be 
down,  as  it  were,  on  a  daily  basis? 

How  long  does  he  intend  to  keep  the  sep- 
arate school  trustees  waiting,  and  why  does 
he  not  allow  it  to  be  debated  in  the  Legisla- 
ture when  government  policy  is  made? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  answer, 
of  course,  is  "no"  to  the  first  part  of  the  ques- 
tion. 

If  the  hon.  member,  during  the  course  of 
his  learned  contributions  to  either  the  Throne 
debate  or  to  the  budget  debate,  wishes  to 
express  his  observations  or  those  of  his  party 
related  to  this  particular  matter,  there  is 
nothing  in  the  rules  of  the  House  that  pre- 
clude this.  I  would  suggest  to  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  he  might  decide 
to  pursue  that.  That  is  fine,  there  is  nothing 
to  stop  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  But  what? 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  never  hear  from  the  Premier 
at  all,  dio  we— about  the  government  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hear  from 
the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
through  the  press  on  many  issues  on  many 
occasions.  Surely  he  does  not  need  any 
prompting  from  me  to  have  him  make  a  con- 
tribution in  this  regard? 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  large  community  would  like 
a  reply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  if  he  wants  to  make  a 
speech  in  this  House  there  is  nothing  in  the 
rules  to  preclude  it.  I  would  say,  with  re- 
spect, go  ahead. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  take  it,  by  way  (if  supple- 
mentary, that  whatever  the  Premier's  decision 
is  he  does  not  want  to  submit  it  to  debate  in 
this  chamber;  he  wants  to  do  it  after  the 
House  has  closed  down,  maybe  even  after  the 
election  is  called. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  that  a  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  of  course, 
that  is  not  what  I  said  and  the  hon.  member 
knows  that  is  not  what  I  said. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Completely 
irresponsible. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary? 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  further  supplementary:  I 
wonder  if  I  oould  ask  the  Premier  if  there  has 
been  any  recent  discussion  with  the  trustees 
of  the  Roman— -the  separate  school  trustees? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Public  separate  school 
trustees? 

Mr.  Pitman:  Yes,  that  is  the  word  I  want. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  wondering  for  a 
minute— you  got  into,  sort  of,  the  "Roman," 
and  I  was  wondering  just  what  group  you 
meant.    I  know  what  group  you  meant. 

I  would  say  this.  The  Minister  of  Educa- 
tion (Mr.  Welch)  and  I  met  with  another 
group  of  people  as  recently  as— what  is  today, 
Thursday?  Wednesday  morning;  yesterday 
morning— a  group  of  people  who,  I  under- 
stand, the  member  opposite  think  can  be  iso- 
lated from  this  total  consideration,  Mr. 
Speaker— from  the  Christian  Reform  schools— 
with  a  petition  of  some  150,000  names  related 
to  this  subject,  in  a  different  way,  nonethe- 
less. But  I  say  with  the  greatest  of  respect, 
one  cannot  isolate  these  requests  one  from  an- 
other. So  as  recently  as  yesterday,  we  had  a 
meeting  with  this  particular  group. 

Mr.  Pitman:  A  further  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  I  was  referring  specifically  to  the 
separate  school  trustees.  I  was  just  wondering 
whether  the  Prime  Minister  or  the  Minister 
of  Education  have  had  any  discussions  with 
these  groups  recently? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
depends  on  the  definition  of  the  word  "re- 
cently." I  believe  the  Minister  of  Education 
had  some  discussions  with  representatives 
from  the  Separate  School  Trustees  Association 
within  the  last  three  to  four  weeks.  I  think  I 
am  reasonably  accurate  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  I  could,  as  a 
further  supplementary,  ask  whether  any  basis 
of  agreement  was  reached  during  those  dis- 
cussions, of  which  the  Prime  Minister  might 
be  willing  at  least  to  give  us  some  indication 
today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Of  course,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  member  for  Peterborough- 
Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Dreamer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —knows  the  answer  to  that 
question  in  advance.    Of  course,  "no." 


NIAGARA  REGIONAL  POLICE  FORCE 
EMERGENCY  TASK  FORCE 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Attorney  General:  Is  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral aware  of  and  has  he  been  involved  in 
the  Niagara  Regional  Police  Force's  emer- 
gency task  force  which  is  in  training  in  the 
peninsula? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
I  personally  have  not  been  involved,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  that.  I  am  sure,  however,  there 
have  been  elements  within  the  department 
which  have  been.  I  wall  certainly  make  my- 
self aware  of  what  problems  exist,  if  there 
are  any. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  is 
the  Attorney  General  familiar  with  the  train- 
ing procedures  of  this  police  tactical  unit, 
attempting  such  manoeuvres  as  the  flying 
wedge,  the  left  and  right  flying  wings  and 
the  frontal  charge?  Is  he  satisfied  in  his  own 
mind  that  such  activities  are  desirable  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario?  What  does  he 
think  that  kind  of  activity  might  be  directed 
against?  Where  will  it  be  employed? 

Ron.  A.  F.  LawTcnce:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had 
not  heard  about  this.  It  sounds  to  me  more 
like  manoeuvres  for  a  football  team  than 
a  police  force,  but  I  will  make  inquiries,  and 
either  talk  to  the  member  himself  or  report 
to  the  House. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  by  way  of  a  final  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  he  could 
\iew  the  description  given  in  one  of  the 
regional  papers   that: 

The  police,  shouting  the  word,  "Move," 
through  clenched  teeth,  advanced  right 
foot  forward  toward  the  imaginary  crowd, 
their  chinstraps  pulled  tight,  their  riot 
sticks  held  high  and  a  look  of  rugged 
determination  on  their  faces. 

It  might  be  directed  against  the  Tory  party 
at  some  point  and  one  would  vidsh  that  the 
Attorney  General  might  give  quiet  instruc- 
tions   to    this    same    police    force. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  mind  telling  the  Speaker  what 
the  question  was? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  wanted  an  assurance  from 
the  Attorney  General  that  he  would  examine 
that  aspect  of  the  training  as  well. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  said  I  would  look 
into  the  matter,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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Mr.     Lewis:     One     final     question,     Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.    Speaker:    The    member    for   Windsor 

West  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Has  the  Attorney  General  yet  set 
limitations  on  the  equipment  to  be  carried 
by  municipal  police  authorities  engaged  in 
riot  control  training? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  are  rather 
stringent  regulations  respecting  equipment 
and  the  use  of  equipment  which  I  believe 
were  conveyed  to  this  House  by  my  prede- 
cessor two  years  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Renfrew 
South. 

CONSTITUTION  OF  CANADA 

Mr.  Yakabusld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Prime  Minister.  In  view  of 
Mr.  Bourassa's  rejection  of  the  constitution, 
as  proposed  by  the  Victoria  conference,  what 
now  will  be  the  role  of  this  government  in 
that  area?  Will  Ontario  continue  to  play  a 
leading  role- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Where  was 
the  member  earlier  this  afternoon? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —working  toward  a  new  or 
amended  constitution  that  is  acceptable  to  all 
the  provinces? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  question  was  asked  earlier 
with  27  supplementaries. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said 
at  a  press  conference,  and  I  think  I  indicated 
earlier,  Ontario  is  always  prepared  to  partici- 
pate. As  I  explained  to  the  members  of  the 
House,  under  the  understanding  reached  at 
Victoria  all  provinces  agreed  that  by  June 
28  they  would  indicate  just  what  their  re- 
sponse would  be.  In  that  we  have  not  reached 
that  date  and  all  provinces  have  not  re- 
sponded, I  really  cannot  indicate  to  the  hon. 
member  at  this  moment  exactly  what  direc- 
tion this  may  take. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Justice  has 
the  answer  to  a  question. 

BACKLOG  OF  CASES 
IN  NIAGARA  REGION 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Friday  last,  June  18,  I  was  asked  a  question 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Wellancl  South  (Mr. 


Haggerty)  respecting  an  alleged  backlog  of 
court  cases  waiting  to  be  heard  in  the  pro- 
vincial court  in  the  Niagara  region.  On  that 
date  I  stated  I  was  very  concerned  to  hear 
that  there  was  a  backlog  of  cases  and  made 
inquiries  as  soon  as   I  left  the  House. 

The  provincial  court  of  the  regional  muni- 
cipality of  Niagara  is  in  the  judicial  district 
of  Niagara  South,  sir,  and  I  think  the  hon. 
member's  concern  relates  to  the  cases  eman- 
ating from  Crystal  Beach.  I  have  been  advised 
that  the  total  number  of  cases  pending  from 
the  Crystal  Beach  area  number  only  43  as 
of  June  18.  The  cases  on  charges  to  be 
heard  come  under  the  following  headings: 
offences  under  The  Criminal  Code,  12;  of- 
fences under  The  Narcotics  Control  Act,  21; 
offences  under  The  Highway  TraflBc  Act,  10. 
I  have  been  further  advised  that  three  of  the 
Criminal  Code  cases  have  previously  been  in 
court  in  April,  1971,  and  have  been  ad- 
journed. The  remaining  40  cases  were  re- 
ceived in  the  court  ofHce  during  the  last  two 
weeks  only. 

All  cases  out  of  Crystal  Beach  are  heard 
in  Ridgeway,  and  courts  are  held  for  all 
highway  traflBc  cases  on  Monday  in  the  after- 
noon. Criminal  Code  and  Liquor  Control  Act 
cases  are  heard  on  Tuesdays  all  day,  and 
highway  traflBc  cases  again  are  heard  on  Wed- 
nesdays. I  really  would  suggest  to  the  hon. 
member  that  he  has  got  his  facts  wrong. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Thank 
you.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  the  minister  a 
supplementary  question?  Did  he  deal  with  the 
city  of  Welland  too? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  total  caselog 
of  tlie  provincial  court  division  at  Niagara 
Falls,  which  includes  Crystal  Beach,  is  as 
follows:  As  of  June  11,  1971— this  is  for  the 
v/hole  judicial  district  now— oflFences  under 
The  Criminal  Code  are  135,  under  The  Nar- 
cotics Control  Act,  20;  under  The  Liquor 
Control  Act,  27;  under  The  Highway  TraflBc 
Act,  1,055;  other,  such  as  municipal  bylaws 
and  what  not,  are  138,  for  a  total  of  1,375. 

I  am  advised  that  out  of  the  apparently 
large  number  of  cases  for  The  Highway  Traf- 
fic Act— that  is  1,055—720  were  only  received 
and  they  covered  the  period  of  May  31  to 
June  11,  1971.  The  remaining  335  will  be 
heard  this  month. 

I  am  also  informed  that  of  those  rather 
large-sounding  numbers  of  1,055,  approxi- 
mately 40  per  cent  will  be  paid  out  of  court. 
In  other  words,  they  will  never  be  reached 
because  they  will  be  paid  before  the  trial  is 
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even  heard.  So  unless  the  hon.  member  has 
some  information  that  has  certainly  not  been 
brought  to  my  attention,  there  is  certainly 
no—  I 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  minister  has  just  said 
there  was  a  backlog  though. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  The  hon. 
member  for  Grey-Bruce. 


RADIOACTIVE  CONTAMINATION 
AT  DOUGLAS  POINT 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Man- 
agement, regarding  the  Douglas  Point  situ- 
ation: Has  the  minister  been  aware  of  the 
crucial  situation  in  regard  to  heavy  contam- 
ination of  unexpected  radioactive  material  at 
Douglas  Point— and  I  quote  the  headline  in 
the  paper  yesterday,  "among  the  worst  cases 
in  the  world." 

Is  he  prepared  to  advise  us  of  the  forth- 
coming shutdown  of  this  plant;  where  the 
flushed-out  material,  radioactive  cobalt,  will 
be  disposed  of;  and  further,  in  view  of  the 
$1  million  mistake  last  year  in  the  relocation 
and  now  this  further  crucial  situation,  is  he 
prepared  to  call  an  immediate  investigation 
or  commission  into  the  whole  affair? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
answer  to  the  last  part  of  the  question  first, 
the  answer  is  no.  I  have  looked  at  the 
article  referred  to  by  the  hon.  member.  It  is 
written  by  a  particular  correspondent  who 
quotes  people  attending  a  conference  in 
Montreal- 
Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  the  manager  of  the 
plant  who  says  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  This  is  a  quote  from  the 

manager  of  the  plant,  yes.  And,  for  example, 
he  says,  "In  quantitative  forms,  Douglas  is 
one  of  the  worst  in  the  world,  but  there  is 
no  need  to  panic." 

Now  we  are  talking  about  Cobalt  60  radia- 
tion. I  am  advised  by  the  ACL  and  by  On- 
tario Hydro  that  there  is  no  danger  to 
employees  or  the  environment.  The  primary 
system  containing  the  corrosion  product  is  a 
closed  system.  It  is  controlled  and  individual 
radiation  exposures  are  not  permitted  to 
exceed  a  recommended  or  tolerable  level 
which  is  well  below  the  danger  level. 

This  requires  taking  longer  periods  of  time 
for  maintenance  than  otherwise  would  ibe  re- 


quired. In  addition  to  existing  cleanup  sys- 
tems, a  new  purification  plant  is  now  com- 
pleted which  should  prevent  any  future 
buildup  of  contaminants.  As  indicated  in  the 
article  the  system  will  be  flushed  out  and 
decontaminated  in  August  of  this  year  during 
a  planned  shutdowoi  of  the  plant. 

As  far  as  Pickering  is  concerned,  of  course- 
Mr.  Sargent:  What  about  disposal  of  this 
material? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  This  is  disposed  of  within 
the  confines  of  the  plant.  Regarding  Pickering 
it  is,  naturally— because  it  is  a  later  plant,  a 
later  development— substantially  better  than 
Douglas  Point  as  far  as  these  radiation  levels 
are  concerned. 

This  is  because  of  improved  cleanup  sys- 
tems and  chemistry  control  and  also  by  re- 
duction of  cobalt  sources.  I  understand  there, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  bearings— I  am  not 
exactly  sure  what  that  is,  but  it  is  part  of  the 
mechanism— are  stainless  steel  rather  than 
stellite.  This,  of  course,  is  an  improvement  as 
I  say  on  EXouglas  Point.  The  Bruce  generating 
station,  of  course,  will  be  even  better. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  further  supplementary.  Is 
the  minister  still  shipping  plutonium  to  France 
from  this  plant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  To  my  knowledge,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  has  been  only  one  shipment 
from  the  Douglas  Point  area.  That  was  the 
one  when  the  hon.  member  said  we  should 
bring  out  the  army  or  something.  That  is  the 
only  one  I  know  of. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Samia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  This  is  an  original  question, 
sir,  not  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Samia  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Thank  you  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Prime  Minister. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


DOW  CHEMICAL  LAWSUIT 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Premier:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  discussion 
in  this  Legislature,  in  relation  to  the  institu- 
tion of  action  by  the  government  against  Dow 
Chemical  and  the  motivation  of  the  govern- 
ment concurrent  therewith,  was  ruled  out  of 
order  by  the  chairman  of  the  standing  com- 
mittee on  supply,  on  Tuesday,  May  11,  1971, 
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perhaps  the  Prime  Minister  could  convey  to 
this  House  what  public  good  is  served  by 
making  pronouncements  such  as  he  made  in 
Sudbury  Tuesday  last  for  partisan  political 
advantage  in  connection  with  the  motivation 
of  government  in  instituting  this  action? 

Secondly,  as  a  lawyer,  does  he  not  worry 
about  the  possibility  of  contempt  of  court 
since  the  matter  is  before  the  Supreme  Court 
of  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
worry  about  the  latter  at  all.  I  made  no 
references  to  the  facts  or  anything  else  as 
they  related  to  the  Dow  case.  I  was  talking 
about  matters  of  environment  and  referred 
to  the  Dow  decision.  I  may  even- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  We  cannot  do  it  in  here. 
The  Prime  Minister  can  do  it  outside. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  1  may  even  refer  to— I  did 
not  debate  it;  I  did  not  say  whether  it  was 
right,  wrong  or  anything  else. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  Prime  Minister  talked 
about  his  motivation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  did  not  say  anything  else. 
All  it  was  was  a  pure  statement  of  fact— what 
government  had  done,  as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Which 
was  nothing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  same  way  as  I  made 
some  reference- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  A  partisan  act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —on  one  or  two  occasions 
to  a  decision  related  to  a  certain  expressway. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary 
then:  Can  we  then  properly  infer  from  the 
statement  that  the  most  important  motivation 
in  suing  Dow  Chemical- 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  the  Prime  Minister 
mean  by  "a  certain  expressway"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Do  not  be  afraid  to  say  Spadina. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —was  for  the  political 
advantage  and  not  for  the  protection  of  the 
pubhc  good? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  member 
for  Samia  well  knows  everything  we  do  in 
this  government  is  for  the  advantage  of  the 


public  and  the  people   of  this  province.    It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  politics  whatsoever! 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It  is  going  to  take  four  years 
and  the  Prime  Minister  knows  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  A.  F  Lawrence:  What  is  the  hon. 
members  motivation? 

Mr  Speaker:  The  question  period  as  ex- 
tended 23  minutes  has  now  expired. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  was  the  Minister  of  Public 
Works  who  extended  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  had  a  23-minute  state- 
ment. 

Petitions. 

Presenting   reports. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  from  the  standing 
private  bills  committee  presented  the  com- 
mittee's report  which  was  read  as  follows 
and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  certain  amendments: 

Bill  Pr30,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Toronto. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  table  the  report  of  the  Ontario 
Law  Reform  Commission  on  land  registration; 
and  if  I  may,  sir,  I  have  a  statement.  I 
assume  it  is  in  order  to  go  on. 

Shortly  after  it  was  established  in  1964 
the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  initi- 
ated an  extensive  research  project  concerning 
the  law  of  property.  This  particular  part  of 
the  programme  has  been  divided  into  10 
sections  and  reports  have  already  been  sub- 
mitted on  some  sections,  such  as  condominium 
and  landlord  and  tenant  law,  applicable  to 
residential  tenancies. 

One  major  section  of  the  project  was 
devoted  to  the  law  and  the  practice  per- 
taining to  land  registration.  The  commission's 
report  on  land  registration  was  completed 
and  submitted  to  me  on  March  23  of  this 
year.  The  two  major  recommendations  con- 
tained in  this  report  are,  firstly,  that  a  new 
and  improved  land  tides  system  should  be 
adopted  to  replace  both  the  existing  land 
titles  system  and  the  registry  office  system 
of  land  registration  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Singer:  There  is  a  new  idea. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Secondly,  that  the 
keeping  and  management  of  records  in  the 
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new  land  registration  system  should  be  com- 
puterized in  order  to  achieve  maximum 
efiRciency  and  economy. 

With  respect  to  the  major  recommenda- 
tion for  the  adoption  of  a  new  and  improved 
land  titles  system  in  Ontario,  the  report  sets 
forth  proposals  covering  essential  points  in 
the  design  of  the  new  system.  The  new 
system  would  continue  the  substantial  advan- 
tages of  the  existing  land  titles  s)stem  in 
the  matter  of  affirmation  of  title.  It  would 
also  eliminate  the  repetitive  searching  which 
is  such  an  unhappy  characteristic  of  the 
registry  office  system  of  land  registration. 

Mr.  Singer:  Will  wonders  ever  cease! 

Mr.  Nixon:  Half  the  legal  profession  will 
never  survive! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  new  system 
would  retain  great  flexibility,  enabling  the 
creation  of  a  wide  variety  of  interest  in  land. 
The  recommended  design  of  the  new  system 
is  also  aimed  at  a  substantial  reduction  in 
the  number  of  enforceable  claims  against  the 
land,  such  as  provincial  and  municipal 
government  liens.  For  those  liens  which  are 
recommended  to  be  retained  because  they 
secure  major  sources  of  government  revenue, 
the  process  of  recording  and  enforcement 
would  be  simplified,  and  may  I  also  say  the 
manner  of  searching  them  out  would  be 
greatly  simplffied  as  well. 

The  report  of  the  commission  has  annexed 
to  it  a  very  thorough  study  and  analysis  of 
the  comparative  costs  of  manual,  as  against 
computerized,  systems  of  land  registration. 
This  study  confirms  that  substantial  econo- 
mies are  available  from  computerization, 
provided  that  conversion  to  the  new  system 
is  done  in  relatively  large  areas  and  wdthin 
a  relatively  short  period  of  time.  Aspects  of 
conversion  are  dealt  with  fully  in  the  com- 
mission's report,  and  it  is  recommended  there 
that  conversion  be  carried  out  on  all  lots 
within  substantial  blocks  selected  in  accord- 
ance with  a  well-defined  administrative  plan. 

The  government  has  taken  this  report 
under  consideration,  but  it  wall  be  readily 
understood,  if  from  nothing  else  than  the 
size  of  the  report,  sir,  that  the  recommenda- 
tions have  far-reaching  effects  which  will  have 
to  be  assessed  before  we  may  come  to  our 
conclusions  as  to  what  action  may  be  taken 
in  the  light  of  these  recommendations.  I 
do  say  to  you  that  the  recommendations  are 
most  interesting  and  we  look  forward  to  the 
comments  which  they  will  no  doubt  generate 
from  constructively  minded  individuals. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  beg  leave  to  present  this 
report  to  the  House  and  would  advise  that 
copies  will  be  forwarded  to  all  members  as 
soon  as  they   are  available. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order.  May  I  ask  a  question  as  to  this  tabling, 
on  a  point  of  explanation? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  member  please 
repeat  the  question?  I  did  not  hear  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  May  I  ask  a  question  of  the 
hon.  minister  in  explanation  of  this  tabling? 

"Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  not.  It  has  not  been 
our    custom    and    our    practice.    Tomonow 
morning- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  I  thought  it  was  the  practice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  it  has  not  been  the 
practice  to  have  any  questions  on  the  presen- 
tation of  reports.  This  is  a  fairly  short  state- 
ment on  the  tabling  of  the  report. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  When,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  we 
going  to  have  an  opportunity  to  tackle  this 
minister? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  anticipate  that  in 
the  question  period  tomorrow  morning  the 
hon.  member  would  have  that  opportunity. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  did  not  get  that  oppor- 
tunity today. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Motions. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  informed  through  the  whips  for  all 
parties  tliat  they  have  consented  that  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Trade  and 
Development  would  go  to  the  standing 
estimates   committee. 

Mr.  Peacock:  The  minister  means  that  he 
is   weaselling   out   of  the   House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  understand  that  all 
parties   have   consented. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Trade  and  De- 
velopment stand  referred  to  the  standing 
estimates  committee. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
have  hearings  at  Ontario  Place? 

Mr.  Speaker:   Introduction  of  bills. 
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UNIVERSITY  OF  TORONTO  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  The  University  of  Toronto  Act, 
1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  does  the  Minister  of  Fi- 
nancial and  Commercial  Affairs  not  introduce 
a  no-fault  insurance  Act  this  afternoon? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University  Af- 
fairs): Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  essentially 
the  same  as  the  bill  introduced  by  me  as 
an  exposure  draft  in  this  Legislature  about 
three  weeks  ago.  That  exposure  draft  bill 
was  circulated  so  that  parties  interested  in 
this  particular  legislative  matter  would  have 
an  opportunity,  in  advance  of  first  reading, 
of  studying  the  details  and  learning  of  the 
principles,  thereby  enabling  them  to  make 
suggestions  at  that  rather  early  stage  in  the 
development  of  the  legislation.  I  am  happy 
to  inform  the  House  that  approximately 
40  briefs  were  received  from  the  adminis- 
tration, from  the  faculty,  from  the  several 
student  groups,  from  the  alumni  and  other 
interested  parties.  These  40  briefs  number 
something  like  300  pages  in  length.  They 
have  been  carefully  analysed  by  my  officials 
and  considered  by  me  and  have  led  to  a 
number   of   changes    in   the   details. 

The  two  basic  principles  which  are  mat- 
ters of  government  policy  remain  unchanged, 
namely  that  there  will  be,  as  provided  in 
the  bill,  a  unicameral  form  of  government 
and  that  the  governing  council  will  be  com- 
prised 50  per  cent  from  the  public. 

We  anticipate  the  bill  going  into  the 
standing  committee  on  human  resources  and 
we  are  prepared  to  consider  at  that  stage 
changes  in  certain  of  the  other  details. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the 
minister  a  question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  On  a  point  of  clarification? 

Mr.  Pitman:  On  a  point  of  clarification. 
Would  it  be  possible  for  the  minister  to  see 
that  copies  of  the  briefs  that  have  been 
received— the  40  briefs  that  the  minister 
mentioned— could  be  made  available  to  the 
members  of  the  human  resources  committee 
so  that  we  could  bring  to  the  study  of  this 
bill    some    further    background? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  do  not  know  if  I  can 
undertake  to  have  copies  for  every  member, 
but  certainly  I  will- 
Mr.  Pitman:  For  each  party,  if  possible. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  —provide  a  recapitula- 
tion for  some  number  of  people  who  are 
interested  in  the  subject,  such  as  my  hon. 
friend,  and  the  member  for  Lakeshore  and 
the  member  for  Scarborough  East  (Mr.  T. 
Reid).  And  if  it  is  possible,  mechanically,  to 
produce  the  required  number  for  every  mem- 
ber,  of  course,   I  will   do  that  too. 

Hon.   Mr.    Wishart:    Mr.    Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  bill? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  indeed? 


INSURANCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Insurance 
Act. 

Mr.  Stokes:  No- fault  insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No-fault. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  should  not  overdo 
it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  for  accident  benefits  payable  on  a 
no-fault  basis  to  be  mandatory  in  all  automo- 
bile liability  insurance  policies.  I  am  confi- 
dent that  this  bill  will  be  accepted  and  sup- 
ported unanimously  on  all  sides  of  the  House 
and  will  be  welcomed  and  accepted  by  the 
people  of  this  province. 

The  object  is  to  provide  more  basic  indem- 
nity for  economic  loss  due  to  bodily  injury 
or  death  resulting  from  a  motor  vehicle  acci- 
dent. It  will  give  Ontario  citizens  the  best 
no-fault  insurance  package  of  any  jurisdiction 
on  this  continent. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  At  what  premium  rates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  This  bill  requires  that 
beginning  on  January  1,  1972,  all  motor 
vehicle  liability  insurance  contracts  must  in- 
clude the  no-fault  programme. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Well,  well,  well! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  This  bill  covers  all  in- 
sured motor  vehicles,  including  motorcycles, 
motor  scooters,  snowmobiles,  trucks  and 
buses.  Passengers,  pedestrians  struck  by  an 
insured  vehicle,  or  members  of  the  family  of 
the  owner  of  the  insured  vehicle  while  still 
living  at  home,  are  eligible  for  benefits  if 
involved  in  a  motor  vehicle  accident. 
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There  are  a  number  of  pertinent  features 
of  this  bill,  which  I  would  like  to  outline  to 
the  hon.  members.  Medical  and  rehabilitation 
benefits  up  to  $5,000  per  person  will  be  paid 
on  the  death  of  the  head  of  the  household.  A 
benefit  of  $5,000  will  be  paid  for  the  primary 
dependant,  plus  $1,000  for  each  additional 
dependant;  $2,500  will  be  paid  on  the  death 
of  a  spouse  in  a  two-parent  household;  $1,000 
will  be  paid  on  the  death  of  dependent  chil- 
dren under  21  years  of  age,  except  for  chil- 
dren under  age  five  when  the  benefit  is  $500. 

A  weekly  disability  benefit  of  80  per  cent 
of  earnings  up  to  a  maximum  of  $70  per 
week  will  be  paid  to  an  employed  person 
during  the  entire  period  of  his  disability. 
This  is  double  the  existing  rate  under  present 
voluntary  legislation  and  substantially  greater 
than  the  $50  paid  in  British  Columbia  or  the 
$25  paid  in  Saskatchewan. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Before  today! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  In  addition,  the  time 
limitation  on  present  disability  benefits  is  re- 
moved. A  disability  benefit  of  $35  per  week 
for  up  to  12  weeks  is  payable  for  the  spouse 
or  principal  unpaid  housekeeper  residing  in 
the  household  and  not  otherwise  engaged  in 
occupation  or  employment  for  wages  or  profit. 

Under  this  bill  the  present  waiting  period 
of  seven  days  or  more,  which  exists  here  and 
in  other  jurisdictions,  has  been  eliminated. 
Benefits  will  now  begin  from  the  first  day  of 
injury.  The  right  of  innocent  parties  to  obtain 
additional  benefits  through  negotiation  or  the 
courts  is  retained,  but  most  personal  injury 
claims  are  expected  to  be  provided  for  by  this 
no-fault  system. 

There  is  little  likelihood  of  higher  insur- 
ance rates- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  says  "no  likelihood"  in  my 
copy.    The   minister  has   now   said   there   is 
little  likelihood. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  What  is  the  member 
doing  with  a  copy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  There  is  no  likelihood 
of  higher  insurance  rates  because  of  the  pro- 
posed no-fault  programme.  There  will  be  no 
increase  in  accident  benefit  rates  in  1972. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  They  have  discounted  this? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Accident  benefits  have  already 
been  raised. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  they  have  not  raised 
them. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Sure  it  is.  It  is  12  per  cent;  it 
is  already  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  ministerial  com- 
mittee is  continuing  its  study  of  no-fault 
property  damage  insurance  and  other  plans 
in  an  effort  to  eliminate  the  delays  and  in- 
efficiencies resulting  from  the  present  system, 
which  requires  the  determination  of  responsi- 
bility before  compensation. 

In  addition  to  enriched  accident  benefits 
on  a  no-fault  basis,  this  bill  will  also  provide 
for  the  issuing  of  automobile  insurance  certi- 
ficates in  heu  of  an  insurance  policy. 

The  bill  also  includes  amendments  to  exist- 
ing provisions  with  the  respect  to  the  twisting 
of  life  insurance  contracts,  reinsurance  of 
Ontario  insurance  contracts,  regulations  for 
classes  of  insurance  and  unauthorized  invest- 
ments of  insurers.  Some  general  clarifying 
amendments  are  also  included. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  represents  an  im- 
portant step  in  our  continuing  efforts  to 
alleviate  the  sometimes  ruinous  economic 
burdens  imposed  on  individuals  and  families 
by  sudden  death  or  injury.  I  commend  the 
bill  to  the  House  for  study  and  early  passage, 
so  that  all  technical  aspects  can  be  adequately 
dealt  with  to  meet  its  proposed  effective  date 
of  January  1,  1972,  which  is  just  about  six 
months  from  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  the  first  step.  There  is 
lots  of  fighting  ground  left. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Redd:  By  way  of  clarification,  if 
I  may:  Does  this  mean  that  automobile  insur- 
ance will  now  be  compulsory?  Do  all  vehicles 
have  to  be  insured? 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  not  a  clarification. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  be  glad  to 
answer,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  clarification. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  not  a  proper  question 
for  this  time.  It  is  a  proper  question  for 
second  reading. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  you  allowed  a  point  of  clarification 
on  the  previous  bill.  That  is  germane  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  was  quite  different,  in  Mr. 
Speaker's  opinion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Most  extraordinary.  On  a  point 
of  order,  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
say  with  respect,  sir,  that  your  insensitivity 


JUNE  24,  1971 


3153 


to  the  debate  in  this  House  sometimes  sur- 
prises me.  This  is,  relatively  speaking,  a  new 
departure  for  the  government;  it  highlights  a 
major  change  for  them  at  least  on  this  area. 
We  asked  a  simple  question.  I  want  a  simple 
answer  on  clarification.  Surely,  you  can  per- 
mit that  be  answered. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  is  going  to  be  asked  out- 
side in  any  event. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  going  to  be  asked  outside 
the  House. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Especially  w'hen  the  minis- 
ter is  prepared  to  answer. 

Mr.  Stokes:    The   minister   is   prepared   to 
answer. 

Mr.  Speajcer:  The  Minister  of  Health  has  a 
bill  to  introduce? 


HEALTH  SERVICES  INSURANCE 
ACT,  1968-1969 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Health 
Services  Insurance  Act,   1968-1969. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

An  hon.  member:  I  recognize  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  will  be  a  government  plan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  will  be  clarified. 
The  member  will  have  to  wait. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  changed  "may" 
to  "shall".  That  is  quite  a  system. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  do  we  not  just  let  the  two 
noisy  members  talk  and  dispense  with  every- 
thing? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  do  not  know  what  we  would 
do  without  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  Mr.  Speaker,  this  sets  out  the  system 
and  power  under  OHSIP  for  a  financial  and 
medical  audit  of  physicians  and  medical  prac- 
titioners. The  original  power  is  given  to  the 
director  to  refuse  and  reduce  payments.  He 
is  also  given  the  power  to  appoint  inspectors. 
There  is  an  appeal  from  his  decisions  to  an 
appeal  board  and  from  there  on  to  the  courts 
following  the  principles  of  Mr.  McRuer. 

The  bill  also  establishes  a  system  under 
which  the  physician  practising  must  choose 
his  mode  of  practice;  that  is,  whether  he  will 
choose  to  bill  the  plan   or  whether  he  will 


choose  to  have  a  practice  based  on  billing 
patients  direct. 

It  also  provides  for  the  movement  of  a 
physician's  system  of  practice  from  one  of 
"bill  patient"  to  "bill  plan." 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Attorney  Ceneral. 


JUDICATURE  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Judicature 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  gener- 
ally speaking,  this  is  a  housekeeping  bill  to 
clear  up  certain  procedures  in  relation  to  The 
Judicature  Review  Procedure  Act  which  has 
been  introduced  into  this  House  and  relates 
to  certain  rule  changes  and  appeals,  and  the 
procedures  relating  to  the  new  divisional 
courts. 


HOTEL  FIRE  SAFETY  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  The  Hotel  Fire  Safety  Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  major  policy  bill.  The  present  Hotel  Fire 
Safety  Act,  which  goes  back  a  number  of 
years,  requires  updating  to  recognize  new 
concepts  of  accepted  methods  of  building  de- 
sign; the  use  of  newly  devised  construction 
materials;  and  to  ensure  that  the  travelling 
public  have  a  reasonable  degree  of  fire  safety 
when  staying  in  hotels. 

Also,  the  present  Act  has  been  found  to 
be  somewhat  vague  and  ambiguous,  and  is 
therefore  confusing  to  the  hotel  industry 
in  the  province  and  to  those  having  respon- 
sibility in  administering  it— administering  the 
present  Act,  that  is.  Because  of  these  cir- 
cumstances my  predecessor,  in  consultation 
with  the  then  Minister  of  Tourism  and  In- 
formation and  the  then  Provincial  Secretary 
and  Minister  of  Citizenship,  estabUshed  a 
committee  to  review  the  Act  and  the  regu- 
lations. 

This  committee  was  composed  of  repre- 
sentatives of  The  Department  of  Tourism 
and  Information  and  the  Liquor  Licence 
Board,  which  licences  hotels,  and  two  rep- 
resentatives from  the  hotel  industry.  The 
chairman  of  the  committee  and  the  secre- 
tary are  from  the  stafl^  of  the  fire  marshal. 
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The  bill  contains  all  of  tlie  recommenda- 
tions the  members  representing  the  hotel 
industry  and  they  express  the  hope  that  a 
new  Act  and  regulations  be  passed  and  come 
into  force  as  soon  as  possible,  pointing  out 
tliat  this  was  the  wish  of  the  hotelkeepers 
of  the  province.  In  order  to  provide  the  same 
standard  of  fire  safety  for  the  travelling 
public  in  Ontario,  the  committee  agreed 
that  the  provisions  of  a  new  Act  and  regu- 
lations should  apply  to  bodi  new  and  exist- 
ing hotels,  but  that  for  existing  hotels 
reasonable  time  should  be  allowed  for  them 
to  be  brought  up  to  the  standard. 

This  proposal  appears  reasonable  to  the 
government,  having  regard  to  the  fact  that 
the  standard  of  fire  safety  in  the  present 
Act  has  been  in  force  for  over  20  years. 
Accordingly,  the  bill  makes  provision  for 
phasing  requirements  of  some  of  the  major 
items. 

The  proposed  legislation  includes  a  very 
major  change  in  the  present  policy,  by  re- 
quiring the  fire  marshal  to  undertake  the 
inspection  of  hotels,  for  the  purposes  of  en- 
forcing The  Hotel  Fire  Safety  Act,  rather 
than  the  present  system  of  administration 
by  the  inspectors  of  the  Liquor  Licence 
Board  and  of  The  Department  of  Tourism 
and  Information. 

It  would  also  extend  the  plans  approval 
service,  presently  provided  to  the  Liquor 
Licence  Board  by  the  fire  marshal,  to  The 
Department  of  Tourism  and  Information  as 
well. 

This  change  in  having  the  fire  marshal 
responsible  for  the  inspection  of  hotels,  in 
matters  pertaining  to  fire  safety  of  such 
premises,  was  strongly  desired  by  the  hotel 
industry  representatives,  as  was  the  exten- 
sion in  the  plans  approval  service,  so  that 
it  wiU  apply  to  all  hotels  when  they  are 
hcensed  by  the  Liquor  Licence  Board  or 
by  The  Department  of  Tourism  and  Infor- 
mation. 

The  provisions  of  this  new  Act  will,  I  be- 
lieve, be  welcomed  by  all  concerned  in  the 
fire  safety  of  such  premises  and  it  will  re- 
duce the  possibility  of  a  fire  occurrence  and 
injury  and  loss  of  life  from  fire.  The  new 
Act  will  also  have  the  added  advantage,  for 
administrative  purposes,  and  for  the  hotel 
industry  itself,  of  having  only  one  govern- 
mental agency— namely,  the  oflBce  of  the  fire 
marshal,  which  is  recognized  by  the  .  hotel 
owners,  I  believe,  as  being  highly  qualified 
—responsible  for  fire   safety  in   hotels. 


FORT  WILLIAM  LAND  TITLES  AND 
REGISTRY  OFFICE  ACT,  1917 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  repeal  The  Fort 
William  Land  Titles  and  Registry  Office  Act, 
1917. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  This  is  a  major  piece  of  legis- 
lation too,  I  can  tell  you. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  is  indicated  by 
the  title,  the  Act  repealed  divided  the  dis- 
trict of  Thunder  Bay  and  the  land  titles  and 
registry  division  of  Port  Arthur  and  Fort 
WiUiam.  The  repeal  makes  possible  the 
combining  of  the  land  titles  and  registry 
division  in  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay. 


SURROGATE    COURT   ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The 
Surrogate  Court  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
a  housekeeping  bill  only  relating  to  the  ad- 
ministering of  the  oath  of  office  of  a  surro- 
gate court  judge,  the  days  on  which  the 
court  offices  may  be  closed,  the  destruction 
of  papers  in  surrogate  court  offices,  and  it 
restores  the  former  office  of  surrogate  court 
clerk  for  Ontario. 


COUNTY  COURTS  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The 
County  Courts  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
is  an  amending  bill  providing  that  an  appeal 
from  a  taxation  by  a  county  court  clerk  will 
now  follow  the  steps  set  out  in  the  rules  of 
court.  It  is  merely  a  housekeeping  amend- 
ment. 


FARM  PRODUCTS  MARKETING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Farm 
Products   Marketing  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pur- 
pose of  this  bill  is  to  permit  the  government 
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of  Ontario  to  participate  in  any  national 
marketing  plan  that  might  be  established  for 
a  farm  product  by  the  government  of  Can- 
ada. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


EXERCISE  OF  STATUTORY  POWER 
GRANTED  TRIBUNALS 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  in  the  absence  of 
hon.  Mr.  Davis,  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  53,  An  Act  to  provide  Procedures  gov- 
erning the  Exercise  of  Statutory  Power 
Granted  Tribunals  by  the  Legislature  where- 
in the  Rights,  Duties  or  Privileges  of  Per- 
sons are  to  be  Decided  at  or  following  a 
Hearing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  minister  wish  to 
lead  oflF? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Jus- 
tice): I  have  a  statement  about  the  amend- 
ment. 

Mr,  Speaker:  The  minister  merely  wishes 
to  make  a  statement  about  the  amendment? 
Does  he  contemplate  closing  the  debate  on 
second  reading? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  this  agreeable?  That  he 
do  that? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Well,  he 
can  do  it  whenever  he  wants. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  but  you  see,  one  may 
speak  only  once  on  a  second  reading. 

Mr.  Singer:  Certainly,  we  consent. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  can  speak  twice 
on  introduction. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  There  is  a 
serious  omission  in  this  bill.  If  he  has  found 
it,  we  would  be  glad  to  listen  to  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  might  please 
have  the  floor. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
moving  the  second  reading  of  this  bill,  The 
Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act,  1971,  I  do 
have  an  announcement  to  make  as  to  the  in- 
tentions of  the  govenmient  which  may  be  of 
assistance  to  all  members  of  the  House  as 
they  debate  this  second  reading. 

In  the  preparation  of  The  Statutory 
Powers   Procedture  Act,    1971,   the   target   of 


the  government  has  been  to  establish  a  fair 
procedure  that  would  apply  to  all  tribunals. 
It  has  been  recognized  from  the  outset,  how- 
ever,  that  the  Act  cannot  be   applied  in   a 
set,  specific  doctrinaire  way.  As  Mr.  McRuer 
points  out  in  the  first  voliune  of  his  report: 
It    must    be    recognized,    however,    that 
not   all   governmental    decisions    that   may 
affect    the    rights    of    individuals    can    be 
controlled  by   defined   procedure.    In   cer- 
tain cases  it  is  essential  to  the  purpose  of 
the   statute   that   prompt   action   be   taken 
without    any    antecedent    procedural    re- 
quirements,  for  example,   the  seizure   and 
destruction  of  food  unfit  for  human  con- 
sumption,  orders   to   take   safety  measures 
such    as    the    directions    of    an    inspector 
under  The  Factory,  Shop  and  OflBce  Build- 
ing   Act    or    the    exercise    of    emergency 
powers  such  as  under  The  Energy  Act.  In 
such  cases  the  imposition— 

I  am  still  quoting  from  Mr.  McRuer,  Mr. 
Speaker: 

In  such  cases  the  imposition  of  normal 
procedural  rules  would  frustrate  imme- 
diate necessary  governmental  action  and 
destroy  the  protection  given  to  the  public 
by  the  statute.  In  other  cases,  insistence 
on  a  procedure  that  is  too  elaborate  and 
too  formal  may  unduly  impede  or  delay 
efficient  administration.  For  example,  the 
disposal  of  claims  under  The  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  requires  an  expeditious 
procedure  if  an  award  of  compensation  is 
to  be  immediately  useful  to  a  disabled 
workman. 

I  am  still  quoting: 

The  basic  problem  in  establishing  a 
just  procedure  for  the  exercise  of  its  statu- 
tory power  is  the  reconciliation  of  proce- 
dural justice  with  effective  government. 

This  bill,  sir,  therefore  provides  a  standard 
procedure  that  will  apply  to  all  proceedings 
in  which  a  statutory  tribunal  makes  a  decision 
except  where  this  Legislature  makes  provision 
for  departure  therefrom  to  meet  special 
circumstances.  These  special  circumstances 
may  require  the  standard  procedure  to  be 
varied  or  to  be  excluded  altogether.  The 
special  provisions  will  be  made  by  an  amend- 
ment to  the  particular  Act,  establishing  the 
statutory  tribunal  to  which  the  procedure 
would  otherwise  apply.  Since  the  bill  was 
prepared,  the  hon.  Mr.  McRuer  has  delivered 
his  report  number  three,  volume  3,  dealing 
specifically  with  21  boards,  commissions  or 
officials  who  make  decisions.  This  report 
makes— 
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Mr.   Singer:   Volume  5. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Volume  5. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  sorry.  His 
report  number  three,  volume  5. 

This  report  makes  many  recommendations, 
both  procedural  and  otherwise,  which  will 
require  careful  study  for  which  time  has 
not  yet  been  available.  Special  provision  may 
have  to  be  made  to  meet  these  recommenda- 
tions to  the  extent  they  are  found  to  be 
acceptable  in  the  particular  Act  under  which 
these  tribunals  operate.  In  addition,  although 
The  Civil  Rights  Amendment  Act,  1971, 
will  amend  92  statutes  to  integrate  them 
with  The  Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act 
1971,  there  are,  as  the  Prime  Minister  stated 
on  introduction  of  that  bill,  approximately 
150  statutes  of  Ontario,  including  the  21 
already  mentioned  in  Mr.  McRuer's  latest 
report,  that  have  not  yet  been  reviewed  in 
the  light  of  The  Statutory  Powers  Procedure 
Act,   1971. 

Until  the  recommendations  made  by  the 
hon.  Mr.  McRuer  in  his  report  number  three 
and  the  remaining  statutes  can  be  reviewed, 
the  government  has  decided  that  power 
should  be  taken  to  postpone  for  a  limited 
time  the  application  of  The  Statutory  Powers 
Procedure  Act,  1971,  where  its  immediate 
application  to  proceedings  of  particular  tri- 
bunals might  raise  problems.  Such  postpone- 
ment will  give  to  the  government  and  to 
the  Legislature  time  to  consider  amendments 
to  deal  with  the  extent  to  which  The  Statu- 
tory Powers  Procedure  Act,  1971,  should 
apply  and  to  make  appropriate  provisions 
for  special  cases. 

Therefore,  sir,  at  an  appropriate  stage  in 
the  debate,  an  amendment  to  the  bill  will 
therefore  be  moved  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment to  add  to  it  a  new  section  as  follows— 
and  I  quote  37(1): 

The  Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council  may 
by  order  postpone  the  application  of  part 
1  of  this  Act,  or  of  any  provision  of  that 
part  to  proceedings  under  any  Act  to  which 
it  might  otherwise  apply,  or  exempt  such 
proceedings  therefrom  for  any  period  and 
may,  at  any  time,  revoke  such  order,  but 
no  such  period  of  postponement  or  exemp- 
tion shall  extend  beyond  one  year  after 
the  coming  into  force  of  this  Act. 

(2)  An  order  made  under  section  1 
shall  be  tabled  in  the  assembly  within 
15  days  after  it  is  made  or  if  the  assembly 
is  not  then  sitting,  within  15  days  after 
the  commencement  of  the  next  following 
session. 


The  hon.  Mr.  McRuer,  sir,  in  his  report, 
recommends  generally  that  powers  of  exemp- 
tion from  the  application  of  statutes  should 
not  be  conferred  on  the  Lieutenant-Govemor- 
in-Council  or  on  a  minister  on  the  ground 
that  this  is  tantamount  to  the  power  to 
amend  the  statute. 

The  proposed  power  does  not  confer  any 
power  to  amend  the  Act  or  permanently  to 
exempt  any  tribunal.  It  is  a  transitional 
provision  of  limited  duration  only.  It  will 
permit  the  government  to  submit  to  the 
Legislature  any  appropriate  amendments  to 
legislation  necessary  to  avoid  dislocation  of 
administration  that  might  be  caused  by  an 
immediate  application  of  The  Statutory 
Powers  Procedure  Act,   1971. 

An  example,  for  instance,  of  a  statute  for 
which  such  a  postponement  is  necessary  is 
The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  I  am 
advised  that  The  Statutory  Powers  Procedure 
Act,  1971,  the  one  we  are  dealing  with  now, 
will  not  apply  to  proceedings  by  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  under  The  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act. 

Opinions  have  been  expressed  to  me  to  the 
contrary  e£Fect,  however,  that  the  Act  will 
apply.  The  government  feels  that  is  undesir- 
able that  there  should  be  any  doubt  in  the 
matter  at  all.  The  government  recognizes  that 
the  investigatory  procedure  now  followed  by 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  should 
not  be  altered  to  an  adversary  procedure.  It 
therefore  proposes  to  postpone  application  of 
The  Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act,  1971, 
as  far  as  it  aflfects  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board,  should  it  be  applicable,  until 
a  full  study  of  appropriate  amendments  to 
that  Act  to  carry  out  the  acceptable  recom- 
mendations of  the  hon.  Mr.  McRuer's  report 
No.  3  can  be  made. 

The  same  problems  may  arise  with  respect 
to  proceedings  of  tribunals  under  other  stat- 
utes and  the  government  feels  it  desirable  to 
take  powers  to  deal  with  them  in  the  same 
way,  should  it  become  necessary.  Postpone- 
ment orders  will,  as  the  amendment  provides, 
be  tabled  in  the  House. 

;jSpeaker:  The  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.   Singer:   Mr.   Speaker,  I  have  listened 

'with  some  interest  to  the  statement  made  by 

the   minister  now   and   also   to  the   remarks 

[made  by  the  Premier  at  the  time  these  four 

ills  were  introduced. 

The  explanatory  notes  that  go  along  with 
them  are  very  full,  and  I  am  just  wondering 
if  we  might  not  be  able  to  prevail  on  the 
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Attorney   General   to   perhaps   deal   with  all 
these  four  bills  together  in  one  package. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  would  certainly 
be  agreed.  -«.^ 

Mr.  Singer:  It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  remarks  that  can  be  made 
on  the  second  reading  are,  in  fact,  general  in 
nature. 

We  in  the  Liberal  Party  particularly,  have 
talked  about  this  sort  of  thing  for  nigh  on 
13  years.  We  made  a  very  substantial  pres- 
entation along  these  lines  in  1965  and  we 
hailed,  along  with  many  people,  most  of  the 
recommendations  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Mc- 
Ruer.  Many  of  them  are  now  being  presented 
to  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  form  of  these  bills. 
The  legislation  is  comprehensive. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  All  the  government  had  to  do 
was  listen  to  the  member.  They  did  not  need 
Justice  McRuer.  They  could  have  saved 
themselves  a  lot  of  trouble. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  agree.  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore  makes  a  very  valid  point.  I  could  have 
been  retained.  I  do  not  know  what  they  paid 
Mr.  McRuer,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
would  have  charged  more  or  not,  but,  the 
material  was  there  and  available  to  them 
from  the  early  1960s  on  and  expanded  at 
some  substantial  length  in  1965. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Come  off  it  now.  I  meant  a 
certain  type  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  sorry  the  member  for 
Lakeshore  was  not  here  at  that  time.  Perhaps 
he  could  have  assisted  us  in  that  presenta- 
tion. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Having  heard  for  four  years 
what  the  member  has  said,  I  could  not  pos- 
sibly have  believed  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore  is  in  one  of  his  obstreperous  moods  this 
afternoon.  If  he  wants  to  rant  and  rage,  let 
him  feel  free.  I  am  not— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  From  the  state  of  somnolence 
the  member  has  jettisoned  me  into  the  space 
age.  My  God,  what  a  ridiculous  thing.  Plum- 
ing himself.  He  should  be  ashamed  of  him- 
self. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  should  just  sit  back  and 
listen  to  some  good  common  sense. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  All  right.  I  will  shut  up. 


Mr.  Singer:  If  the  member  for  Lakeshore 
:  is  through,  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  I  can  pick 
*i  up  where  I  started.  What  I  was  saying  was 
;  that  the   substantial  principle   in   these   four 
statutes  has  been  placed  before  this   House 
in  a  variety  of  ways  and,  particularly,  at  the 
instance  of  the  Liberal  Party  over  the  period 
of  the  past  13  years.  If  the  member  wants 
the    substantial    Hansard    references,    I    can 
gladly  supply  them  to  him,  provided  that  he 
will  guarantee  that  he  will  read  them  and  pay 
the  proper  respect  that  is  due  to  the  intelli- 
gence and  depth  of  those  recommendations. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  At  an  appropriate  point, 
I  have  a  point  of  order,  whenever  it  is  con- 
venient. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I  was  trying 
to  say— I  am  having  great  trouble  with  the 
duo  here. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  I  am  trying  to  be  most 
courteous.  At  a  convenient  point,  I  have  a 
point  of  order. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order!   We  have   got  more 
points  of  order?  Yes.  Pardon  me,  after- 
Mr.  Lawlor:   Mr.   Speaker  has   a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  After  hearing  the  discussion 
of  the  last  few  minutes,  and  since  the  minister 
is  agreeable  to  having  the  four  bills  consid- 
ered together,  and  it  seems  to  be  agreeable 
to  all,  it  would  be  probably  better  for  the 
minister  to  place  the  other  three  bills  at  this 
time.  Is  that  not  agreeable? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  discussed 
this  briefly  with  my  colleague  from  Lakeshore 
and  we  think  it  would  be  unwise,  both  from 
the  point  of  view  of  the  public  record  and 
from  the  point  of  view  of  an  orderly  dealing 
with  the  bill,  to  deal  with  them  seriatim 
rather  than  all  at  once. 

An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well  then,  we  have  before  us 
Bill  53. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
trying  to  save  the  time  of  the  House  and 
spare  us  four  speeches  from  the  bon.  member 
for  Lakeshore,  which  would— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  you  come  in  with  such  a 
thin  preparation  that  you  have  to  do  them 
all  at  once. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  would  the  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore  shut  his  trap  until  he  gets  the  floor. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  God  help  us. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  it  is  is  pointless  prattling. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  The  problem  for  you  in 
dealing  with  them  one  at  a  time  is  that  you 
will  have  to  be  specific. 

Mr.  Singer:  Are  the  two  of  you  through? 
Or  are  you  just  going  to  keep  on  with  your 
pointless  noise? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Back  to  Bill  53. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Stick  to  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  started  to 
say,  the  four  bills,  even  though  we  are  now 
only  debating  the  first  one,  Bill  53,  are  sub- 
stantially in  accordance  with  principles  that 
have  been  enunciated  in  this  House  for  a  long 
time  by  myself  and  by  my  colleagues  in  the 
Liberal  Party.  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  would 
seem  to  me  that  the  best  way  to  deal  with 
these  bills,  and  it  is  a  suggestion  I  made  to 
the  minister  at  an  earlier  point  would  be  to 
make  sure  that  there  is  a  reference  to  the 
committee  dealing  with— what  do  they  call  it 
—legal  and  administrative  bills.  I  think  that 
is  conunittee  No.  1.  Is  that  the  correct  title? 
Whatever  it  is— committee  No.  1.  You  know, 
this  is  an  afternoon  filled  with  obstacles.  First 
I  have  the  ones  on  my  left  and  I  am  trying  to 
get  the  minister's  attention,  and  I  have  the 
clerk  in  my  view  here. 

Mr.  R.  J.  Beyer  (Muskoka):  He  is  a  good 
looking  man. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  was  trying  to 
say  to  the  Minister  of  Justice,  through  you, 
if  I  now  have  him  with  me. 

Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston  (St.  Catharines):  The 
member  should  give  it  up  and  come  back  to- 
morrow. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  a  very  difficult  afternoon. 
I  would  think  that  there  would  be  a  sub- 
stantial achievement  which  would  result.  If 
the  minister  would  be  prepared  to  give  us 
his  undertaking  that  this  bill  will  go  to  the 
first  committee,  the  standing  committee  on 
legal  and  administrative  matters? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Tuesday  morning. 

Mr.  Singer:  On  Tuesday  morning.  And  if 
the  minister,  through  his  department,  would 
issue  as  warm  invitations  as  he  possibly  could 
—there  it  not  too  much  notice  time  available— 
certainly  to  such  people  as  Mr.  McRuer,  to  the 
deans  of  the  four  or  five  law  schools  here  in 
Ontario,   to   the   Law   Society    in   case   they 


would  care  to  send  someone,   and  to   those 
specific- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Tlie  Law  Reform  Commis- 
sion. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Law  Reform  Commission. 
Once  in  a  while  the  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale  has  a  good  thought.  Perhaps  even  the 
judiciary.  I  do  not  know  if  there  might  be  a 
justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  or  perhaps  one 
of  the  judges  of  the  county  court  who  might 
be  interested  in  coming  here. 

I  do  not  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  kind 
of  discussion  that  is  likely  to  take  place  in 
connection  with  these  bills  is  going  to  be  of 
the  sort  of  partisan  nature  that  we  sometimes 
get  into  on  other  matters.  I  think  we  should 
have  the  advantage  of  having  before  us  those 
people  who  are  as  familiar  as  anyone  else 
within  the  Province  of  Ontario  with  the 
problems  that  are  being  dealt  with  by  these 
particular  bills  in  an  attempt  to  solve  them. 
Turning  my  attention  more  particularly  to 
Bill  53,  since  the  NDP  seems  to  be  deter- 
mined that  we  are  going  to  have  to  go  through 
this  same  thing  pretty  well  four  times- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  We  are  going  to  perform  our 
responsibilities. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore 
can  look  after  his  responsibility. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  the  member  wants  to  renege 
on  his,  let  him  go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  will  have  ample  time  to  get 
up  and  make  his  philosophic  peroration 
insofar  as  his  responsibility  demands  it,  if  he 
will  just  keep  quiet  and  let  me  discharge  what 
I  think  is  my  responsibility. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  All  right.  Leave  us  out  of  it 
then.   Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore  is  awfully  sensitive  and  determined— 
what  have  you  got?  Have  you  got  another 
platonic  oration  this  afternoon  about  the 
theory  of  administrative  tribunals  that  is  go- 
ing to  go  on  for  20  or  30  hours? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No.  I  am  just  going  to  deal 
with  the  Act.  I  am  going  to  deal  with  the 
bill  instead  of  the  Liberal  Party.  I  find 
the  Liberal  Party  so  negligible  these  days.  I 
shall  not  bother  any  more. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please?  We  are  deal- 
ing with  second  reading  of  Bill  53.  The  hon. 
member  for  Downsview  has  the  floor. 
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Mr.  Singer:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  occasionally  has 
some  good  ideas.  This  afternoon  he  is  off  on 
another  of  his  wild  dreams.  I  do  not  know 
what  gets  him  so  affected  in  these  things. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain):  Yes, 
the  member  was,  too. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  did  the  member  not  go 
off  to  the  Premier's  conference? 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  general  pur- 
pose of  the  bill,  to  eliminate  uncertainties  in 
the  law  insofar  as  the  powers  of  tribunals  are 
concerned,  I  think,  has  to  come. 

The  fact  that  we  are  codifying  things  that 
have  not  been  said  in  one  statute;  the  fact 
that  it  is  going  to  apply  generally  to  all— it 
has  to  apply  generally  to  all  administrative 
tribunals— makes  it  very  clear  to  those  persons 
who  have  to  deal  with  these  tribunals  that 
there  is  an  established  pattern,  and  that  the 
laws  dealing  with  these  matters  are  no  longer 
going  to  be  as  long  as  the  chancellor's  foot; 
they  will  be  written  in  the  statute  and  then 
they  will  apply. 

It  will  certainly  militate  in  favour  of  stan- 
dardized procedure.  It  will  certainly  raise 
the  level  of  advocacy  before  these  various 
administrative  tribunals,  and  it  will  certainly 
produce  within  the  bar,  and  perhaps  with- 
out the  bar— the  legal  bar— a  standard  of 
qualification  and  a  standard  of  training  that 
is  most  important  and  allow  a  very  substan- 
tial degree  of  specialization  within  accepted 
rules. 

I  think  this  is  all  to  the  good  because 
more  and  more,  as  our  methods  of  govern- 
ment become  complicated,  are  we  going  to 
need  not  only  the  administrative  boards  that 
we  have,  but  there  are  going  to  be  many 
more  created  over  the  next  many  years. 
There  has  to  be  a  standardized  form  of 
procedure  that  is  going  to  deal  with  these 
matters  and  that  is  the  real  thrust  of  this 
bill. 

I  listened  with  attention  to  the  minister's 
suggestion  about  the  postponement— or  the 
power  of  the  Lieutenant-Governor-in-Coun- 
cil  to  postpone— and  my  immediate  reaction, 
until  he  got  into  the  phraseology,  was  that 
this  was  not  a  particularly  inviting  sugges- 
tion; until  he  pointed  out  that  there  was 
going  to  be  an  absolute  hmit  on  it,  if  I 
caught  his  wording  correctly,  of  one  year 
from  the  date  of  passage  of  this  bill.  From 
the  date  that  this  bill  is  given  royal  assent, 
I  would  presume  that  would  be  the  fixed 
date? 


That  is  all  right,  I  can  understand  the 
difficulty.  If  there  was  any  suggestion  that 
it  would  carry  on  any  longer  then,  with  or 
without  the  McRuer  recommendations,  I 
would  have  found  that  suggestion  abhor- 
rent. My  understanding  again— although  I  do 
not  have  a  copy  of  the  text  of  the  amend- 
ment, we  will  get  it  later— is  that,  come 
what  may,  this  can  no  longer  be  extended 
without  another  enactment  by  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  And  for 
those  reasons  I  think  it  makes  some  sense. 
I  recognize  that  there   are   difficulties. 

The  bill  is  divided  into  a  number  of  parts: 
procedures  for  tribunals  and  powers  of  tri- 
bunals, certainly  the  spelling  out  of  what  is 
the  meaning  of  the  rules  of  natural  justice 
—the  right  to  be  represented,  the  right  to 
have  the  production  of  documents,  the  right 
to  call  witnesses,  the  right  to  cross-examine 
witnesses,  the  right  to  be  present.  All  these 
rights  are  there  and  are  recognized,  but  it 
is  undoubtedly  a  very  substantial  advantage 
that  we  can  now  find  them  in  the  statutes. 
Because  once  in  a  while  it  has  been  my  ex- 
perience, Mr.  Speaker,  that  persons  in  charge 
of  a  variety  of  administrative  tribunals  some- 
times approach  their  task  without  any  legal 
background  at  all.  They  are  without  any 
knowledge  of  legal  procedures,  and  are  often 
sort  of  caught  up  in  what  they  think  seems 
fair  without  any  real  understanding  of  what 
the  term  "natural  justice"  might  mean. 

While  the  courts  have  sat  in  the  past  as 
watchdogs,  it  is  a  lengthy  and  complicated 
and  often  very  difficult  procedure  for  those 
persons  involved,  particularly  for  the  citizens 
who  become  involved  in  this  thing,  to  have 
to  go  through  the  additional  appeal  proce- 
dures where  those  dealing  with  the  adminis- 
tration are  not  fully  aware  of  what  their 
duties  and  responsibilities  are.  So  the  point 
in  setting  these  forward  and  the  reason  that 
McRuer  has  spelled  them  out  so  fully  is 
just  so  that  there  will  be  this  kind  of  a  code 
of  procedure. 

My  friend  from  Lakeshore  was  nattering 
away  a  few  moments  ago,  but  I  think  if  he 
wants  to  look  back  into  the  statutes  he  will 
see  draft  statutes  introduced  into  this  Legis- 
lature, over  a  period  of  several  years,  in 
name  of  myself  and  tlie  name  of  my  collea- 
gue from  Sudbury  (Mr.  Sopha)  and  so  on. 
So  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  fair  comment 
that,  at  the  time  this  sort  of  thing  comes 
before  the  House,  which  we  had  advocated 
seriously,  which  we  put  forward  in  the 
spirit  of  trying  to  arrive  at  a  better  system 
for  the   conduct  of  affairs   of   administrative 
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tribunals,  that  that  be  an  important  part  of 
the  comments  that  we  put  before  the  House. 
And  I  will  not  be  deterred  in  this  by  the 
rudeness    of    the    member    for    Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  going  to  say  very 
much  more  about  this.  Hopefully,  we  will 
have  the  specific  opportunity— the  Minister 
of  Justice  has  given  this  undertaking— to 
have  before  us  the  ladies  and  gentlemen  in 
this  province,  who  are  perhaps  the  most 
knowledgeable,  in  addition  to  some  of  the 
practising  professions.  And  I  think  at  that 
point,  we  can  deal  with  it  point  by  point. 

I  commend  the  government  for  acting, 
albeit  somewhat  slowly,  in  tliis  general  way. 
Here,  we  have  the  statute  and  the  passage 
of  this  statute  will  be  an  important  part  of 
the  scheme  of  law  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario, to  guarantee  to  the  citizens  of  Ontario 
their    rights    before    administrative    tribunal. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  seldom 
heard  in  this  House  a  more  bumptious,  more 
fatuous  statement— and  besides,  the  most  in- 
tellectually arrogant  type  of  statement— as 
were  the  preliminary  introductory  remarks 
of   the   member  for   Downsview.    However— 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  treating 
his  remarks  with  the  contempt  they  deserve. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  at  least  give  him  an  ounce 
of  credit.  Of  all  the  lawyers  over  there,  in 
the  Liberal  Party- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  member  has  accom- 
plished his  purpose.  He  has  driven  him  out. 
He  has  left. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —on  a  matter  which  is  far 
reaching  and  deeply  felt,  in  terms  of  the 
laws  of  this  province  as  are  these  four 
pieces  of  legislation  before  us  this  afternoon, 
he,  the  deputy  leader,  the  lone  spokesman, 
has  to  come  before  this  House  and  argue  the 
case  alone.  What  a  cop-out,  so  far  as  the 
legal  profession  is  concerned.  It  should  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  House  and 
the  public  that  in  matters  of  this  searching 
import,  the  Liberal  Party  should  be  found 
so  deficient. 

Mr.   Ruston:   Who   are   you  to   call   the— 

Mr.    Lawlor:    It   is    sickening. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  sure  is.  We  have  to  listen 
to  the  member.  He  has  only  two  of  his 
members  listening  to  him. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  They  have  a  half  dozen  legal 
members  away  for  these  important  matters 
requiring  legal  sagacity.  Their  members  are 
derelict  in  the  responsibility.  They  have  no 
sense  of  the  job.  They  no  sense  of  decency 
at  all. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yak,  yak,  yak. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Evans  (Simcoe  Centre):  The 
NDP  very  seldom  have  more  than  two 
members  in  the   House  at  one  time. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  it  is,  Mr.  Speaker, 
an  interesting  exercise,  for  a  few  moments 
at  least,  to  compare  and  contrast  what  the— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  They  cannot  ruffle  our 
good  humour  today. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —what  the  earlier  Attorney 
General  of  this  province  brought  before  us 
in  what  was  supposed  to  be  a  similar  bill 
in  1968-1969,  having  perused  both  statutes. 
When  this  other  bill  was  introduced  back 
in  those  years,  it  was  not  proceeded  with, 
if  you  will  recall.  It  was  sent  out  for  review 
by  all  dimensions  of  the  legal  profession 
and  others. 

A  considerable  amount  of  feedback  must 
have  come  into  the  offices  of  the  government 
on  this  particular  hand,  because  the  new  bill 
is  a  thorough  revamping  and  a  very  com- 
plete overhaul  of  what  was  contained  in 
the  earlier  one.  The  earlier  bill  perhaps  fol- 
lowed the  hteral  language  of  McRuer  too 
nicely.  This  bill,  besides  spelling  out  a  great 
deal  which  was  either  previously  not  men- 
tioned at  all  or  mentioned  in  a  kind  of  cur- 
sory way,  and  drawing  out  its  implications, 
goes  much  further  in  terms  of  clarity,  in 
terms  of  its  range  and  what  it  is  expected  to 
cover.  It  makes  it  infinitely  easier  for  the 
judiciary  to  apply  and  to  understand  the 
language  than  did  the  earlier  bill.  I  just 
wish  to  give  a  couple  of  examples  of  that. 

Section  3,  which  is  completely  new,  or  at 
least  substantially  new,  outlines  those  insti- 
tutions and  bodies  to  which  part  1,  having  to 
do  with  the  minimum  rules,  does  not  apply. 
It  does  it  in  specific  terms;  it  does  it  ex- 
pressly, and  I  think  that  is  necessary  to  fill 
lacanae,  because  otherwise  we  might  very 
well  think  that  this  governed  the  whole  range 
of  legal  institutions. 

The  same  thing  may  be  said  of  section  4, 
which  spells  out  that  there  are  a  diversity 
of  other  ways,  of  alternative  methods,  to  dis- 
solve conflicts  which  might  affect  tribunals 
and  which  would  not  be  necessarily  subject 
to  all  the  wide  range  of  matters,  such  as  the 
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Prime  Minister  outlined  when  he  introduced 
this  new  legislation— the  business  of  notice; 
notice  as  such;  notice  of  a  case  to  be  met; 
that  the  hearing  be  public;  that  counsel  be 
there;  that  reasons  be  given;  that  the  decision 
be  in  writing;  that  there  be  reasonable  ad- 
journments in  all  the  other  matters  which  are 
encompassed  in  terms  of  this  bill,  and  made 
mandatory  and  express  in  proceedings  which 
do  go  before  and  are  resolved  by  the  tribun- 
als. Those  are  notable  changes  over  against 
that  previous  legislation.  I  could  go  on  at 
some  length  contrasting  this  and  commending 
the   minister. 

What  it  comes  down  to  is  this,  if  I  may  be 
a  little  jocular  about  it,  maybe  the  govern- 
ment should  leave  the  bulk  of  its  legislation 
sit  around,  like  good  wine  and  age  in  the 
casks.  If  it  can  come  forward  with  a  re- 
vamped piece  of  legislation  of  the  merit  that 
this  particular  legislation  has,  because  of  the 
two-year  delay  in  the  hearings  and  the  re- 
thinking that  took  place  in  the  meantime, 
then  I  would  commend  that  for  half  of  the 
legislation  brought  forward,  say,  by  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  a  similar 
process  of  aging  and  healing  and  reconsider- 
ation might  take  out  half  the  breaches  of 
civil  liberties  he  writes  into  his  legislation. 

So  the  two  years  or  three  years  have  bred 
a  considerable  change  in  the  legislation  which 
is  all  to  the  good 

There  is  one  specific  matter  I  want  to 
bring  to  the  minister's  attention  though,  in 
contrasting  the  two  pieces  of  legislation— and 
I  wonder  if  the  present  legislation  is  all  that 
much  better?  As  a  matter  of  fact  I  may  put 
it  to  him  that  perhaps  it  is  a  good  deal  worse 
than  the  drafting  that  went  into  the  previous 
legislation— and  that  has  to  do  with  judicial 
notice  and  specialized  kinds  of  knowledge 
which  it  is  imputed  or  assumed  that  a  trib- 
unal would  have  dealing  with  specific  areas 
which  are  peculiar  to  its  range  of  activities, 
whether  the  range  happens  to  be  the  bitten 
flea  Act  or  the  horseradish  Act,  or  whatever 
it  happens  to  be  in  the  various  fields. 

I  would  have  him  look  at  his  previous  sec- 
tion 13.  I  consider  it  to  be  of  a  superior 
quality  than  his  present  section  16  in  this 
particular  regard,  and  he  will  note  that  in 
subsection  2  of  13  back  in  those  days,  directly 
in  line  I  think  with  McRuer:  "A  tribunal 
shall  notify  all  parties  to  a  proceeding  of  any 
facts  or  information  referred  to  in  subsection 
1"— these  are  facts  and  information  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  tribunal  and  not  necessarily 
introduced    in    evidence— "and    shall    before 


reaching  its  decision  give  the  parties  an 
opportunity  to  contest  before  it  any  such 
facts  or  information,"  and  then  it  goes  on. 

If  the  minister  reviews  it  he  will  see  that 
he  cut  back  on  that  severely.  He  simply  left 
it  in  terms  of  judicial  notice  and  said  that 
matters  of  generally  recognized  scientific  or 
technical  facts,  information  within  its  scien- 
tific specialized  knowledge,  are  admissible. 
But  there  is  no  opportunity  to  inform  the 
individuals  who  may  appear  before  the  trib- 
unal that  these  matters  which  are  in  the  back 
of  their  heads  will  necessarily  be  determina- 
tive perhaps  of  the  very  issue  before  them, 
and  thereby  giving  them  an  opportunity  to 
counteract  what  is  generally  recognized  spe- 
cialized knowledge  in  that  field  by  contrary 
expert  evidence  perhaps  in  order  to  set  their 
case  right. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  give  that  a  little 
consideration.  Another  thing  I  would  ask 
him  is— and  perhaps  he  could  explain  it— in 
the  Act  which  we  are  going  to  come  to.  Bill 
54,  he  has  taken  time  out  to  expressly  define 
in  section  1  of  that  what  a  statutory  power 
is.  For  one  reason  or  another,  although  he 
has  embodied  most  of  the  similar  definitions 
in  the  definition  section,  he  has  omitted  so 
to  do  in  terms  of  the  legislation  before  us. 
Is  there  good  reason  for  this?  Is  it  an  over- 
sight? Precisely  why  has  that  happened? 

The  only  other  thing  I  wish  to  speak  about 
is  the  provisions  of  part  2  and  the  setting  of 
a  rules  committee.  The  rules  committee,  as 
the  hon.  minister  will  know,  in  volume  1, 
page  221,  of  McRuer,  was  constituted  by  10 
individuals  specifically  set  out  in  McRuer 
and  embodied  holus-bolus  into  the  previous 
legislation. 

In  his  new  legislation  the  minister  has  cut 
back  severely  upon  that  rules  committee.  It 
is  a  moot  question;  we  could  discuss  it,  as  to 
whether  that  is  altogether  beneficial  consid- 
ering the  quality  of  person  he  had  constituted 
the  committee  with,  but  the  minister  must 
have  had  good  and  overwhelming  reasons  to 
look  McRuer  straight  in  the  eye  on  this  one 
and  reject  what  he  recommended. 

You  are  down  to  six  members.  The  previous 
section  in  the  old  bill  was  section  16,  in  the 
new  it  is  section  26.  And  what  has  happened 
in  effect  is  that  the  judiciary,  while  not  being 
cut  out  is  being  severely  cut  back  in  its  rep- 
resentation on  that.  Previously  we  had  the 
Chief  Justice  of  the  High  Court  and  then  the 
chief  county  court  judge,  whereas  now  we 
simply  have  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court 
appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor. 
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Another  thing  the  minister  has  omitted 
that  previously  was  suggested:  I  think  if  I 
am  not  wrong  that  McRuer  suggested  two 
professors  from  the  university  law  schools 
to  sit  in  and  assist  in  this  particular  process; 
whereas  the  minister  has  omitted  the  profes- 
sorial bodies  completely  and  in  the  course 
of  that— no  I  was  wrong  about  that;  it  is  the 
laymen,  he  wanted  one  professor.  But  stick- 
ing to  the  professors,  the  minister  has  omit- 
ted them  completely  from  his  legislation  and 
there  must  be  good  reason  again  why  he 
feels  that  they  are  perhaps  supernumerary 
in  this  particular  regard  and  cannot  make 
any  major  contribution,  but  just  what  moti- 
vated the  minister  in  this  particular  regard? 

McRuer  did  say  that  two  members  of  the 
public  should  be  given  representation.  The 
minister  cut  that  to  one  in  the  interests,  I 
suppose,  of  streamlining  or  keeping  the  com- 
mittee in  the  very  restricted,  and  I  suppose 
that  he  would  argue,  highly  operative  way. 
I  think  this  whole  section  might  be  placed 
under  reconsideration  and  the  role  and  con- 
stitution of  the  rules  committee  be  defined 
in  the  light  of  what  the  minister  has  said  on 
this  particular  point.  We  will  take  that  up  in 
committee. 

The  only  other  thing  I  wish  to  say  about 
the  rules  committee  is  that  it  should  be  well 
understood  that  when  other  tribunals  are 
seeking  to  arrive  at  rules  and  determine  their 
own  internal  modes  of  procedure,  the  mini- 
ster made  it  necessary  that  they  advert  and 
go  before  the  rules  committee— at  least  have 
a  review  of  their  internal  rules  in  this  wider 
sense  so  that  there  may  be  a  general  uni- 
formity and  consistency  throughout  our  laws 
in  this  particular  regard,  and  that  is  alto- 
gether commendable. 

The  legislation— we  have  waited  long  for 
it,  as  I  say,  it  has  grown  fruited  on  the 
vine— it  comes  to  us,  as  far  as  I  am  concern- 
ed as  some  kind  of  sweetmeat.  We  certainly 
have  no  cause  to  complain  bitterly  at  all 
about  it,  on  the  contrary,  we  give  him  every 
commendation  in  bringing  it  forward. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  go- 
ing to  go  on  at  any  great  length.  We  are  cer- 
tainly going  to  support  the  principle  of  the 
bill,  but  I  think  that  there  are  some  serious 
problems  that  are  raised  by  at  least  the 
draftsmanship  of  the  bill,  or  indeed  the  inter- 
pretation which  the  government  appears  to 
have  put  upon  the  recommendations  of  the 
royal  conmiission  inquiry  into  civil  rights, 
the  McRuer  commission. 


I  would  have  assumed  that  in  a  situation 
such  as  this— that  is,  where  you  are  going  to 
provide  procedm-es  governing  the  exercise  of 
statutory  powers— insofar  as  they  affect  the 
rights  and  duties  or  privileges  of  persons 
and  having  regard  to  the  statement  of  the 
Prime  Minister  when,  due  to  the  importance 
of  the  bills,  he  introduced  them  himself  into 
the  Legislature,  that  these  are  bills  for 
people  and  not  for  lawyers;  that  the  govern- 
ment's attitude  should  have  been  primarily 
to  provide,  in  the  natiu-e  of  absolute  protec- 
tions, for  the  rights  and  privileges  of  persons 
who  are  involved  before  tribunals. 

I  am  speaking  about  absolute  protections 
in  the  sense  that  I  notice  throughout  the  Act 
in  a  number  of  places,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  series 
of  conditioning  clauses  which  appear  to  me 
to  leave  it  open  to  a  lawyer's  interpretation 
as  to  whether  or  not  a  person  is  entitled  to 
this  land  of  protection. 

I  think  particularly,  there  is  a  provision 
which  deals  with  the  application  of  part  1, 
which  is  the  substantial  part  of  one  section 
of  the  bill  with  respect  to  minimum  rules 
for  proceedings  of  certain  tribunals.  That  is 
limited.  It  does  not  say  that  this  part  applies 
to  every  tribunal  that  hears  a  matter  on 
which  a  citizen  is  affected,  using  the  term 
"tribunal"  in  the  wide  sense  in  which  it  is 
defined.  Having  said  that,  typical  of  this 
government's  kind  of  approach  to  this  legis- 
lation, it  is  immediately  curtailed  "where 
the  tribunal  is  required,  by  under  any  other 
Act,  or  otherwise  by  law— which  is  a  very 
nebulous  matter— to  hold,  or  to  afford  to 
the  parties  to  the  proceedings,  an  oppor- 
tunity of  a  hearing,  before  making  a 
decision." 

I  had  thought  that  what  Mr.  Justice 
McRuer  was  saying— even  in  the  extensive 
and  detailed  analysis  of  the  statutes  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  which  he  undertook— 
he  was  saying  to  the  government:  "Wherever 
there  is  a  decision  of  a  tribunal,  then,  before 
that  tribunal,  we  want  to  make  certain  that 
a  citizen  is  entided  to  a  hearing,"  and  that 
he  did  not  intend  in  any  way,  by  his  detailed 
analysis  of  particular  statutes  to  point  out 
—where  there  were  decisions  of  tribunals 
that  affected  individuals— he  did  not  mean 
that  he  wanted  this  government  simply  to 
amend  those  particular  statutes  to  provide 
for  the  hearing. 

I  think  what  Mr.  Justice  McRuer  was 
trying  really  to  say  to  the  government  was: 
"Look,  in  a  day  and  an  age  where  a  citizen 
is  affected  by  decisions  of  tribunals,  decisions 
of  government,  then  that  citizen  is  entided 
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to  a  hearing,"  And  he  was  not  saying;  "Oh, 
yes,  in  this  statute,  and  that  statute,  we  want 
you  to  amend  it  to  provide  for  a  hearing 
under  that  Act."  He  said:  "That  would  be 
most  helpful  because  then  the  citizen  looking 
at  a  statute,  or  any  one  who  is  advising  such 
a  citizen,  has  it  in  one  place  that,  yes,  he  is 
entided  to  a  hearing." 

But  I  do  not  think  that  he  ever  intended 
to  suggest  that  there  are  only  going  to  be 
hearings  where  a  specific  statute  provided 
for  a  hearing  and  that  the  only  other  pro- 
tection that  the  citizen  was  going  to  be 
entitled  to  were  those  words  which  lawyers 
just  love  to  use  but  which  nobody  ever  quite 
understands  in  a  specific  situation— or  where 
otherwise  by  law— required  to  hold  or  to 
afford  the  parties  to  the  proceedings  an 
opportunity  for  hearing  before  making  a 
decision. 

I  simply  say  that  if  the  government  is 
endeavouring  to  get  across  to  the  citizen  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario  that  yes,  you  as  a 
citizen,  because  of  the  proliferation  of  govern- 
ment, because  of  the  kind  of  statutes  which 
we  have  to  enact  for  the  governance  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  because  of  the  kinds 
of  authorities  that  have  to  be  delegated  to 
ministers,  to  other  boards,  multitudes  of 
agencies  of  the  government,  we  want  you 
to  know  that  as  a  citizen— not  as  a  citizen 
who  has  to  go  to  a  lawyer  for  advice  as  to 
what  his  rights  are- but  as  a  citizen  and  as 
a  layman  if  you  feel  that  you  have  been 
aggrieved  by  a  decision,  that  you  have  a 
right  to  a  hearing. 

And  we  as  a  government  recognize  that  no 
matter  Avith  whatever  detailed  attention  we 
may  go  through  each  and  every  statute  of  the 
province  of  Ontario,  and  each  and  every 
regulation  published  under  the  authority  of 
those  statutes,  we  know  that  it  is  not  physic- 
ally possible  to  enumerate  the  situations 
where  a  hearing  is  to  be  held  and  make 
certain  that  each  has  been  exhausted.  We 
know  even  more  than  that:  that  there  are 
many  situations  where  the  citizen  has  been 
used— and  if  I  may  be  allowed  a  partisan  pol- 
itical comment— has  been  used  in  this  prov- 
ince, with  the  growth  of  government,  to  the 
point  where  he  did  not  expect  that  he  had 
any  particular  position  except  to  feel  annoyed 
and  frustrated  by  some  decision  that  was 
made. 

We  think  that  the  reverse  is  now  required, 
and  that  is  that  the  govennment  has  to  say 
flatly  and  effectively  and  informatively  to  the 
public:  "Look,  regardless  of  what  habits  we 
fell   into   in   past   years,  regardless    of   what 


attitudes  we  may  have  had  because  of  tlie 
development  of  the  government  into  a  large 
operation  reaching,  so  far  as  its  authority  is 
concerned,  into  all  aspects  of  Iffe  in  the  prov- 
ince, we  want  you  to  know  that  this  is  a  total 
reversal  of  that  attitude.  We  want  you  to 
know  that  if  there  is  a  decision  of  any  official 
being  made  pursuant  to  a  statute,  or  a  regula- 
tion passed  under  the  statute  or  in  the  course 
of  what  he  assumes  to  be  his  duties  under  a 
particular  operation  of  government,  and  you, 
as  a  citizen,  have  that  sense  of  annoyance  or 
that  you  have  been  dealt  unfairly  or  unjustly 
with,  you,  Mr.  Citizen,  have  a  right  to  a 
hearing."  You  do  not  then  have  to  say  to 
Mr.  Citizen:  "Mr.  Citizen,  if  you  feel  annoyed 
and  frustrated  and  if  you  are  upset  about 
what  happened  to  you,  the  first  thing  you  have 
got  to  do  to  know  whether  you  have  a 
remedy,  is  to  go  to  a  lawyer  and  incur  the 
legal  costs  of  finding  out  whether  or  not  you 
can  do  something  about  it." 

That  is  exactly  the  position  that  the  govern- 
ment has  placed  the  citizen  of  the  province  in, 
and  I  say  to  the  minister  that  so  long  as  he 
qualifies  the  right  of  a  citizen  to  a  hearing  in 
this  kind  of  a  situation,  in  the  way  in  which 
this  Act  has  qualified  it,  then  he  will  not 
have  achieved  the  substance  and  the  purpose 
and  the  informed  purpose  of  what  we  believe 
is  the  correct  interpretation  of  wihat  Mr. 
McRuer  was  about. 

Because  if  the  minister  will  look  at  the 
qualification  that  he  has  imposed,  he  will 
realize  immediately  that  the  citizen  does  not 
have  that  sense  of  right;  he  has  to  then  go  to 
a  lawyer  and  the  lawyer  then  has  to  get  the 
book  out,  get  the  regulation  out,  and  look 
at  the  statute  and  say:  "Is  there  an  appeal 
procedure  provided  under  this  statute  or 
under  this  regulation?"  And  if,  by  chance— as 
I  am  quite  certain,  because  of  the  detailed 
nature  of  our  laws  and  regulations— he  cannot 
find  it  in  the  statute  or  in  the  laws,  or  there 
has  not  been  an  amendment  to  every  statute 
to  provide  for  this  kind  of  a  hearing,  then  he 
is  going  to  have  to  say,  "Well,  Mr.  Citizen,  I 
am  now  going  to  have  to  consider  the  question 
of  whether  or  not  otherwise  by  law  you  are 
entided  to  a  hearing  and,  Mr.  Citizen,  if  you 
come  back  now  in  about  two  weeks'  time  I 
will  have  done  my  homework  and  I  will  be 
able  to  give  you  an  opinion  as  to  whether 
otherwise  by  law  you  are  entitled  to  a  hear- 

•  99 

mg. 

I  say  to  you  that  I  do  not  think,  by  any 
stretch  of  the  imagination,  that  is  a  tolerable 
situation  when  the  Prime  Minister  in  his 
opening  remarks,  when  he  introduced  these 


3164 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


bills— if  I  can  find  the  particular  statement 
that  he  made— made  the  specific  point  of 
saying:  "This  is  a  procedure  to  protect  the 
citizen."  It  was  at  the  very  outset  of  his 
remarks. 

These  bills  are  not  designed  for  lawyers, 
but  are  designed  to  establish  and  ensure 
the  rights  of  individuals  whenever  they 
come  into  contact  with  the  many  adminis- 
trative processes  of  modem-day  govern- 
ment within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Legis- 
lature. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  minister  that  I  had  to 
think  long  and  clearly  about  this  matter  to 
decide  whether  or  not  I  would  raise  as  a 
matter  of  plain  principle  that  we  could  not 
accept  the  bill  as  it  is  presently  drafted  be- 
cause of  that  flaw.  I  say  that  I  came  very 
close  to  the  fundamental  conclusion  that 
there  was  a  basic  flaw  in  the  statute.  But 
I  said  no,  I  am  prepared  to  give  the  govern- 
ment the  opportunity,  in  committee,  in  the 
light  of  the  debate  which  is  taking  place  in 
this  assembly,  to  recognize  the  merit  of  the 
position. 

This  is  what  we  are  trying  to  say  to  the 
citizen,  Mr.  Citizen,  Mrs.  Citizen,  Miss  Citi- 
zen, Master  Citizen:  "Wherever  you  come 
into  contact  with  government,  and  you  have 
this  sense  of  annoyance,  this  sense  of  frus- 
tration, this  sense  that  you  have  been  un- 
justly done  by,  that  no  longer  do  you  have 
to  say  to  yourself  in  the  local  parlance  of 
the  time,  'You  can't  beat  city  hall,'  or  you 
cannot  do  anything  about  it.  It  is  a  gov- 
ernment; it  takes  too  long.  You  never  get 
anywhere;  it  is  procrastinating.  I  have  not 
got  the  time.  I  am  just  going  to  have  to 
swallow  my  resentment.  I  will  bitch  about 
it  to  my  wife  or  to  my  neighbour,  but 
somehow  or  other  I  am  going  to  have  this 
continuing  sense  of  aimoyance  about  the 
governmental   system." 

I  want  the  minister  to  understand  that 
we  in  this  party  feel  very  strongly  about 
this  particular  issue  and  the  qualification 
which  is  in  the  particular  section.  I  want 
the  minister  seriously  to  look  at  it,  because 
it  is  of  the  essence  of  the  position  which  I 
really  believe  the  government  wanted  to 
achieve,  but  could  not  quite  get  itself  to 
come  around  to.  And  I  think  that  is  a  very 
important    point. 

The  other  thing  which  I  get  a  little  bit 
concerned  about  also— 'I  thought  for  a  moment 
it  was  rather  amusing,  but  it  is  really  kind  of 
serious— is  if  you  look  back  to  the  trial  of 
Galileo  and  the  question  of  whether  the  earth 


was  round  or  square— or  flat  I  guess  it  was, 
round  or  flat- 
Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):Does  the 
hon.  member  go  back  that  far? 

Mr.  Singer:  He  was  there. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Then  I  find  strangely 
enough  that  the  tribunal,  in  making  any 
decision,  can  take  notice  of  any  generally 
recognized  scientific  or  technical  facts,  infor- 
mation or  opinion  within  its  scientific  or  spec- 
ialized knowledge. 

I  would  say  to  myself  that  Galileo  would 
have  had  a  hell  of  a  time  before  a  tribunal 
under  this  statute.  He  would,  of  course,  have 
been  faced  with  the  proposition  that  it  was  a 
generally  accepted  scientific  fact  that  the 
earth  was  flat  and  not  round,  and  he  would 
not  have  received  justice.  I  am  saying  to  the 
minister  that  there  are  a  number  of  other 
situations  in  this  bill  where  that  kind  of 
language  is  used.  I  am  sure  the  draftsman 
with  all  good  faith,  wanted  to  make  use  of 
that  kind  of  language. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Now  the  minister  is  a  flat- 
earther. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  There  are  other  situations. 
I  am  not  going  to  go  on  at  any  great  length, 
because  the  particular  clauses  in  the  bill  we 
well  certainly  be  able  to  deal  with  at  the  time, 
when  it  comes  before  the  committee  next 
Tuesday  morning.  But  I  want  to  say  to  the 
minister  that  there  is  no  provision  in  this  bill 
for  a  person  to  be  warned  that  he  can  take 
the  protection  of  The  Canada  Evidence  Act. 

There  is  a  very  adequate  protection  in  the 
bill  and  I  was  delighted  to  see  it,  with  respect 
to  The  Ontario  Evidence  Act,  against  self- 
incrimination  by  any  statement,  but  there  is 
obviously  no  protection,  that  any  lawyer  could 
advise  the  citizen  that  he  has,  against  incrimi- 
nation under  The  Canada  Evidence  Act. 

It  would  appear  to  me  that,  some  way  or 
other,  if  it  is  not  competent  for  this  Legisla- 
ture to  deem  the  person  to  be  entitled  to  the 
protection  of  that  Act,  at  least  the  tribunal 
should  have  the  standard  provision  which  we 
finally  had  the  government  accept  in  some  of 
the  professional  society  bills  that  he  should  be 
told  by  the  tribunal  that  he  has  the  right  to 
claim  protection  of  The  Canada  Evidence  Act. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  such  points. 
They  appear  to  me  to  be  matters  with  which 
we  can  adequately  deal  in  committee.  But  I 
do  not  want  to  sit  down  without  saying  to  the 
minister  that  the  remarks  which  I  made  about 
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the  gut  part  of  this  bill  are  matters  that  toudi 
us  in  this  party  very  deeply.  I  want  the  minis- 
ter seriously  to  consider  the  point  which  I 
have  made  and  to  give  consideration  to  delet- 
ing the  four  of  five  areas  in  which  this  kind 
of  qualification  is  destructive  of  the  kind  of  a 
result  that  we  really  want  to  achieve  in  this 
province  and  for  whidh  the  inquiry  into  civil 
rights  was  designed  to  be  the  vehicle  by  which 
it  could  be  accomplished. 

With  those  remarks,  Mr,  Speaker,  and  with 
that  reservation,  but  in  the  hope  that  the 
Minister  of  Justice  and  Attorney  General  will 
see  the  merit  of  the  comment  which  we  make, 
I  simply  say,  as  my  colleague  from  Lakeshore 
has  said,  that  we  will  support  the  bill  in 
principle. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  debate  on  the 
matter  before  the  minister? 

The  Minister  of  Justice. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  very 
much  appreciate  the  comments  of  the  mem- 
bers who  have  taken  part  in  the  debate.  I  am 
glad  to  see  that  it  is  recognized,  in  most 
quarters  of  the  House  anyway,  as  a  construc- 
tive step  forward  by  the  government. 

I  would  like  to  indicate  to  the  House  and  I 
apologize  that  I  forgot  to  do  it  in  my  earlier 
statement  that,  of  course,  I  am  quite  anxious 
that  the  bill  should  go  to  the  standing  com- 
mittee. 

I  have  asked,  and  I  believe  the  necessary 
notices  will  be  prepared  providing  we  pro- 
ceed through  the  second  reading  stage  today, 
for  the  committee— I  think  it  is  now  called 
the  standing  committee  on  legal  administra- 
tive law— to  sit  on  Tuesday  morning  next; 
to  proceed  with,  hopefully,  all  four  of  these 
bills,  if  we  go  through  the  second  reading 
stage  today  on  them.  There  are  tricky  draft- 
ing problems  involved.  This  is  obviously  the 
case  when  one  realizes  the  number  of  changes 
that  have  taken  place  since  the  original  bill 
was  introduced  two  years  ago  by  my  pre- 
decessor. 

I  must  say,  however,  that  I  cannot  under- 
take to  the  House  that  specific  invitations 
will  proceed  to  all  of  the  people  or  persons 
of  offices  referred  to  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview.  I  do  assure  him  and  the  House 
that  we  will  do  our  utmost  to  make  sure 
that  the  meetings  of  the  committee  are  pub- 
licized so  that  everyone,  hopefully,  who  has 
indicated  a  concern  at  least  might  be  made 
aware  that  the  committee  stage  is  being 
reached,    in    committee,    and    that    they    are 


welcome  to  come  to  it  on  Tuesday  morning 
next. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  any  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  House  know  of  any  persons  who 
are  involved  or  interested  or  concerned  with 
this,  they  should  also  be  informed  of  that 
meeting  next  Tuesday  morning  at  9:30  here 
in  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Singer:  May  I  ask  the  minister  a 
question?  Would  it  be  too  difficult  to  have 
somebody  call  the  law  schools  at  Queen's, 
Western,  Toronto,  York,  Windsor,  and  let 
them  know?  And  perhaps  the  Chief  Justice 
of  Ontario  and  the  chief  justice  of  the 
trial  division? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  not  too  sure 
that  it  would  really  be  proper  for  the  judges 
to  appear,  but  we  will  do  our  utmost  to 
make  sure  that  the  matter  is  publicized. 
Certainly,  some  of  the  people  who  have  in- 
dicated a  concern  and  an  interest  in  it  will— 
we  will  certainly  try  to  notify  as  many  as 
we  can. 

This,  and  I  am  sure  it  is  recognized  by 
all  the  members  of  the  House— again,  I  do 
not  say  this  in  any  partisan  way— is  a  dif- 
ferent type  of  legislation.  Certainly,  we  are 
as  concerned  as  anybody  in  coming  up  with 
the  right  answers.  If  there  are  further  faults 
or  gaps  or  errors  in  it,  we  want  to  know 
about  them.  I  do  not  say  that  in  any  boastful 
way  at  all,  or  any  partisan  way. 

Most  of  the  specific  comments,  I  think, 
that  have  been  made— some  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Downsview,  some  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Lakeshore,  and  some  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale— I  think  could 
best  be  handled  and  dealt  with  in  the  com- 
mittee  rather  than  here   in   second   reading. 

Because  he  is  so  concerned  about  it,  I 
would  like  to  refer  to  the  remarks  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale  in  respect  of 
the  manner  in  which  I  think  he  is  completely 
balled  up.  He  is  dealing  with  the  wrong  Act 
and  the  wrong  type  of  Act  when  he  starts 
referring  here  to  guarantees  to  the  citizen 
respecting  his  right,  or  his  guarantee,  in  re- 
lation to  all  decisions  of  govenmient.  I  am 
afraid  that  he  has  missed  the  very  basic 
point  here— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  what  the  Prime 
Minister  said.  Retract  the  statement  of  the 
Prime  Minister. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —that  this  bill  is 
to  provide,  hopefully,  guarantees  in  relation 
to  a  hearing. 
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Now  his  point— and  I  may  be  completely 
misconstruing  his   remarks— I   believe,   is  not 
in  relation  to  the  hearing- 
Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  No,  to  the  hearing. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —but  to  the  point 
that  all  decisions  of  government  should  have 
a  hearing. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  No. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  My  point  simply  is 
that  this  bill  is  designed  to  guarantee  the 
rights  of  citizens  where  there  is  a  hearing, 
and  I  think— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Where  there  is  a  hearing! 

Hon.  A.  F.  LavvTcnce:  —and  I  think  the 
point  of  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale— 
and  I  may  be  wrong— is  simply  that  there 
should  be  ancillary  legislation,  other  legis- 
lation which  would  require  a  hearing.  I  think 
there  is  a  very  basic  difference  therefore 
in  his  mind  between  what  is  the  purpose 
of  this  bill  and  what  is  in  our  mind  in  re- 
lation  to  the  purpose   of   this   bill. 

If  I  am  wrong  on  that  it  can  be  clarified, 
perhaps  in  the  committee  stage.  But  cer- 
tainly, sir,  I  do  feel  that  the  purpose  of  this 
bill  really  is  to  eliminate  the  uncertainties 
that  do  exist  in  tlie  present  law  as  to  the 
procedure  to  be  followed  by  tribunals  them- 
selves exercising  statutory  powers  of  de- 
cision and  as  to  the  powers  of  those  tribu- 
nals—first, to  give  guidance  to  the  tribunals 
and  to  confer  rights  on  the  parties  as  to 
the  minimum  requirement  of  a  fair  proce- 
dure and,  secondly,  to  ensure  that  the  powers 
conferred  on  that  tribunal  are  adequate  and 
appropriate. 

We  are  not  dealing  here  with  the  decision- 
making powers  of  government,  many  of  which 
have  to  be  discretionary,  obviously,  otherwise 
I  can  well  foresee,  in  all  sorts  of  ways,  that 
the  wheels  of  government  would  grind  even 
more  slowly  than  they  do  at  the  moment. 
To  require  hearings  to  be  held  in  respect 
of  all  decisions  of  government  would  simply 
be  impossible,  and  really  would  not  result 
in  any  effective  or  efficient  method  within 
government  itself. 

There  are  two  major  uncertainties  under 
the  present  law  as  to  the  procedure  to  be 
followed  by  a  tribunal.  Where  a  statutory 
power  of  decision  is  conferred,  the  courts 
wll,  in  general,  presume  that  it  is  not  to  be 
exercised  arbitrarily  or  capriciously  and  will 
imply   a   requirement  that  a  fair  procedure 


be  followed,  either  to  supplement  procedure 
laid  down  by  the  statutes,  or  to  provide  a 
fair  procedure  where  none  is  enacted. 

They— that  is,  the  courts— will  require  the 
so-called  rules  of  natural  justice  to  be 
followed.  These  require  that  the  parties  be 
afforded  a  hearing  after  reasonable  notice 
with  rather  undefined  rights  as  to  their  right 
to  call  witnesses,  to  cross-examine,  to  require 
protection  in  matters  such  as  that 

The  presumption  that  a  fair  procedure  is 
required  does  not,  however,  necessarily  apply 
to  all  statutory  powers  of  decision.  The 
courts  may  hold  that  the  nature  of  the  power 
or  the  circumstances  for  its  exercise  exclude 
any  requirements  of  a  fair  procedure. 

The  question  whether  the  rules  of  natural 
justice  apply  is  often  related  to  the  question 
whether  the  power  conferred  is  "judicial," 
or  "quasi-judicial,"  or  purely  "administrative." 

These  terms,  obviously,  as  many  of  us 
have  worried  in  this  House  over  the  years, 
are  of  uncertain  application  and  the  reasoning 
in  any  event  is  circular.  Sometimes  the 
question  is  asked:  "Do  the  rules  of  natural 
justice  apply?"  If  it  is  decided  that  they  do, 
it  is  then  said  that  the  power  is  judicial  or 
quasi- judicial.  Sometimes  the  queston  is  put 
the  other  way:  "Is  the  power  a  judicial  or 
quasi-judicial  power?"  If  so,  the  rules  of 
natural  justice  apply. 

This  bill  attempts  to  avoid  this  circular 
reasoning  by  indicating  that  statutes  con- 
ferring powers  should  state  whether  or  not 
a  hearing  is  required  and,  in  that  event, 
then  these  guarantees  apply.  The  two  uncer- 
tainties that  exist  are  No.  1,  "Do  the  rules 
of  natural  justice  apply?"  and.  No.  2,  "When 
they  apply,  what  do  they  require?" 

These  are  the  questions  which  we  are 
trying  to  answer  with  this  bill.  The  bill  is 
aimed  at  limiting  these  uncertainties  by  pro- 
viding minimum  rules  of  procedures  which 
will  apply  in  all  cases  where  a  statute 
requires  that  a  hearing  take  place.  The 
expectation  is  that  in  future  statutes  will 
expressly  provide  that  there  should  be  a 
hearing,  or  provide  that  no  hearing  is  re- 
quired, and  where  the  statute  provides  for 
a  hearing  the  minimum  rules  of  procedure 
will  be  automatically  applicable. 

Also,  although  a  statute  does  not  require 
a  hearing,  it  may  not  exclude  one,  in  which 
case  the  court  may,  as  under  the  present 
law,  decide  that  the  rules  of  natural  justice 
apply.  In  such  a  case,  the  minimum  rules 
in  this  bill  will  apply  and  my  expectation 
is  that  the  present  uncertainties  as  to  when 
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the  niles  apply  and  as  to  what  they  require 
will  therefore  be  largely  eliminated. 

The  powers  of  tribunals  under  the  present 
law  vary  with  each  statute.  Sometimes  very 
broad  powers— for  instance,  the  powers  of 
a  civil  court— are  conferred  on  a  tribunal. 
These  include  powers  to  issue  bench  war- 
rants for  the  arrest  and  detention  of  witnesses 
and  the  power  to  direct  imprisonment  for 
persons  for  contempt.  The  tribunal  may  con- 
sist of  one  person  without  previous  experience 
in  the  exercise  of  such  wide  and  sometimes 
very  terrifying  powers.  The  bill  proposes 
standard  powers  that  may  be  exercised  by 
a  tribunal  with  suitable  judicial  controls  to 
limit  that  possible   arbitrary   action. 

Numerous  detailed  representations  were 
made  for  changes  in  the  rules  proposed  in 
Bill  130  introduced  two  sessions  ago.  It  is 
not  practical  to  deal  with  all  of  these  detailed 
recommendations,  and  numbers  of  people 
within  the  civil  service  and  employees  of 
the  various  boards  were  very  helpful  in 
making  recommendations.  Almost  all  of  the 
recommendations  from  some  of  these  people 
who  have  had  very  wide  experience  in  the 
procedures  of  boards  and  commissions  within 
the  government  were  adopted.  Those  not 
adopted  were  suggestions  which  really  were 
not  seriously  pressed.  Some  of  the  more 
important  ones  adopted,  I  referred  to  in  the 
notes  to  the  individual  sections  and  which 
we  can  deal  with  in  committee. 

Certain  recommendations  of  the  McRuer 
report  are  not  contained  in  this  bill,  and  I 
admit  that.  No  provisions,  for  instance,  are 
made  for  appeal.  It  is  submitted  that  pro- 
visions for  appeal  should  be  contained  in 
the  statute  conferring  the  powers  of  decision. 
They  must  be  tailor-made,  in  my  respectful 
submission,  to  the  particular  subject  matter 
referred  to  in  those  individual  sections. 
Nothing  is  said  in  the  statute  about  privilege 
in  actions  for  defamation,  since  the  existing 
law  already  confers  the  qualified  privilege. 
The  McRuer  report  does  not  recommend 
any  changes. 

Enactment  of  minimum  rules  of  procedure 
follows  a  practice  that  has  been  followed 
widely  in  the  United  States,  both  by  the 
federal  government  and  a  great  majority  of 
the  governments  of  the  states.  The  practice 
in  the  United  Kingdom,  as  I  am  sure  the 
hon.  members  are  aware,  has  been  quite 
different.  No  statutory  code  was  enacted  but 
provision  was  made  for  a  council  of  tribunals 
which  has  supervised  the  making  of  pro- 
cedural rules  applying  to  each  individual 
tribunal. 


The  McRuer  report  recommends  the  en- 
actment of  the  minimum  rules.  It  should  be 
borne  in  mind  by  hon.  members  that,  in 
connection  with  this  Act,  the  statutes  are 
being  reviewed  at  present  to  bring  them  in 
hne  with  the  McRuer  report  and  this  bill, 
and  of  course  I  had  some  remarks  about 
that  at  the  introduction  of  the  bill.  But  I  do 
appeal  to  the  hon.  members  if  they  can 
publicize  the  meetings  of  the  committee  on 
Tuesday  morning  in  any  way.  If  they  have 
people  who  have  been  in  communication 
with  them  in  respect  of  this  bill  or,  obvious- 
ly, the  previous  bill,  please  do  the  utmost  to 
bring  them  along  or  make  them  aware  of 
the  committee  meeting  or  pass  their  names 
and  addresses  or  phone  numbers  along  to 
my  office  and  I  will  be  glad  to  see  that  they 
are  contacted.  Certainly  we  will  do  our  ut- 
most to  make  everyone  we  think  has  an  in- 
terest and  a  concern  aware  of  the  committee 
stage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
question  is  put,  would  the  minister  permit 
one  question?  Before  Tuesday,  would  the 
minister  consider  whether  there  should  not 
be  in  Bill  53  a  definition  of  statutory  power 
as  such,  similar  to  or  identical  with  the 
definition  of  statutory  power  as  it  appears 
in  Bill  54?  I  cannot  tell  whether  it  is  purely 
an  omission  or  an  error  in  drafting  the  bill, 
but  there  is  a  definition  of  statutory  power 
in  Bill  54  that  does  not  appear  in  Bill  53. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  in  my  review 
with  my  officials  that  point  was  not  gone 
over,  but  I  am  informed  by  my  predecessor 
in  this  office  that  there  is  a  definition  of  the 
statutory  power. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Not  in  Bill  53,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Statutory  power  of 
decision. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  no,  no. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  If  I  may  just  explain,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  Bill  53  there  is  a  definition  of 
statutory  power  of  decision.  In  Bill  54  there 
is  a  definition  of  statutory  power  of  decision 
and  statutory  power. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  And  statutory  power, 
I  see.  I  would  be  glad  to  take  that  under 
advisement. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  agreed  that  this  bill 
shall  go  to  the  standing  legal  administration 
committee? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  next  motion  is  for  sec- 
ond reading  of  Bill  54.  Is  it  the  pleasure  of 
the  House  that  the  motion  carry? 

I  understand  that  where  these  motions  for 
second  reading- 
Mr.    Singer:    No,    they    are    to    be    done 
separately. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  there  was  ob- 
jection, Mr.  Speaker,  that  they  be  done- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  perhaps  we  will  have 
the  hon.  minister  move  second  reading. 


JUDICIAL    REVIEW    OF    EXERCISE    OR 

FAILURE   TO  EXERCISE   STATUTORY 

POWER 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  in  the  absence  of 
hon.  Mr.  Davis,  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  54,  An  Act  to  provide  a  Single  Proce- 
dure for  the  Judicial  Review  of  the  Exercise 
or  the  Failure  to  Exercise  Statutory  Power. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr,  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  connection 
with  Bill  54,  the  general  remarks  I  made  in 
relation  to  Bill  53  apply  equally. 

I  commend  the  action  of  the  government 
in  bringing  forward  the  idea  of  doing  away 
with  one  of  the  hoary  remnants  we  have  of 
our  ancient  legal  history.  We  have  got  them 
down  to  about  four  or  five  or  six  different 
writs.  I  do  not  know  how  many  there  were. 
If  my  knowledge  of  legal  history  comes 
back  to  me  at  all,  at  one  stage  there  were 
several  hundred  writs  and  the  various  courts 
used  to  throw  people  out  almost  at  random 
if  they  happened  to  have  the  wrong  title. 

We  are  not  quite  that  bad  now  but  it  is 
still  bad  enough  when  a  lawyer  has  to  look 
for  a  particular  kind  of  remedy  of  the  na- 
ture that  is  contemplated  in  Bill  54.  Having 
a  general  power  hke  this  where  the  adequate 
agreement  that  the  courts  have  powers  to 
correct,  certainly  is  an  advanced  step. 

The  only  real  reservation  I  have  in  this  is 
the  reference  to  the  district  court.  The  dis- 
trict court  was  introduced  a  year  ago— two 
years  ago— but  while  the  statutory  power  to 
use  it  is  there,  it  has  not  as  yet  come  into 
use.  It  sounded  like  a  very  good  idea  at  the 
time  and  in  some  of  the— 


Hon. 

court. 


A.    F.     Lawrence:     The    divisional 


Mr.  Singer:  The  divisional  court,  I  am 
sorry— divisional  court,  yes. 

It  sounded  like  a  good  idea  at  the  time 
and  I  understand  that  the  stated  reason  for 
the  fact  that  it  is  not  presently  functioning 
is  that  there  are  administrative  difficulties 
causing  delay.  In  addition  to  that,  there  is  a 
shortage  of  judges.  Hopefully,  we  are  going 
to  get  that  statute  through  in  Ottawa  and 
there  will  be  some  more  judges. 

Every  now  and  then,  I  happen  to  hear  con- 
fidentially or  otherwise  the  opinions  of  some 
of  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario 
—and  I  am  not  going  to  name  them— who 
think  that  the  creation  of  the  divisional  court 
was  a  serious  error  in  principle.  It  many  well 
be— and  perhaps  it  is  just  my  suspicious  mind 
—that  one  of  the  reasons  the  machinery  is  not 
moving  as  quickly  as  it  might  have,  is  that 
there  is  something  less  than  great  enthusiasm 
from  the  present  bench  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Ontario  to  get  this  thing  going. 

Now  I  do  not  know;  I  have  listened  and  it 
may  well  be  that  there  should  be  another  look 
at  whether  or  not  we  should  have  a  divisional 
court  in  the  manner  contemplated  in  the 
earlier  statute.  Since  it  has  not  started  to 
function  yet  and  since  I  have  not  heard 
recently  any  contemplated  date  on  which  it 
is  intended  it  will  function,  does  the  Attorney 
General  know?  First  of  September? 

Perhaps  it  will  work;  perhaps  it  will  not. 
I  was  concerned;  if  it  is  coming  as  quickly  as 
September  1,  there  seems  to  be  a  reasonable 
satisfaction  that  it  will  work.  That  is  fine,  but 
I  was  hoping  that  there  would  be  no  particu- 
lar delay  in  the  implementation  of  Bill  54 
because  of  difiiculties  we  might  or  might  not 
have  with  the  functioning  of  the  divisional 
courts. 

There  is  the  provision  that  these  matters 
can  be  brought  before  a  judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court  in  an  eanergency.  Up  to  this  time,  a 
judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  has  been  able  to 
deal  with  this  kind  of  application  for  writ  of 
mandamus  or  writ  of  certiorari,  or  the  other 
prerogative  wnrits.  I  do  not  know  why  particu- 
larly we  should  go  to  the  divisional  court  on 
this.  The  divisional  court,  I  do  not  think,  is 
going  to  be  as  accessible  as  a  single  justice 
of  the  Supreme  Court.  I  am  looking  forward 
to  the  day— and  I  hope  it  is  not  too  far  distant 
—when  we  are  going  to  have  our  courts 
functioning  for  pretty  well  12  months  in  the 
year.  When  they  are,  then  the  remedy— the 
ability  to  find  a  judge  very  quickly-^will  be 
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quite  easily  accomplished.  But  if  we  are 
going  to  have  to  wait  for  the  divisional  courts, 
as  I  say,  I  have  certain  reservations  in  my 
mind  about  how  well  it  is  going  to  function. 
It  would  seem  that,  of  necessity,  the  hearings 
will  have  to  be  at  fixed  times  and  with  delays, 
and  so  on. 

I  would  ask  the  Attorney  General  to  con- 
sider carefully  whether  or  not  it  is  necessary 
to  have  this  reference  to  the  divisional  court 
and  whether  these  matters  could  not  be  dealt 
with  by  a  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  as  they 
presendy  are.  With  the  improved  functioning 
of  the  supreme  courts  that  we  look  forward  to, 
there  would  be  the  way  to  get  the  quickest 
remedies  for  the  kind  of  grievance  that  this 
statute  is  designed  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  was  a 
young  lawyer  there  used  to  be  a  notorious 
character  about  town  by  the  name  of 
"Certiorari"  Jim.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
man's  last  name  was,  but  he  had  acquired  an 
enormous  reputation  for  his  skill  in  bringing 
certiorari  proceedings  before  the  court.  The 
rest  of  us,  of  course,  down  through  the  ages 
have  found  this  far  beyond  our  capability, 
trying  to  distinguish  between  one  form  of 
proceeding  and  another  on  these  prerogative 
writs. 

This  is  an  enormous  step  forward.  I  am 
sure  "Certiorari"  Jim  will  turn  over  in  his 
grave  this  afternoon  to  see  the  demise  of  the 
thing  whereby  he  made  his  living.  I  think 
this  was  probably  the  only  form  of  proceeding 
he  took  and  the  lawyers  used  to  sift  it  over 
to  him. 

The  recommendations  under  this  head  are 
contained  at  page  326  and  subsequently  fol- 
lowing pages  in  McRuer  and  have  been  sub- 
stantially embodied  in  the  legislation.  May  I 
say  that  this  is  another  form  of  appeal  pro- 
cedure, with  all  due  respect  to  the  great 
gentleman  whom  we  celebrated  on  one  oc- 
casion up  at  the  Park  Plaza.  He  deserved  it. 

Nevertheless,  as  the  government  come 
through  with  this  legislation  this  afternoon 
and  whatever  legislation  brought  forward  by 
this  government,  there  seems  to  be  some 
obsessional  neurosis  about  appeals.  It  seems 
if  you  have  got  an  appeal  that  half  the  crimes 
in  society  are  solved.  The  undue  emphasis 
that  runs  through— and  has  become,  as  I  say, 
a  kind  of  obsession  of  late,  with  respect  to 
appeal  procedures,  of  course,  will  hit  us  full 
and  frankly  between  the  eyes  when  we  come 
to  Bill  56,  which  is  one  long  plethora  and 
staging  of  appeals.  But  this  bill  embodies  the 
same  principle  substantially. 


It  is  as  though,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  some  ulti- 
mate way,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Mc- 
Ruer was  traduced,  illusioned,  caught  up  in 
this  particular  mythology,  that  in  some  way 
the  ultimate  abiding  wisdom  in  our  civiliza- 
tion will  lie  in  the  judges,  and  that  inferior 
tribunals,  not  having  that  wide  range  and 
great  depth  of  experience  and  wisdom,  were 
somehow  incapable  of  reaching  final  and  con- 
clusive decisions  on  their  own  book. 

A  whole  arrogation  of  this  legislation  today 
is  precisely  in  those  terms,  in  making  for  the 
sacrosanctity  for  the  special  dispensatory 
powers  of  judges,  that  they  are  a  breed  apart. 
Really  I  cannot  give  credence  to  it  in  con- 
temporary times  in  our  civilization  at  this 
point.  As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
considerable  conflict  between  my  modes  of 
thinking,  which  I  consider  are  far  along  the 
line  of  Professor  Willis  in  this  particular  re- 
gard, with  respect  to  administrative  tribunals, 
over  against  what  I  consider  somewhat 
archaic  views,  both  with  respect  to  the  prob- 
lems of  distribution  of  powers  that  led  to  the 
French  Revolution  and  the  business  before 
us  here  of  having  some  judge  placed  in  suze- 
rain authority  over  the  whole  dimension  of 
the  administrative  and  governmental  life  of 
the  realm. 

I  think  it  is  not  correct  in  principle,  I  think 
it  is  out  of  tune  with  the  times  and,  particu- 
larly in  the  areas  that  the  Attorney  General, 
in  which  he  himself  obviously  has  grave  mis- 
givings about,  namely,  for  instance,  Work- 
men's Compensation,  It  was  devised  and  be- 
came part  of  the  jurisprudence  of  this  com- 
munity, precisely  because  of  the  incompe- 
tence of  judges  and  because  of  the  obtuseness 
of  the  bench,  and  because  they  were  not  in 
rapport  or  in  line  with  the  times. 

And  as  you  well  know,  although  you  did 
not  mention  in  the  brief  that  you  so  kindly 
had  photostated  for  us,  the  labouring  forces 
of  this  province,  the  labour  relations  board, 
feel  a  twinge— more  than  a  twinge— feel  a 
very  grave  feeling  of  imbalance  and  grievance 
even,  in  having  to  possibly  be  subjected— and 
it  is  under  this  bill  and  not  under  the  previous 
bill  that  that  particular  possibility  would  take 
place— to  being  brought  back  before  the 
courts  and  many  many  judges  who  are  relics 
mentally  of  a  distant  past,  who  do  not  live 
in  contemporary  society,  who  have  their  bug- 
bears and  their  furbelows. 

Why  you  know,  when  we  were  first  taught 
law  at  law  school  it  used  to  be  that  the  judge 
—why,  one  of  your  magistrates  or  provincial 
judges  said  the  other  day  that  he  is  a  vehicle, 
a  conduit  type,  that  he  has  an  ouija  board  in 
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front  of  him  and  holds  out  his  hand  and  some 
mysterious  objective  woman  called  the  law 
moves  his  hand  across  the  thing,  and  he  in 
no  way  obtrudes;  he  is  a  mirror  or  a  glass 
window  through  which  the  law  looks. 

And  we  have  learned,  because  of  socio- 
logical studies  in  the  law,  particularly  at 
Harvard  and  Yale,  that  that  is  no  longer  true. 
I  mean,  anybody  who  looked  at  it  hard  would 
know  that  the  Emperor  had  no  clothes.  But 
the  myth  throughout  the  history  of  English 
law  and  all  law  is  that  judges  are  impersonal 
voices,  some  kind  of  almost  prophetic  vehicle 
of  the  Lord,  and  that  their  own  curious, 
twisted  sometimes  and  at  least  very  often 
prejudiced,  personalities  do  not  enter  in  be- 
tween the  judgement  they  give  in  the  case 
and  the  great  amorphous  mass  of  the  law 
that  lies  behind  them;  that  they  are  simply 
vehicles  and  voices. 

That  is  nonsense,  and  we  fear  it  with 
respect  to  the  role  the  judiciary  may  play  in 
any  number  of  areas,  but  particularly  in  the 
areas  that  I  pointed  out,  that  is  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board,  and  with  respect 
to  labour  relations;  curiously,  both  areas 
being  allied  to  the  working  man  and  to  the 
fate  that  he  suffers  for  people  who  are  not 
particularly  sympathetic  in  his  case  or  have 
a  deep  understanding  of  the  dynamics  of  con- 
temporary society. 

I  think  somebody  has  to  speak  on  the 
behalf  of  this  House,  and  the  misgivings  that 
we  have  with  respect  to  this  legislation— at 
least  that  I  have— have  partially  to  do  with 
that. 

The  second  major  theme  that  I  want  to 
bring  forward  is  again  a  bitter  recapitula- 
tion of  what  you  did  two  years  ago  in  the 
1968-1969  legislation,  over  against  what  you 
are  doing  today,  and  the  fact  that  this  legis- 
lation has  been  permitted  to  lie  fallow  for 
two  solid  years  while  you  got  a  feedback 
and  intake  and  as  a  result  of  that  produced 
a  luxuriant  growth  which  is  infinitely  su- 
perior to  your  first  attempt,  your  first  infan- 
tile and  halting  attempt. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  considerable  change 
has  been  made  in  this  legislation;  the  bulk 
of  it,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  to  our  mutual 
benefit.  The  thing  is,  it  is  as  much  impor- 
tant in  the  things  that  you  left  out  as  in  the 
things  that  you  put  in. 

You  have  again  extended  your  definition 
section.  You  have  finessed  the  law  and  elab- 
orated it  and  it  certainly  needed  it.  The 
other  definition  section  only  had  three  defi- 
nitions   so    that    we    could    get    our    terms 


defined  and  know  precisely  where  to  arro- 
gate ourselves. 

Here  we  have  a  multiple  definitional  clause, 
including  this  thing  which  my  friend  from 
Riverdale  mentioned,  the  definition  of  judi- 
cial power,  which  is  a  considerable  definition 
and  which  was  omitted  from  the  previous 
bill. 

In  your  previous  legislation,  for  instance, 
you  have  made  it  subject  to  section  9: 

The  court,  on  an  application  for  review, 
may,  in  addition  to  the  record  of  pro- 
ceedings before  the  tribunal,  consider  any 
other  evidence  that  it  deems  relevant  to 
the  issue. 

The  minister  has  taken  that  out.  He  has  re- 
moved it,  and  I  would  like  to  know  why  he 
did  so,  because  I  agree  with  him  that  he 
should  have  done  so. 

It  does,  I  suspect,  allow  the  court  much 
too  much  elbowroom,  an  amplitude  which 
again  would  disturb  the  contour  lines  of  the 
parties  before  the  tribunal  as  to  precisely 
what  they  were  expected  to  meet,  or  were 
expected   to  be   informed  about. 

If  they  could  bring  in  evidence  from  any 
quarter  in  a  carte  blanche  way,  as  is  indi- 
cated here,  then  I  would  think  that  this  is 
far  from  being  an  Act  which  is  designed 
to  give  a  process  of  hearing  on  a  uniform 
basis.  It  would  act  to  the  contrary  to  diminish 
that  possibihty  and  even  possibly  to  exclude 
it. 

And  another  section  that  you  have  knocked 
out,  section  13: 

Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  deemed  to 
affect  any  relief  existing  when  this  Act 
comes  into  force  with  respect  to  the  ex- 
traordinary   remedies    mentioned   to   them. 

The  whole— was  that  not  precisely  a  bring- 
ing back  into  the  heart  of  the  statute  at  least 
an  area  of  tlie  very  iniquities,  the  very  burrs 
and  barnacles  that  the  minister  was  seeking 
to  get  rid  of  in  designing  the  Act  itself? 
Because  the  whole  plethora  of  comn>onlaw 
remedies,  the  consequences  that  flow  out 
of  the  particular  kind  of  proceeding  that  he 
might  have  taken— in  other  words,  he  has 
taken  a  mandamus  proceeding— it  had  a  host 
of  attendant  circumstances. 

Or  if  you  went  by  way  of  declaration, 
again,  it  had  its  peculiarities.  To  have  left 
that  in,  of  course,  shows  a  considerable  ad- 
vance and  a  rethinking.  Again,  one  cannot 
help  but  comment.  I  would  daresay  that  had 
the  minister  presented  that  Act  in  this  par- 
ticular   form    he    would    have    stuck    to    his 
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guns,  as  he  normally  does.  He  will  not 
budge  an  inch  on  these  forms  of  legisla- 
tion and  would  have  left  it  in. 

But  the  process  of  germination  was  not 
one  of  decay  and  it  has  led  the  minister 
from  outside  quarters  where  he  feels  his 
prestige  is  no  longer  at  stake  to  revise  and 
toss  out  any  number  of  things  which  he  pre- 
viously embodied  and  which  were  directly 
contrary  to,  at  least  detrimental  to,  the  best 
interests  of  this  very  kind  of  legislation  de- 
signed to  support,  enforce  and  give  range 
to  civil  liberties. 

All  right,  I  think  it  is  just  as  well  to  put 
on  the  record  the  reason  behind  this  and 
some  remarks  of  a  professor  concerned  with 
this  subject  at  323,  Professor  Davis: 

No  branch  of  administrative  law  is  more 
seriously  in  need  of  reform  than  the  com- 
mon law  of  the  state  courts— 

And  he  is  talking  about  the  American  courts, 
which  is  equally  applicable  here,  as  McRuer 
says— 

—concerning  methods  of  judicial  review. 
No  other  branch  is  so  easy  to  reform. 

An  imaginary  system  cunningly  plarmed 
for  the  evil  purpose  of  thwarting  justice 
and  maximizing  fruitless  litigation  would 
copy  the  major  features  of  the  extra- 
ordinary remedies. 

And  he  goes  on  in  that  vein  very  eloquently, 
I  think,  but  also  with  some  asperity  about 
the  extraordinary  remedies  which  prevailed 
until  this  bill  came  in  and  he  castigates 
them,  as  they  deserve.  At  the  bottom  he 
says: 

The  most  serious  consequence  of  the 
system  is  the  myriad  of  cases  which  fail 
to  reach  the  merits.  Almost  as  grievous 
a  fault  is  the  concentration  of  eflFort  of 
counsel  and  of  courts  on  the  solution  of 
false  problems. 

And  anyone  who  is  involved  in  the  inter- 
stices of  such  proceedings  will  well  know 
that  you  can  get  your  case  to  the  high  court 
and  find  that  through  some  inadvertence, 
through  some  twist  of  illogicality  in  the  old 
English  law,  that  you  are  out  of  court  and 
have  to  start  all  over  again  on  another  path. 
That  has  prevailed  down  through  the  years. 
There  is  only  one  other  major  point  I 
wish  to  make  and  it  is  with  respect  to— I 
suggest  maybe,  and  again  I  put  it  to  the 
Attorney  General  to  consider  before  next 
Tuesday— a  possible  omission  from  the  statute, 
insofar  as  it  fails  to  embody— it  may  do  so. 


I  am  not  saying  it  does  not— it  seems  to  me 
it  may  do  in  terms  of  McRuer,  327,  of  his 
fourth  recommendation  he  says- 
Proceedings  for  review  should  be  avail- 
able   either    before    the    exercise    of    the 
power    has    commenced    or    during    the 
course  of  its  exercise,  or  after  it  has  been 
exercised. 

And  of  course  he  says  that  a  review  prior 
to  the  exercise  of  the  power  would  have  to 
be  done  by  way  of  testing  the  matter  for 
either  its  constitutionality,  I  suppose,  or  its 
ultra  vires  effect  and  for  an  error  on  the 
face  of  the  record  then  many  of  the  usual 
remedies. 

But  this  legislation  fails  to  embody  any 
of  that  concept  of  time  sequence  of  the  time 
aspects  as  to  when  the  proceedings  do  arise. 
They  do  concentrate  solely  upon  proceedings 
in  continuity,  in  the  throes  of  the  proceedings, 
and  do  not  give  any  cognizance  to  exceptions, 
and  they  go  further  than  that,  not  just  in 
the  throes,  but  almost  invariably— and  I  think 
I  can  say  conclusively  invariably— in  this 
legislation  you  are  only  concerned  after  the 
hearing  is  over,  as  to  review  powers  based 
upon  the  decision  of  the  committee,  as  the 
record  will  disclose  it  to  be,  and  not  actions 
taken,  although  I  suppose  they  could  arise 
in  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  the  man- 
damus could  arise,  but  I  do  not  think  so, 
with  respect  to  either  something  before  the 
proceedings  even  commence  on  a  preliminary 
motions  of  objections  to  the  proceedings  or 
as  the  proceedings  are  in  process.  This  which 
McRuer  and  you  do  not  mention  seems  to 
me  would  be  a  point,  not  of  major  impor- 
tance, but  a  point  worth  bringing  to  your 
attention  and  asking  you  to  speculate  or 
give  some  thought  to  in  the  next  day  or  two. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker  I  want  to 
raise  just  one  point  in  connection  with  Bill 
54.  The  minister  knows,  and  certainly  his 
opening  statement  today  and  the  indication 
that  he  is  going  to  introduce  an  amendment 
to  one  of  the  appropriate  bills  at  some  point 
when  the  bill  is  in  committee,  raises  the 
question  of  judicial  review  in  the  light  of 
the  concern  which  is  expressed  by  the 
Ontario  Federation  of  Labour  as  to  its  appli- 
cability to  decisions  of  the  Labour  Relations 
Board. 

I  think  as  a  lawyer  I  can  perhaps  bring 
myself  to  the  decision,  because  of  the  way 
in  which  this  particular  statute  is  worded 
that,  in  fact,  it  will  not  apply  to  the  Labour 
Relations   Board.   I   am  not  taking  sides   on 
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the  matter.  I  am  not  all  that  versed  with 
the  question  as  to  know  whether  in  substance 
or  not  there  is  validity  to  the  position  that 
the  decisions  of  that  board  should  continue 
to  be  exempt  from  judicial  review.  But  as 
it  has  been  a  matter  of  concern  to  the 
Ontario  Federation  of  Labour,  and  it  feels 
very  much  threatened  by  the  suggestion  that 
the  judicial  review  of  the  labour  board's 
decision  would  be  inimical  to  its  interests, 
I  would  appreciate  it  if  on  second  reading 
the  minister  would  clarify  or  categorically 
state  that  it  is  not  intended  that  it  apply 
and  indicate  either  now  or  in  committee  the 
precise  way  in  which  his  Act  will  not  apply 
to  decisions  of  the  Labour  Relations  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  the  bill  before  the 
minister?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
has  been  said  before,  but  I  think  in  relation 
to  an  important  bill  like  this,  because  it  is 
important,  it  should  be  said  again,  that  this 
is  one  of  the  package  of  bills  that  is  being 
presented  to  the  House  this  year  along 
with  The  Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act 
and  The  Public  Inquiries  Act. 

It  was  originally  introduced  for  considera- 
tion as  the  result  of  the  recommendations  of 
the  hon.  J.  C.  McRuer.  This  particular  bill, 
together  with  The  Statutory  Powers  Pro- 
cedure Act,  was  actually  printed  and  intro- 
duced in  the  Legislature  and  given  first 
reading  in  1969  in  order  that  the  government 
might  receive  the  views  of  the  legal  pro- 
fession and  the  public  since  the  bills  do 
relate  very  closely  to  the  procedures  of 
government  adaninistration  as  they  affect 
individual  rights. 

Over  the  past  two  years  The  Department  of 
Justice  and  Attorney  General  has  received 
some  comments,  although  strangely  enough 
we  have  received  no  formal  or  constructive 
comments  from  the  organizations  representing 
the  legal  profession.  The  departments  of  gov- 
ernment themselves  have  been  very  active  in 
considering  these  bills  as  they  relate  to  their 
own  operations,  and  I  would  like  to  indicate 
at  this  time  the  very  deep  gratitude  of  the 
present  Attorney  General  and,  I  think,  of  my 
predecessor  in  this  ojffice,  and  certainly  of  the 
staff  of  The  Department  of  Justice  for  the 
real  help  they  have  received  again  from  the 
solicitors  for  the  various  governmental  depart- 
ment and  their  staffs,  and  the  boards  and 
commissions.  They  have  been  a  very  great 
help. 


This  particular  bill  provides  for  a  single 
method  of  judicial  review  that  will  replace  the 
existing  methods  of  the  prerogative  writs  such 
as  certiorari  and  mandamus.  The  idea  behind 
this  bill  is  to  permit  an  individual  who  wants 
to  have  an  administrative  decision  reviewed  to 
make  an  application  to  the  court  for  relief 
which  may  be  granted  on  the  same  basis  and 
with  the  same  results  as  any  of  the  prerogative 
writs. 

The  advantage  to  the  individual  will  be  that 
he  only  needs  to  apply  to  the  court  for 
relief  and  he  does  not  have  to  apply  for  the 
specialized  and  particular  type  of  relief  that 
is  now  required.  This  will  get  over  that  situ- 
ation—and regretfully  there  have  been  many 
cases  over  the  past  few  years  where  there 
has  been  this  situation— where  an  individual 
might  ultimately  get  the  matter  before  a 
judge  who  would  then  decide  that  the  proper 
rehef  was  something  that  was  not  before  him 
and  consequently  a  whole  new  application 
would  have  to  be  brought. 

The  leading  cases,  of  course,  in  this  respect 
are  the  Hollinger  Bus  Line  case  of  1952;  the 
Border  Cities  Press  Club  case  of  1955;  the 
case  of  Low  and  the  Minister  of  National 
Revenue  of  1967.  I  could  go  on,  sir;  there 
are  many  cases,  some  of  them  quite  famous 
or  infamous,  depending  on  your  point  of  view, 
within  the  legal  profession  where,  while  these 
have  been  correct  decisions,  they  obviously 
have  not  led  to  equity  or  to  justice. 

This  bill  ties  in  with  our  whole  approach 
toward  administrative  law,  since  judicial  re- 
view inherently  is  the  method  by  which  an 
individual  may  have  the  administrative  deci- 
sion reviewed  if  he  feels  that  he  has  been 
aggrieved  by  it.  The  primary  purpose  of  the 
bill,  as  I  say,  is  to  simplify  a  highly  technical 
branch  of  the  law  and  procedure  in  the  courts. 
Only  two  amendments  to  the  substantive  law 
are  made  by  this  bill,  and  I  am  not  too  sure 
if  I  should  go  into  them  all,  but  the  hon. 
member  for  Lakeshore  is  perfectly  correct 
when  he  indicates  that  there  are  subsidiary 
recommendations,  if  I  can  classify  them  that 
way,  of  the  report  of  Mr.  McRuer  which 
in  our  view  do  not  require  legislation. 

The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  dealt  with 
one  of  these  and  he  quoted  part  of  Mr. 
McRuer's  report.  I  would  like  to  go  over 
that  again  and  perhaps  extend  a  little  bit  on 
it  because  the  McRuer  report  recommends: 

Procedings  for  review  should  be  available 
either  before  the  exercise  of  the  power 
has  commenced  or  during  the  course  of  its 
exercise  or  after  it  'has  been  exercised. 
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That  was  the  quotation  the  hon.  meanber  for 
Lakeshore  read  to  the  House.  The  next  para- 
graph explains  this  a  little  bit  more  fully; 
again  I  am  quoting  from  the  report: 

Obviously,  in  practice,  review  before  or 
during  the  exercise  of  a  power  can  only 
apply  to  review  on  grounds  of  ultra  vires. 
Review  for  error  of  law  on  the  face  of  the 
record,  or  absence  of  substantial  evidence 
can  only  be  had  after  the  exercise  of  the 
power.  We  reject  any  doctrine  requiring 
the  tribunal  always  to  complete  the  pur- 
ported exercise  of  its  power  before  judi- 
cial review  is  available  on  grounds  of 
ultra  vires. 

This  recommendation  is  really  a  rejection 
of  certain  proposals  that  public  authorities 
be  allowed  to  finish  their  proceeding  before 
proceeding  can  be  brought  in  the  courts  to 
question  them.  That  is  the  meat  of  the  mat- 
ter. 

The  present  law  gives  effect  to  the  recom- 
mendations and  we  feel  no  change  is  re- 
quired. It  seems  undesirable  for  lengthy 
proceedings  to  be  carried  on,  if  it  could  be 
established  at  the  outset  that  they  are  un- 
authorized. 

The  report  also  recommends: 

—in  the  case  of  review  for  error  of  law  on 
the  face  of  the  record  or  absence  of  sub- 
stantial evidence,  the  evidence  support- 
ing an  application  for  review  should  be 
confined  to  the  record  and  in  all  other 
cases,  the  evidence  should  include  the 
record  of  the  proceedings  before  the  tri- 
bunal where  a  record  is  available,  and 
other  evidence  relevant  to  the  issue  of 
ultra  vires. 

We  feel  no  legislation  is  necessary  to  give 
effect  to  this  recommendation  other  than  to 
extend  the  review  for  error  in  law  or  lack 
of  evidence,  and  this  is  exactly  what  we  are 
doing.  These  are  the  two  substantive  changes 
in  the  law  we  are  making.  The  law  on  evi- 
dence that  may  be  admitted  on  matters  of 
jurisdiction  or  authority  we  feel  is  now  well 
settled,  and  it  is  implicit  that  review  for 
error  of  law  for  lack  of  evidence  can  only 
be  made  by  looking  at  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  on  the  evidence. 

The  hon.  member  for  Downsview  referred 
to  the  divisional  court,  and  of  course  this 
bill  has  been  drafted  in  the  belief  that  when 
it  is  fully  in  effect,  the  divisional  court  will 
be  in  effect.  We  have  not  yet  proclaimed 
the  divisional  court  proceedings  of  The 
Judicature   Amendment  Act  into  effect,   be- 


cause there  is  a  need  for  five  new  judges  be- 
fore we  can  proclaim  it,  particularly  since 
Mr.  Justice  Hartt  has  now  in  effect  left  the 
bench,  and  we  are  really  pressed  for  judges 
until  we  can  get  the  appointment  filled. 

However,  the  latest  word  I  have  is— of 
course,  our  legislation  has  gone  through  this 
House— that  the  amendments  in  the  federal 
Houses  of  Parliament  have  reached  the  stage 
I  believe,  where  they  passed  the  committee 
stage,  and  are  now  up  to  third  reading  in  the 
House  of  Commons. 

So  hopefully,  we  will  have  the  divisional 
court  legislation  effective  there  as  far  as  the 
judges  are  concerned.  We  have  passed  The 
Judicature  Act  amendment  in  this  House  so 
that  we  are  ready  for  them.  All  we  need  is 
the  naming  of  the  judges  by  Ottawa  and 
other  than  that,  I  think  we  are  ready  to  pro- 
ceed. 

The  hon.  member  for  Downsview  indicated 
there  was  some  opposition  to  this  whole 
concept  of  the  divisional  court  from  some  of 
the  judges.  The  only  judges  I  have  spoken 
to,  and  maybe  I  have  been  speaking  to  the 
wrong  ones,  are  in  support  of  the  concept 
and  the  idea. 

Certainly,  we  have  reached  the  stage  now 
where  already  we  know  the  names  of  the 
judges  who  will  be  taking  their  duties  on 
this  from  the  existing  Supreme  Court,  and 
I  am  hopeful  that  before  very  long,  the 
divisional  court  aspect  or  concept,  will  be  in 
effect,  the  judges  named,  and  then  this  new 
bill  will  be  fully  effective  and  fit  into  the 
whole  scheme  of  matters. 

But  if  it  does  not,  there  is  the  seciaon  62 
where  in  matters  of  urgency  this  matter  can 
go  before  a  single  judge  of  the  high  court, 
and  presumably  we  could  make  do  in  the 
transitional  period  with  that,  in  the  event  that 
this  bill  was  proclaimed. 

It  is  not,  however,  really  our  intention  to 
put  this  bill  into  effect  until  the  divisional 
court  concept  is  moving,  but  if  hard  pressed 
on  it,  or  if  the  needs  for  it  were  demonstrated 
in  some  unlikely  or  in  some  extraordinary 
event  that  I  do  not  perceive  at  the  moment, 
then  nevertheless,  I  feel  that  there  are  tran- 
sitional sections  in  this  bill,  which  can  come 
into  effect.  Again,  sir,  as  in— 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask  the 
Attorney  General  a  question?  What  is  the 
particular  thinking  that  determines  now  that 
a  single  judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  should 
not  be  able  to  do  this  except  on  an  emer- 
gency basis? 
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Hon.  Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  is  srimply  that 
we  are  trying  to  remove  many  of  the  admin- 
istrative and  procedural  appeal  matters  from 
the  High  Court  of  Justice  really,  and  focusing 
that  type  of  very  specialized  knowledge  into 
a  specialized  court. 

I  believe,  and  this  is  a  personal  view,  it  is 
high  time  that  the  bench  of  this  province 
specialize  far  more  than  they  have  been  able 
to  in  the  past.  I  am  not  indicating  any  criti- 
cism of  the  people  on  the  bench  at  all,  by 
any  means,  but  today  we  live  in  a  specialized 
age.  The  bar  has  specialized  many  years  ago. 
Anybody  who  practices  law  today  knows  die 
specialist  in  various  parts. 

It  has  been  my  view  in  the  past— I  have 
indicated  that  publicly  in  the  past— and  I 
have  even  been  able  to  influence  public 
policy  in  the  past  by  means  of  certain  select 
committee  reports  which  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  and  I  have  had  a  hand  in 
diafting  in  the  past. 

We  have  been  able  together  to  influence 
public  poHcy  in  respect  of  pointing  out  the 
need  for  more  specialization  within  the 
bench.  While  I  personally  have  had  no  direct 
hand  in  setting  up  the  concept  of  the  divis- 
ional court  judge— the  divisional  courts— I  cer- 
tainly agree  with  that  concept. 

I  think  it  fits  into  the  need— it  is  pretty 
apparent  to  me,  in  any  ev6nt,  in  this  province 
-for  more  specialization  within  the  bench,  so 
that  you  do  have  a  body  of  greater  specializ- 
ation and  expertise  available  for  many  of 
these  very  complex  and  complicated  matters 
which  come  before  the  court. 

I  do  appreciate  the  words  of  commendation 
that  have  come  from  the  members  opposite  in 
respect  to  this  bill  and  to  this  whole  package. 
Again,  I  assure  them,  it  is  my  purpose  that 
this  bill  should  come  for  more  detailed  con- 
sideration before  the  standing  conunittee  on 
Tuesday  morning  next. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  bill  then  goes  to  the 
legal  administrative  committee? 

Agreed  to. 


PUBLIC  INQUIRIES  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  in  the  absence  of 
hon.  Mr.  Davis,  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  55,  The  Public  Inquiries  Act,  1971. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  Bill  55  is  really 
a  codification  of  what  presently  is  the  prac- 
tice at  public  inquiries,  or  at  those  public 
inquiries  that  I  have  personally  observed.  The 
public  inquiry  recently  commenced  in  rela- 
tion to  the  Niagara  Escarpment  by  His  Hon- 
our Fred  MacKay— 

An  hon.  member:  Colin  Bennett. 

Mr.  Singer:  —Colin  Bennett— by  His  Hon- 
our Judge  Colin  Bennett  has  just  got  imder 
way  and  the  judge,  as  was  most  proper  at  the 
commencement  of  the  proceedings,  made 
general  statements  along  the  line  reflected  in 
the  bill.  In  fact,  I  think  he  had  in  his  hand 
a  copy  of  the  bill  as  it  had  been  given  first 
reading.  He  made  reference  to  it  and  indi- 
cated that  even  without  the  bill,  it  was  his 
understanding  that  that  was  the  way  a  public 
inquiry  should  be  conducted,  and  that  was 
the  way  he  intended  to  conduct  the  public 
inquiry  but  he  was  glad  he  had  the  bill  there 
as  a  ready  reference. 

As  I  say,  there  is  nothing  awfully  new  in 
this  except  we  are  going  to  have  it  codified 
and  I  think  this  is  a  step  forward. 

I  did  address  some  substantial  remarks  a 
year  or  so  ago  to  the  Attorney  General's  pre- 
decessor in  relation  to  the  character  of  in- 
quiry that  can  take  place  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions, particularly  in  England.  And  the  one 
I  made  particular  reference  to  and  suggested 
might  be  a  precedent,  was  the  inquiry  that 
took  place  as  the  result  of  a  small  gas  ex- 
plosion in  an  apartment  building  which 
brought  down  the  whole  comer  of  the  apart- 
ment building.  This  resulted  in,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  rather  unique  type  of  public  inquiry,  where 
the  substantial  direction  of  that  inquiry  was 
being  conducted  by  engineers,  scientists, 
architects  and  that  sort  of  thing. 

I  was  drawing  the  parallel  between  what 
had  happened  there  in  England  and  the  re- 
sult of  that  inquiry— and  I  think  the  former 
Attorney  General  will  remember  my  refer- 
ence to  that— and  the  kind  of  nonsense,  and 
I  say  that  advisedly,  that  we  went  through 
in  the  Malton  inquiry  where  we  had  the 
coroner's  court  investigating,  and  the  police 
investigating,  and  the  fire  marshal  investigat- 
ing, and  the  energy  board  investigating,  and 
there  seemed  to  be  a  difficulty  in  co-ordinat- 
ing all  those  inquiries  into  one  and  co-ordin- 
ation of  all  of  the  information  that  was  avail- 
able which  might  have  ended  up  in  a  single 
series  of  recommendations. 

Now,  perhaps,  this  is  not  really  within  the 
principle  of  this  bill,  but  I  would  have  liked 
to  have  seen  perhaps  some  general  discretion 
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made  available.  This  merely  codifies  pro- 
cedures before  public  inquiries,  but  I  would 
have  liked  to  have  seen  the  government  per- 
haps beginning  to  think  about  a  new  kind  of 
public  inquiry,  a  public  inquiry  that  could 
overstep  several  departments  and  could  bring 
together  the  best  expertise  that  is  available 
as  inquirers.  I  think  it  might  well  have  been 
appropriate  that  that  kind  of  thinking  could 
have  been  incorporated  into  a  new  Public 
Inquiries  Act. 

What  we  have  done,  as  I  say,  is  merely 
repeat  the  common  law  and  repeat  the  best 
parts  of  the  common  law  and  the  best  practice 
that  we  have  had;  and  for  that,  it  is  good. 
But  I  would  have  hoped  that  that  advance 
could  have  been  more  seriously  considered. 
It  has  been  raised  here  in  the  House  on  sev- 
eral occasions. 

There  is  a  good  precedent  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  and  I  would  commend  that  to 
tlie  Attorney  General's  attention.  I  would 
suspect  that  it  cannot  be  in  this  Act  at  this 
time  but  I  would  commend  it  to  his  atten- 
tion and  suggest  that  it  might  be  referred 
to  his  departmental  people  and  see  if  we 
cannot  have  some  sort  of  quick  and  ready 
procedure  available  where  we  have  this 
unique  kind  of  situation  and  where  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  have  the  coroner  going 
in  and  the  fire  omarshal,  and  the  energy 
board,   and  somebody  else,   and   the  police. 

But  it  is  important  in  the  public  interest 
that  we  get  together  and  quickly  have  a 
kind  of  inquiry  of  this  sort  without  an  un- 
usual type  of  action  or  great  deal  of  worry 
in  bringing  it  about. 

Substantially  sir,  those  are  my  remarks 
on  this  bill.  We  shall  support  it;  we  think  it 
is  a  step  forward  and  in  keeping  with  the 
ideas  we  have  put  forward  in  this  House 
for  a  considerable  period  of  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
gives  me  an  opportunity  to  raise  a  matter 
which  was  of  concern  some  years  ago  and 
still  continues  to  concern  me. 

What  in  substance  this  bill  does,  apart 
from  the  provisions  of  part  2  and  part  3, 
is  put  certain  limitations  on  the  powers  of 
die  cortmiission  to  conduct  the  inquiry  in 
the  way  in  which  the  commissioner  wishes 
to  carry  it  on  and  indeed,  as  the  member 
for  Downsview  says,  it  simply  incorporates 
what  has  become  practise  before  commis- 
sions in  this  province. 


I  think  the  important  section  of  the  bill, 
really,  is  that  subject  to  those  restrictions  the 
conduct  of  and  procedure  to  be  followed 
on  an  inquiry  is  under  the  control  and  direc- 
tion of  the  commission  conducting  tlie  in- 
quiry. 

Some  years  ago  I  had  occasion,  because 
I  was  concerned  about  a  problem  related 
to  inquiries,  to  spend  a  httle  bit  of  time 
trying  to  sort  out  what  the  problem  was 
as  I  saw  it  on  commissions  of  inquiry.  There 
was  at  that  time  a  book  published  by  Mr. 
George  W.  Keeton,  then  professor  of  English 
law  at  the  University  of  London  and  head 
of  the  department  of  law  at  University  Col- 
lege, London. 

The  title  of  the  book  was  "Trial  by  Tribu- 
nal" and  it  was  published  in  1960.  After 
the  hearings  had  been  concluded  in  the  in- 
quiry by  Mr.  Justice  Roach  and  having  read 
this  book,  I  was  with  Mr.  Justice  Roach  one 
night  and  we  were  discussing  generalities  of 
public  inquiries,  not  the  specifics  of  the 
particular  one  that  he  was  then  consider- 
ing. In  the  course  of  it  I  referred  to  this 
book  and  provided  it  to  him,  and  he  made 
use  of  it  in  a  portion  of  his  report,  and 
there  are  11  pages  in  Mr.  Justice  Roach's 
report  dealing  with  the  question  of  hearsay 
evidence  at  public  inquiries  and  the  admissi- 
bility of  hearsay  evidence  as  distinct  from 
the  strict  rules  of  evidence  which  are  applied 
in   court  proceedings. 

This,  of  course,  bears  very  much  on  the 
exact  principle  of  the  bill  because  the  pro- 
cedure which  has  been  developed  and  which 
is  now  going  to  be  incorporated  in  the  bill 
is  to  provide  a  method  by  which  if  a  person 
is  involved  in  an  inquiry  he  will  have  the 
right  to  cross-examine  witnesses  and  to  take 
part  in  it  in  order  to  protect  himself  because 
of  statements  or  allegations  which  may  be 
made  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry. 

And  the  bill  incorporates  that  as  a  pro- 
cedural matter,  but  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
that  it  gets  at  the  very  root  problem  that 
Mr.  Justice  Roach  tried  to  deal  with.  He  re- 
ferred to  it  in  his  report  and  these  particular 
remarks  are  a  separate  chapter,  number  16, 
pages  211  to  218  of  his  report.  He  refers 
in  that  to  the  similarity  between  The  Tribu- 
nals of  Inquiries  Act  in  England  passed  in 
1921,  and  I  think  in  a  discussion  of  a  bill 
of  this  substance  it  is  wise  to  put  before  the 
House  what  the  purpose  of  a  public  inquiry 
is. 

The  best  reference  is  by  Lord  Kilmuir  in 
the  debate  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  England 
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when  this  particular  equivalent  bill  was  be- 
fore the  House  of  Lords  in  1921.  I  think  it 
is  a  fair  statement  of  the  reasons  for  a 
Public  Inquiries  Act.  Lord  Kilmuir  had  this 
to  say: 

The  sanction  of  a  public  inquiry  is  neces- 
sary on  occasion  for  the  purpose  of  main- 
taining a  high  standard  of  public  admini- 
stration and  the  modem  system  was  equal- 
ly aware  of  the  inadequacies  of  the  ma- 
chinery of  inquiries  by  a  select  committee 
on  the  one  hand  and  the  limitations  of  the 
ordinary  processes  of  law  on  the  other 
hand.  One  must  frankly  admit  that  there 
is  a  conflict  between  the  needs  of  the 
state  that  the  truth  should  be  discovered 
on  weighty  matters  which  reflect  on  the 
functioning  of  its  important  agencies  and 
the  position  of  the  individual  who  finds 
himself  involved.  The  vital  point  as  I 
think  every  peer  said  is  that  the  proce- 
dure should  only  be  invoked  for  weighty 
and  important  matters  for  it  is  only  then 
that  the  sacrifices  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
dividual can  be  fairly  demanded.  That 
leaves  our  unending  problem  where  the 
ordinary  life  of  the  ordinary  citizen  is  in- 
vaded we  must  use  all  our  skill  and  sym- 
pathy to  ensure  that  this  is  done  in  the 
least  fretful  manner.  I  hope  that  I  shall 
not  be  thought  to  be  presumptuous  if  I 
ask  for  the  co-operation  of  Parliament 
and  of  the  press  in  this  important  task. 

I  think  that  is  a  fair  statement  of  the  reasons 
why  we  have  a  Public  Inquiries  Act  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  think  it  is  a  fair 
statement  of  the  problem  which  has  led  to 
this  kind  of  amendment  being  introduced  in 
order  to  ameliorate  to  some  extent  as  a  pro- 
cedural matter  what  damage  might  be  done 
to  an  individual  when  matters  related  to  the 
functioning  of  the  state  require  this  kind  of 
investigation  be  made. 

Mr.  Justice  Roach  points  out  that  the  two 
Acts  are  identical  in  the  sense  that  the  con- 
duct of  the  proceedings  rests  with  the  com- 
missioner, in  the  way  in  which  it  is  to  be 
done.  He  then  goes  on  to  deal  with  what  is 
really  the  crux  of  the  problem  and  that  is 
this  question  of  hearsay  evidence,  as  distinct 
from  the  admission  only  of  evidence  which 
is  admissible  in  a  court  of  law  under  the 
strict  rules  which  are  applicable. 

Having  pointed  out  that  hearsay  evidence 
is  evidence  of  statements  which  are  made  to 
A  by  B,  who  in  turn  heard  them  from  C, 
who  in  turn  heard  them  from  D,  and  which 
then  become,  as  everyone  knows,  a  matter 
of  rumour.  The  nmiour  is  picked  up,  and  it 


is  publicized  in  such  a  way  almost  without 
inquiry,  that  a  person  can  be  seriously  hurt. 
Because  the  public  tends  to  take  rumours 
that  are  repeated  that  way,  in  the  full  light 
of  the  freedom  of  the  press  which  we  enjoy 
and  must  protect,  a  person  can  be  very 
much  hurt  by  hearsay  evidence. 

Mr.  Justice  Roach  goes  on  and  points  out 
in  his  comments,  using  Mr.  Keeton's  book 
for  that  purpose,  that  it  is  an  essential  part 
of  a  public  inquiry  that  it  receive  hearsay 
evidence.  He  states,  for  example: 

Before  dealing  with  the  matters  referred 
to  me  in  the  second  term  of  reference,  I 
think  I  should  first  deal  with  this  subject 
for  two  reasons. 

That  is  the  question  of  the  admission  of 
hearsay  evidence. 

First,  to  put  straight  and  remove  some  ap- 
parent misunderstanding  as  to  the  place  it 
occupies  and  its  purpose  in  an  investiga- 
tion such  as  this  and  second— and  this  may 
be  included  in  the  first— to  make  abun- 
dantly plain  the  use  to  which  it  may  be 
put. 

He  goes  on  to  illustrate  what  hearsay  exi- 
dence  is  and  then  goes  on: 

Because  of  that  I  explained,  and  it  may 
be  serviceable  if  I  do  so  again,  that  the 
rule  with  respect  to  hearsay  evidence  that 
applies  in*  a  court  of  law  is  not  equally 
applicable  in  an  inquiry  under  The  Public 
Inquiries  Act. 

The  reason  which  he  gives,  is:  "The  purpose 
of  the  pursuit"— that  is  the  purpose  of  the 
inquiry— "is  to  search  out  tlie  truth,  to  dispel 
the  rumours  if  they  should  be  dispelled,  and 
not  to  smear." 

He  goes  on  further  to  say: 

Though  the  rule  with  respect  to  hearsay 
evidence  does  not  apply  to  an  inquiry 
under  The  Public  Inquiries  Act,  there 
nevertheless  must  be  some  restraint  upon 
it.  The  extent  of  that  restraint  must  be 
measured  by  the  purpose  of  such  evidence. 

He  spells  out  what  he  thinks  to  be  the  limita- 
tion on  it— in  other  words,  that  there  must  be 
some  constructive  purpose  in  the  admission 
of  the  hearsay  evidence  which  will  assist  in 
the  dispelling  of  whatever  rumours  may  be 
circulating  around  a  particular  topic  which 
has  led  to  the  appointment  of  the  commis- 
sion. 

He   goes   on  to  say: 

I  cannot  surely  have  been  the  first  com- 
missioner who  found  himself  in  the  diffi- 
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cult  position  in  a  proceeding  under  this 
or  similar  Acts  as  to  what  he  should  admit 
by  way  of  hearsay  evidence,  but  I  was 
unable  to  find  any  report  of  such  a  pro- 
ceeding in  this  country  in  which  this  par- 
ticular subject  was  discussed. 
And  then  he  makes  the  reference  to  Mr. 
Keeton's  book  on  the  topic. 

Then  he  seems  to  me  to  come  to  the  kind 
of  contradiction  which  really  concerns  me  and 
I  do  not  know  what  the  answer  to  it  is. 
Because  having  then,  as  he  says,  taken  in 
hearsay  evidence,  which  he  admitted  to  be 
hearsay  evidence,  which  he  felt  in  his  own 
mind  he  could  justify  as  being  constructively 
purposeful  toward  the  purpose  of  the  inquiry, 
and  having  stated  very  clearly  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  inquiry  is  to  dispel  rumour  and  to 
search  out  the  truth  of  the  facts  which  are 
behind  it,  he  comes  to  the  conclusion  which 
is  vexing  certainly  as  a  legal  matter  to  people 
who  sit  in  opposition  to  a  government  which 
holds  inquiries— but  seems  to  me  to  go  to  the 
root  of  the  problem  because  he  then  goes  on 
to  say— and  he  is  dealing  specifically  with  the 
budget  leak  case  of  Mr.  Dalton  in  England  at 
that  time.  He  goes  on,  having  used  certain 
quotations  in  connection  with  that  tribunal. 
He  then  goes  on  to  say  speaking  about  it  in 
England: 

In  each  of  them  the  tribunal,  however, 
when  it  came  to  reporting  with  respect  to 
persons  involved  by  that  hearsay,  disre- 
garded it  entirely  and  relied  only  on  such 
evidence  as  would  be  admissible  in  a  court 
of  law.  In  my  opinion  it  would  have  been 
monstrous  if  they  had  done  otherwise. 

It  seems  to  me  that  that  in  itself  is  in- 
herently contradictory.  If  you  admit  at  the 
inquiry  hearsay  evidence  because  rumours  are 
circulating  obout  the  topic  which  is  before  the 
inquiry,  and  if  you  admit  that  the  purpose  of 
your  inquiry  is  to  dispel  rumours  and  to 
reach  what  the  truth  of  the  actual  situation 
is;  in  order  to  assure  the  pubhc  that  it  has 
all  been  found  and  that  the  whole  of  the 
matter  has  been  laid  to  rest,  it  does  not  seem 
to  me  that  you  can  accomplish  that  purpose  if, 
having  admitted  hearsay  evidence,  you  then 
limit  yourself  in  your  report  only  to  such 
evidence  as  would  have  been  admissible  in  a 
court  of  law. 

While  Mr.  Justice  Roach  goes  on  to  say, 
"It  would  have  been  monstrous  to  have  done 
otherwise,"  it  seems  to  me  he  leaves  the 
question  still  very  much  up  in  the  air.  I  think 
he  felt  he  had  solved  the  problem.  When  I 
read  this   part— and   since   1   have   reread   it 


because  of  this  bill  being  here  and  because  I 
have  been  worried  about  it  off  and  on,  every 
time  there  is  a  public  inquiry— it  seems  to  me 
to  come  to  just  the  opposite. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  hearsay 
evidence  that  the  obligation  imposed  upon  the 
commissioner  is,  in  fact,  an  obligation  to  take 
the  hearsay  evidence  which  is  admitted  be- 
cause of  the  purpose  of  the  inquiry,  and  to 
deal  with  the  hearsay  and  to  come  to  con- 
clusions about  the  hearsay  evidence  on  his 
assessment  of  what  the  hearsay  evidence 
provides;  and  not  to  say  to  himself.  "Now 
that  I  have  heard  all  the  hearsay  evidence,  I 
am  only  going  to  limit  myself  and  report 
upon  that  which  is  strictly  before  me  under 
the  rules  of  evidence  of  the  court." 

Mr.  Singer:  They  all  do  it  anyway. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  am  simply  saying  that  I 
do  not— 'I  am  only  making  the  point  in  the 
argument  of  Mr.  Justice  Roach,  not  that  "they 
all  do  it  anyway." 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  including  Roach  in  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  not  a  helpful 
remark  at  all.  If  one  looks  at  the  report, 
the  recent  report  for  example— and  again  I 
am  speaking  in  a  non-partisan,  objective 
sense  about  this  particular  one— of  the  Duke 
inquiry  and  other  inquiries,  you  will  find 
that  the  commissioner  limits  himself  to  that 
evidence  which  would  have  been  strictly 
receivable  in  a  court  of  law. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  that  neces- 
sarily allays  the  public  about  their  concerns, 
the  commissioner's  authority  in  some  way 
or  another  must— I  should  not  say  his  autho- 
rity—but this  practice  of  limiting  himself  in 
his  report  only  to  that  evidence  admissible 
in  the  court  of  law  be  considered  by,  say, 
the  Law  Reform  Commission  or  some  other 
body  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
or  not  there  should  be  an  obligation  on 
the  commissioner  to,  in  fact,  deal  with  the 
hearsay  evidence  which  is   in  front  of  him. 

In  other  words,  having  got  all  the  evidence 
before  him,  of  which  most  people  on  the 
street  or  lay  members  of  the  public  hear 
bits  and  pieces— but  here  is  the  tribunal  that 
gets  it  all  before  him.  He  says,  "I  disbelieve 
this.  I  am  not  the  final  fount  of  wisdom,  but 
I  am  basing  my  conclusions  on  all  of  the 
evidence  which  is  in  front  of  me  and  this 
rumour  is  unfounded.  I  think  this  rumour 
is  unfounded.  I  think  this  other  rumour  is 
true.  I  believe  that  this  particular  event  took 
place.  It  cannot  possibly  be  proved.  It  has 


3178 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


not  been  proved  before  me  as  it  would  in 
a  court  of  law  but  I  am  satisfied  for  the 
purposes  of  this  inquiry  that  this  is  a  factual 
matter." 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  that  kind  of 
approach  would  do  a  great  deal  more  to 
establish,  in  the  minds  of  the  public,  the 
result  which  the  public  inquiries  endeavour 
to  establish.  That  is,  to  seek  out  the  truth 
and  to  dispel  the  aura  of  rumour  that  is 
about  it. 

That  raises,  of  course,  the  contrary  prob- 
lem which  is  that  it  is  the  admission  of  the 
very  hearsay  evidence  which,  in  the  initial 
instance,  has  caused  the  damage  to  the 
individual.  It  brings  back  the  other  side  of 
what  Lord  Kilmuir  refers  to  as,  "That  leaves 
our  unending  problem  of  the  relation  between 
the  needs  of  the  state  and  the  damage  to 
the  individual." 

Hon.  E.  Dunlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Did  you  lose  your  place? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  No.  I  have  not  lost  my 
place,  but  there  is  one  particular  comment 
in  here  that  I  think  poses  the  problem 
rather  accurately. 

In  his  concluding  speech  the  Attorney 
General  before  the  tribunal  investigating 
the  bank  rate  leak  in  1957— 

Strangely  enough,  Lord  Justice  Parker  was 
chairman.  It  is  enhghtening.  He  said  in 
part: 

I  am  not  here  either  as  a  prosecutor  or 
to  defend  anyone.  It  has  been  our  object 
to  press  and  to  probe  by  cross-examina- 
tion, in  order,  and  this  has  been  our  only 
object,  to  establish  the  truth.  We  have 
dealt  with  all  the  rumours  that  were  ap- 
parently current  in  the  city  of  London. 
We  have  sought  to  find  out  what  basis 
there  was  for  them.  We  have  considered 
all  the  reports  in  the  press  and  sought  to 
find  out  what  was  the  basis  for  them.  I 
would  submit  that  there  has  been  a  com- 
plete and  thorough  investigation,  not  only 
of  these  matters  but  of  all  other  informa- 
tion, which  has  any  relevance  to  the 
terms  of  reference,  in  this  tribunal. 

In  a  further  case,  the  tribunal  which  was 
established  went  on  to  say,  about  the  report 
of  the  Lynskey  tribunal— which  was  another 
inquiry: 

Much  of  this  evidence  would  not  be  ad- 
missible in  the  case  of  an  individual  wit- 
ness in  proceedings  against  him  or  in  liti- 
gation   in    which    he    was    concerned.    In 


coming  to  the  conclusion  of  the  conduct 
of  an  individual  witness  and,  in  particular, 
whether  any  allegations  made  in  reference 
to  him  have  been  justified,  we  have  had 
regard  only  to  such  evidence  as  would 
properly  be  admitted  in  a  case  to  which 
he  was  a  party  and  his  conduct  was  in 
question. 

That  seems  to  me  to  pose  a  contradiction.  It 
seems  to  me  to  raise  a  fundamental  question 
about  The  Pubhc  Inquiries  Act  and  seems  to 
me  to  pose  a  question,  to  which  I  would  sug- 
gest I  cannot  possibly  conceive  what  the 
answer  is,  but  I  think  that  the  present  rule 
is  inherently  contradictory.  I  think  the  very 
admission  of  the  hearsay  evidence,  in  the 
first  place,  does  not,  therefore,  then  mean 
that  the  commissioner  can  disregard  it  when 
he  is  making  his  report.  Otherwise,  what 
useful  purpose  can  it  possibly  serve? 

The  other  side  of  the  coin  is,  of  course, 
that  if  you  admit  hearsay  evidence,  which 
is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  out 
truth  in  a  public  inquiry  and  for  the  purpose 
of  dispelling  rumours,  then  I  think  there  is 
an  inherent  obligation  imposed  upon  the 
commissioner.  Consideration  should  be  given 
as  to  hov/  you  protect  the  individual  in  this 
instance,  for  the  commissioner  to  make  his 
decision  and  report,  taking  into  account  all 
of  the  evidence,  and  not  only  that  evidence 
which  is  submissible  in  a  court  of  law. 

That,  Mr.  Speaker,  has  been  a  matter  of 
some  concern.  I  am  delighted  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  raise  the  question.  I  think  it 
is  very  germane  and  fundamental  to  the 
functioning  of  public  inquiries  in  this  prov- 
ince. I  would,  as  an  incidental  matter,  bring 
to  the  minister's  attention  the  comment 
which  I  made  on  Bill  53,  with  respect  to  the 
provision  which  deems  a  person  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  non-incrimination  provisions 
that  the  Act.  This  appears  to  me,  being  an 
Ontario  statute,  to  extend  only  to  The  Evi- 
dence Act  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Per- 
haps there  should  be  a  specific  protection 
to  the  individual  requiring  the  commissioner 
to  advise  anyone  coming  before  him  that, 
not  only  is  he  deemed  not  to  have  given  up 
his  protection  under  The  Ontario  Evidence 
Act,  but  to  warn  him  that  he  is  entitled  to 
claim,  if  he  wishes  to  do  so,  the  protection 
against  self-incrimination  available  to  him 
under  The  Canada  Evidence  Act. 

With  those  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will, 
subject  to  the  comments  of  my  colleague,  the 
member  for  Lakeshore  (Mr.  Lawlor),  sup- 
port the  bill  on  second  reading. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  would  just  take  one  mo- 
ment since  we  are  not  going  to  get  through 
to  Bill  56  anyway. 

This  legislation  is  basically  set  out  in  vol- 
ume 1  at  page  463,  In  the  recommendations 
therein,  it  has  made  two  major  points,  name- 
ly, that  people  who  have  a  substantial  in- 
terest or  direct  interest  in  a  royal  commis- 
sion are,  through  this  legislation,  finally,  in 
a  formalized  way,  given  a  right  to  attend 
and  appear  and  have  counsel  and  make  their 
representation.  All  this  is  a  moot  point. 
There  is  some  ambiguity  in  the  law.  It  was 
thought  that  people  might  be  very  well 
substantially  injured  as  a  result  of  other  fail- 
ures. The  second  point  about  the  legislation  is 
that  no  one  may  be  pilloried  any  longer,  at 
least  with  respect  to  the  point  on  self- 
incrimination. 

Throughout  the  next  bill,  Mr.  Speaker, 
time  after  time,  that  is,  through  this  magni- 
ficent measure,  reference  will  be  made  to 
part  2  of  the  legislation  here.  I  think  it  may 
jbe  wise  just  to  say  what  part  2  embodies. 
It  is  concerned  with  search,  with  summonses 
and  the  terms  of  summonses  and  the  failure 
to  appear,  contempt  proceedings  and  the  pro- 
tection of  witnesses  that  I  mentioned  a  mo- 
ment ago,  touching  self-incrimination  that  is 
written  right  into  the  statute,  the  terms  on 
which  documents  may  be  received,  on  which 
they  may  be  photostated  and  handed  back  to 
the  people,  and  that  is  the  ambit  when  we 
come  to  the  section  as  we  will  dozens  of 
times  throughout  this  next  bill.  That  is  the 
range  of  what  it  is  referring  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  into  the  debate?  If  not,  can  the  hon. 
minister  complete  his  remarks  before  we 
recess? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  believe  I  can, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  merely  want  to  say  that  of 
course,  this  is  one  of  the  Acts  in  the  pack- 
age deal  we  are  presenting  to  the  House 
this  year  in  respect  to  these  matters.  This 
again  arises  from  the  report  of  the  hon.  J.  C. 
McRuer  and  he  made  particular  recommen- 
dations with  respect  to  this  type  of  pro- 
cedure, and  these  are  reflected  in  the  bill 
which  has  now  been  prepared. 

The  Act  clarifies  the  rights  and  responsi- 
bilities of  persons  who  may  be  brought 
before  public  inquiry.  At  the  same  time, 
sir,  it  clarifies  the  procedure  to  be  followed 
by   a   commissioner   in   the   conduct  of   that 


inquiry.  The  rights  of  the  individual  are 
set  out  in  detail  as  are  the  responsibilities, 
and  I  think  this  is  important,  as  are  the 
responsibilities  which  rest  upon  him. 

The  powers  of  the  commissioner  are  speci- 
fied so  that  they  may  be  delineated  in  any 
cross  reference  that  might  be  desirable  in 
other  statutes.  Generally  speaking,  I  think 
it  is  a  worthy  bill  and  again,  I  merely  say 
that  it  is  my  purjwse  to  refer  this  to  the 
standing  committee  for  Tuesday  morning's 
consideration  next.  I  am  glad  to  hear  the 
members  call  it  a  step  forward. 

I  am  particularly  glad  to  hear  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale  refer  to  the  hearsay 
evidence  matter.  There  is  a  great  deal  of 
public  misunderstanding  about  hearsay  evi- 
dence and  our  courts  and  our  rules  of  evi- 
dence, and  particularly  about  The  Public 
Inquiries  Act. 

I  noticed  with  horror  one  Toronto  news- 
paper reporter  in  dealing  with  this  matter 
indicated  that  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
day  reluctantly  admitted  that  hearsay  evi- 
dence would  still  be  available  in  respect  of 
a  public  inquiry,  and  the  next  day  the  hon. 
gentleman,  who  is  a  member  of  our  press 
gallery  and  is  not  here  this  afternoon,  went 
on  the  air  for  a  15-minute  diatribe  against 
the  Attorney  General  and  the  government 
for  even  permitting  the  introduction  in  public 
inquiries  of  hearsay  evidence. 

It  really  just  shows  the  misinformation  and 
misunderstanding  I  suppose  that  does  exist 
in  certain  quarters.  Obviously  hearsay  evi- 
dence must  be  admitted  in  a  public  inquiry. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  wihy  is  it  excluded  in 
the  report? 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  just  Roach.  I  have  never 
seen  it  specifically  excluded. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  To  my  knowledge  it 
has  never  really  been  excluded  anywhere  at 
all,  and  in  actual  fact  by  even  dealing  with 
the  hearsay  accusations  obviously  the  com- 
missioner is  dealing  with  the  matter.  Other 
than  that  sir  I  have  no  other  comments  on  it. 

Motion  agreed  to,  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Hon  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  imfor- 
tunately  I  am  not  going  to  be  in  the  House 
this  evening  and  there  is  one  more  bill  that  is 
part  of  this  package  and  it  really  deals  with 
enabling  legislation  in  respect  of  the  other 
matters. 

Again,  if  we  could  have  a  fast  concurrence 
of  the  House  to  approve  it  in  second  reading 
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then  we  could  deal  with  it  in  cammittee  as 
well.  If  there  is  any  objection  to  that,  how- 
ever, I  think  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
House  we  will  go  on  with  it  tomorrow  morn- 
ing. But  I  apologize  to  the  House  for  not 
being  able  to  be  here  tonight. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  would  concur 
and  I  would  even  go  one  step  further.  I 
would  be  prepared  to  concur  in  the  waiving 
of  the  second  reading  debate  on  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Judicature  Act  which  is  also 
complementary  to  this  legislation,  even  though 
it  was  just  introduced  this  afternoon,  pro- 
vided both  those  bills  will  go  to  the  standing 
committee. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  going  to 
concur.  I  want  to  say  that  it  is  an  act  of  a 
self-inflicted  wound.  I  have  prepared  numer- 
ous remarks  that  the  human  race  will  miss 
forever  with  respect  to  the  intent  and  pur- 
pose of  this  bill.  As  my  friend  from  Downs- 
view  said,  I  had  a  marvellous  oration  on  this 
particular  one,  and  I  have  abandoned  it  in  the 
cause  of  getting  things  forward  with  this 
House.  I  wish  the  Attorney  General  would 
design  a  special  form  of  medal  for  such 
members  of  this  House  who  are  willing  to  sit 
down  and  shut  up  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  That  is  the  best  speech  he 
has  made. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the  hon.  minister 
would  permit  us  to  complete  Bill  55.  The 
motion  has  been  carried  for  second  reading; 
do  I  then  understand  that  bill  55  shall  be 
referred  to  the  legal  administration  commit- 
itee?  Is  this  correct? 

Agreed  to. 


CIVIL  RIGHTS  STATUTE  LAW 
AMENDMENT  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  in  the  absence  of 
hon.  Mr.  Davis,  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  56,  The  Civil  Rights  Statute  Law  Amend- 
ment Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 


Mr.  Speaker:  This  bill  then  shall  be  referred 
to  the  standing  committee? 

Agreed  to. 

JUDICATURE  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  83,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Judicature 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  also  be  referred 
to  the  standing  committee  on  legal  administra- 
tion? 

Agreed  to. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr  Speaker,  just  before 
you  call  6  of  the  clock,  would  the  House 
leader  tell  us  whether  he  intends  to  proceed 
with  the  order  of  business  that  he  advised  us 
of  this  afternoon  and  this  evening? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  I  did  advise  the  hon.  member  that  we 
would  pursue  these  bills  as  far  as  we  could 
get  forward  with  them  and  since  the  hon. 
Attorney  General  will  not  be  here  this  even- 
ing, I  think  the  next  bills  I  mentioned  were 
those  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  (Mr.  Yar- 
emko)  which  are  shown  on  the  order  paper 
at  items  18  and  19.  They  are  printed  and  are 
ready  to  be  debated  on  second  reading.  I 
think  I  shall  call  those  at  the  resumption  of 
the  House. 

I  also  mentioned  to  the  members  that  I 
would  like  to  take  the  bills  that  are  in 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House;  that  is  item 
6  on  the  order  paper.  One  of  those  is  mine 
and  one  is  that  of  the  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence).  I  think  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests  (Mr.  Brunelle)  would  be 
prepared  this  evening  to  deal  with  second 
reading  of  two  bills  of  his  which  appear  on 
the  order  paper:  items  8  and  17.  So  it  will  be 
somewhere  in  that  area  we  shall  be  working 
tonight. 

It  being  6  o'clock  p.m.,  The  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8:04  o'clock  p.m. 


PUBLIC  LANDS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  51,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Public 
Lands  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  stand  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
move  that  this  bill  go  to  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House.   I  have  an  amendment  to  it. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The   bill    shall   then   go   to 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House? 
Agreed  to. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  68,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Con- 
servation, Protection,  and  Propagation  of 
Species  of  Fauna  and  Flora  Threatened  with 
Extinction. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Thank  you. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  just  a  few  brief  com- 
ments on  this  bill,  more  in  the  way  of  ques- 
tions really  than  comments. 

We  on  this  side,  of  course,  applaud  this 
bill,  and  hope  that  it  will  serve  the  purpose 
indicated  in  the  bill.  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask 
the  minister  at  this  stage  really,  what  if  any 
fauna  or  flora  he  or  his  department  considers 
in  danger  of  extinction  at  the  present  time? 

Really,  I  understand  we  are  debating  the 
principle  of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  as  I 
say,  we  are  in  complete  favour  of  that  prin- 
ciple. However,  the  intent  of  the  bill  really 
leaves  everything  up  to  the  regulations  that 
may  be  promulgated  following  passage  of 
this  bill. 

I  would  draw  your  attention,  sir,  to 
section  5  of  the  bill,  in  which  the  last 
sentence  says  "that  no  person  shall  wilfully" 
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and  then  clause  (a)  and  (b),  "declared  in 
the  regulations  to  be  threatened  with  ex- 
tinction." 

Now,  not  that  I  suggest  I  am  any  expert 
on  McRuer,  but  surely  McRuer  indicates 
that  government  by  regulation  is  something 
to  be  avoided  at  all  costs,  and  I  am  just  a 
little  apprehensive  about  this  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  it  leaves  a  great  deal  of 
discretionary  power  in  the  hands  of  the 
minister   and   his   department. 

I  would  draw  to  your  attention,  sir,  that 
just  last  week  I  believe  it  was,  we  passed 
a  bill  in  which  the  regulation  relating  to  the 
sale  of  timber  limits  or  species  on  timber 
limits,  which  had  formerly  been  under  a 
regulation  of  The  Department  of  Lands  and 
Forests,  was  incorporated  into  the  statutes 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  at  that  time 
I  asked  the  minister  if  this  was  just  legalizing 
a  regulation  that  had  been  in  effect  for  many 
years,  and  his  answer  at  that  time  was:  "yes, 
it  was  in  fact." 

Although  I  realize  it  may  be  somewhat 
irregular,  I  would  ask  the  minister  through 
you,  Mr,  Speaker,  if  he  could  indicate  if 
his  department  has  in  effect  already  drawn 
up  these  so-called  regulations,  which  are 
referred  to  in  various  sections  of  the  bill, 
notably  section  5,  and  if  he  can  give  us 
some  indication  of  the  species  that  he  feels 
are  in  danger  at  the  present  time? 

I  might  say  before  the  minister  rises  that 
we  will  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Dov^nisview):  Riverdale 
suddenly  became  bashful. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  we  were  arguing  as  to 
who  should  raise  the  point,  just  in  case  it 
turned  out  to  be  wrong. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  You  are  equally  capable. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  you  never  can  tell  who 
ends  up  with  egg  on  his  face.  I  was  curious 
in  reading  the  bill,  and  I  asked  the  minister 
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if  he  might  explain  why,  in  terms  of  enforce- 
ment and  jurisdiction,  enforcement  of  the 
bill  was  not  made  available  to  municipal 
police  forces;  why  the  minister  stopped  at 
the  Royal  Canadian  Mounted  Police  and  the 
OPP;  why  in  fact  the  bill  was  not  enforce- 
able by /local  police  forces— as  is  indicated 
in  section  1(b)  of  the  bill,  which  ought  to 
be  discussed  clause  by  clause  and  which  I 
suspect  will  not  come  up. 

It  strikes  me  there  is  every  possibility  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Royal  Canadian  Mounted 
Police  would  have  to  be  explained  to  me  by 
the  minister;  why  it  was  chosen  that  they 
would  be  used  in  Ontario,  as  opposed  to  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police  and  local  police 
forces.  Perhaps  the  minister  could  explain 
that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  going  to 
take  part  in  this  debate  substantially  under 
the  general  terms  raised  by  colleague  from 
Rainy  River. 

As  I  read  section  3  of  the  Act,  absolute 
discretion  is  left  to  the  minister  or  the 
Lieutenant-Govemor-in-Council  as  to  who  is 
going  to  act,  or  on  the  recommendation  of 
the  minister,  stop  or  control  actions  in  re- 
lation to  any  species  of  flora  and  fauna  that 
may  be  threatened  with  extinction  and  the 
two  particular  sub-parts  to  that  by  over- 
exploitation  or  for  any  other  factor  or  factors 
considered  relevant. 

'  ''What  in  fact  the  minister  is  asking  us  to 
do  is  to  give  him  a  blank  cheque.  Now, 
certainly  we  would  not  suggest  that  this 
minister  would  abuse  the  very  broad  powers 
in  the  Act,  but  it  occurs  to  me  that  an  evil 
minister  who  might  someday  occupy  that 
seat  could  for  instance  favour  certain  com- 
mercial enterprises  at  the  expense  of  others, 
under  the  very  broad  and  almost  carte 
blanche  privileges  given  to  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor-in-Council  to  take  action  imder 
this  section. 

For  instance,  might  it  not  be  within  the 
contemplation  of  a  particular  minister  or  a 
particular  cabinet  that  there  would  be  a  glut 
on  the  market  of  some  particular  firm,  and 
that  a  favourite  fur  merchant  might  be  being 
hurt  by  this  kind  of  thing,  and  that  for  any 
other  factor  or  factors  considered  relevant 
—and  they  could  be  anything— they  could  be 
a  commercial  glut  on  the  market— that  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  could  act? 

My  colleague  touched  on  the  recommen- 


dations of  Mr.  Justice  McRuer,  and  this 
afternoon  we  dealt  with  four  or  five  very 
important  statutes.  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  one  must'  recognize  the  recommendations 
of  McRuer  and  the  sentiments  expressed  by 
the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  and  by  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  should  apply 
to  all  people,  including  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests,  and  that  if  he  comes 
to  us  and  asks  for  powers,  somewhere  along 
the  line  he  should  set  out  in  the  statute 
whereby  he  asks  for  these  powers,  the  guide- 
lines that  he  is  going  to  use. 

When  you  see  in  this  section  3  the  very 
broad  covering  phrase  that,  by  reason  of 
over-exploitation,  the  minister  can  declare 
that  a  particular  species  of  flora  and  fauna 
is  threatened  with  extinction,  or  for  any 
other  factor  or  factors  considered  relevant, 
and  enact  regulations  ordering  people  not 
to  do  this  at  pain  of  a  penalty  up  to  $3,000, 
or  imprisonment  for  a  term  of  six  months, 
or  both,  one  must  recognize  that  the  minister 
is  being  given  a  very  arbitrary  kind  of 
power,  the  extent  of  which  exists  only  in  the 
minister's  mind. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  all  of  the 
lip-service  that  the  government  is  paying  to 
the  great  principles  enunciated  by  Mr. 
McRuer,  it  would  well  behoove  this  minister 
not  to  ask  for  second  reading  at  this  point, 
but  in  fact  to  take  this  statute  back  and  to 
consider  either  some  limiting  words  to  this 
section  3  or  present  to  us  draft  regulations 
which  he  is  prepared  to  commit  the  govern- 
ment to.  Because  frankly,  in  the  way  that 
this  is  framed,  he  is  in  fact  asking  us  for  a 
blank  cheque  and  I  do  not  think  any  minister 
of  the  Crown  should  be  given  this  kind  of 
absolutely  arbitrary  power. 

With  that  in  mind,  and  bearing  in  mind 
again  what  my  colleague  from  Rainy  River 
said,  that  we  are  going  to  support  it  in 
principle,  we  think  the  principle  in  fact  is 
a  reasonable  one,  but  we  are  suspicious  of 
any  minister  having  this  unbridled  kind  of 
power.  We  would  suggest  that  this  minister 
would  be  well  served  if,  in  fact,  he  would 
take  it  back.  If  he  would  have  his  advisers 
give  him  some  explanatory  guidelines  which 
could  be  set  out  in  the  statute,  we  would 
feel  much  more  comfortable. 

As  I  say,  I  am  not  suggesting  that  this 
hon.  minister  would  abuse  his  power,  but 
the  possibility  is  always  there.  And  frankly, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  trust  this  kind  of 
arbitrary  power  in  the  hands  of  any  govern- 
ment minister  who,  having  shoved  through 
a   sort   of  blank-cheque   type   of   legislation, 
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then  needs    no    longer    come    back    to    this 
House  to  ask  for  additional  permission. 

What  he  is  asking  us  for  is  absolute  power 
and  we  think  there  should  be  some  limita- 
tions on  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member 
wish  to  enter  the  debate  before  the  minister 
replies?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bninelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  listened 
with  a  great  deal  of  interest  to  the  remarks 
of  the  hon.  members  for  Rainy  River,  Went- 
worth  and  Downsview,  and  I  hope  I  can 
alleviate  their  concern.  This  is  a  very  good 
piece  of  legislation,  the  first  of  its  kind  in 
Canada.  I  have  some  very  brief  remarks, 
and  I  would  like  to  outline  these  brief 
remarks,  and  I  think  this  will  help  to  allay 
the  fears. 

The  purpose  of  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  to  provide  for  the  conservation,  protection, 
restoration  and  propagation  of  those  species 
of  animal  and  plant  life  which  are  in  danger 
of  becoming  extinct.  And  although  the  text 
of  this  bill  is  fairly  straightforward  and 
simple,  it  will  nevertheless  have  a  significant 
and  far-reaching  effect  insofar  as  assisting 
in  protecting  and  preserving  our  environ- 
ment for  us  and  those  who  wall  come  after 
us.  The  bill  provides  for  the  making  of 
regulations  to  declare  any  species  of  animal 
or  plant  life  endangered. 

I  will  specifically  reply  to  the  hon.  member 
for  Rainy  River  that  regulations  have  not 
yet  been  declared  but  will  be  declared  in 
due  course.  The  decision  as  to  whether  any 
species  is  endangered  must  be  made  with 
regard  to  the  criteria  enumerated  in  sub- 
section 1  of  section  3  of  the  bill.  The  specific 
enumeration  of  criteria  in  section  3  is  in 
accordance  with  the  principles— and  I  hope 
the  hon.  member  for  Downsview— 

Mr.  Singer:  Did  the  minister  say  subsection 
1,  section  3? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That  is  right.  In  sub- 
section 1  of  section  3  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  means  section  3,  subsection 


Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  In  subsection  1  of 
section  3  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  there  is  no  such  thing. 

Hon<  E.  Diinlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): It  just  depends  where  the  member 
puts  the  1. 


Mr.  Singer:  Subsection  1  of  subsection  3? 
Oh,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  In  subsection  1  of 
section  3. 

Mr.   Singer:  Now  we  are  on  the  same. 

Hon.  Mr.  Dunlop:  Now  you  have  per- 
ceived it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  And  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview,  Mr.  Speaker,  seems  to  be 
concerned  about  the  principles  of  Justice 
McRuer. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  We  have  consulted— 
rather  we  have  taken  into  account— the  prin- 
ciples of  Mr.  Justice  McRuer,  and  the  sub- 
section enumerates  the  criteria  in  section  3 
and  is  in  accordance  with  the  principles 
advocated  in  chapter  5  of  the  first  report- 
Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  That  is  pretty  raw. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —of  the  royal  commis- 
sion inquiry  into  civil  rights  by  Mr.  Justice 
McRuer. 

Mr.  Singer:  Including  any  other  factor  or 
factors  considered  relevant?  Where  would  you 
find  that? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Why  do  you 
not  keep  quite  and  listen;  then  you  can  talk. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  And  also,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  making  of  a  regulation  declaring  any 
species  to  be  endangered  thereby  provides 
protection  not  only  for  the  species  itself  but 
also  for  its  habitat.  The  protection  is  afforded 
by  section  5  which  sets  out  prohibited  acts 
with  section  6  providing  the  sanctions. 

And  as  I  pointed  out  when  I  introduced 
this  bill  in  first  reading,  Ontario  is  providing 
leadership  in  Canada  in  attempting  to  get  on 
the  statute  books  a  law  of  this  nature,  since 
my  information  is  that  there  is  no  legislation 
in  any  other  province  and,  so  far  as  I   am 
aware,  there  are  only  three  pieces  of  legisla- 
tion   in  the    English-speaking    world    which 
are  in  pari  materia.  First,  they  are- 
Mr.  Deans:  Which  are  in  what? 
Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  What  was  that  again? 
Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  In  pari  materia. 
Mr.  Singer:  What  does  that  mean? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Pan— p-a-r-i;  materia— 
m-a-t-e-r-i-a. 
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Mr.  Singer:  What  does  that  mean? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Well,  being  a  member 
of  the  legal  profession,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure 
that  the  hon.  member  does  not  need  any 
clarification. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  I  am  a  little  dubious. 
Could  you  explain  it  to  us  please? 

.  Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  am  not;  I  am  nat. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Get  up  and  speak.  Or 
sit  down  and  let  him  speak  if  he  wants  to 
speak. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  they 
are  the— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
wants  to  know  if  pari  materia  is  the  same  as 
flora  and  faima? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Where  is  Flora  tonight, 
anyway? 

Hon.  Mr.  Dunlop:  She  is  "fauna"  somebody 
else. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  The 
Antarctic  Treaty  Act,  1967,  of  the  United 
Kingtom;  second.  The  Bird  Protection  Act, 
1954,  also  of  the  United  Kingdom,  and  third. 
The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Conservation  and  Pro- 
tection Act,  1966,  of  the  United  States  of 
America. 

The  Antarctic  Treaty  Act,  1967,  protects 
animals  and  plant  life  in  Antarctica  and  is 
binding  upon  all  British  subjects  who  are 
citizens  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  its 
colonies.  As  the  name  of  the  Act  implies,  it 
was  enacted  to  implement  a  treaty  to  which 
the  United  Kingdom  is  a  signatory. 

The  Bird  Protection  Act,  1954,  protects 
wild  birds  of  the  United  Kingdom  and  their 
habitat,  and  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Conserva- 
tion and  Protection  Act  protects  species  of 
fish  and  wildlife  threatened  with  extinction 
and  their  habitat.  It  does  not  appear  to  pro- 
tect plant  life  as  this  bill  does. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River  wanted  specific  examples.  I  surmise  that 
he  was  probably  not  in  the  House  when  I 
gave  first  reading,  and  in  my  remarks  on  first 
reading  I  mentioned  that  the  notable  examples 
are  the  peregrine  falcon,  the  bald  eagle,  and 
such  birds  as  the  cormorant,  and  such  species 
as  the  clouded  yellow  butterfly,  and  others 
that  will  be  brought  to  our  attention  and  will 
be  placed  into  regulation. 

The  member  for  Wentworth  was  referring 


to  section  1(b),  and  Mr.  Speaker,  the  way  I 
understand  section  1(b),  it  says: 

In  this  Act,  "oflBcer"  means  a  conserva- 
tion oflScer  or  a  deputy  conservation  oflBcer 
appointed  under  The  Game  and  Fish  Act, 
1961-1962,  and  also  includes  a  member  of 
the  Royal  Canadian  Mounted  Police  force 
or  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  force. 

This  clause,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  similar  to  most  of 
our  clauses  in  other  legislation  whereby  OPP 
and  the  Royal  Canadian  Mounted  Police  have 
the  same  authority  as  our  own  conservation 
oflBcers,  so  I  fail  to  see  why  there  should  be 
any  concern. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  no;  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  hon.  minister 
indicate  the  committee?  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  or  standing  committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  This  is  a  motherhood 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  more  than  that,  it  is  a 
blank-cheque  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  hon.  minister 
indicate  whether  it  shall  be  standing  com- 
mittee or  Committee  of  the  Whole  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Committee  of  .  the 
Whole  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

Agreed  to. 


SURVEYS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  70,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Surveys 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bm. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered 
for   third   reading? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  con- 
cur. Committee  of  the  Whole  House? 

Agreed  to. 
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Cleric  of  the  House:  The  sixth  order.  House 
in  Committee  of  the  Whole;  Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe 
in  the  chair. 

The  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
recommends  the  following: 
Resolved; 

that,  the  moneys  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  subsection  1  of  section  13  and 
section  34  of  The  Financial  Administration 
Act  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  consolidated 
revenue  fund  as  provided  in  Bill  74,  An 
Act  to  amend  The  Financial  Administration 
Act. 

Resolution  concurred  in: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  Honourable  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  recommends  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Resolved; 

that,  the  moneys  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  section  6  of  The  Tile  Drainage 
Act,  1971,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  con- 
solidated revenue  fund  as  provided  in  Bill 
75,  The  Tile  Drainage  Act,   1971. 

Resolution  concurred  in: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  Honourable  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  recommends  the  fol- 
lowing: 

Resolved; 

that,  the  moneys  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  subsection  4  of  section  4  of  The 
Public  Service  Superannuation  Act  shall 
be  paid  out  of  the  Consolidated  Revenue 
Fund  as  provided  in  Bill  78,  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Public  Service  Superannuation 
Act. 

Resolution  concurred  in. 


SECURITIES  ACT 

House  in  conmiittee  on  Bill  49,  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Securities  Act,  1966. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Securities  Act,  1966.  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  the  first  section? 
On  section  2,  I  have  a  notice  of  amendment 
from  the  minister. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chairman, 
on  section  1. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  the  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  when  you 


were  calling  the  first  section,  you  were  mean- 
ing the  whole  of  clause  1,  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Well,  the  comment  which  I 
have  is  on  sub-clause  2  of  clause  1  where 
there  is  a  revision  of  the  defilnition  of  primary 
distribution  to  the  public  and  the  term  has 
been  changed  to  distribution  to  the  public. 

My  question  to  the  minister  is  a  very  simple 
one.  The  report— the  merger  study— indicated 
that  not  only  should  the  word  "primary"  be 
dropped  but  the  report  indicated  that  there 
was  no  good  reason  for  maintaining  the  word 
"public".  The  reason  given  was  that  the 
statutory  scheme  is  an  all-inclusive  one.  Either 
you  make  disclosure  when  you  are  making  a 
distribution,  or  you  come  within  one  of  the 
exemptions  that  are  specifically  provided,  or 
failing  that,  you  have  the  benefit  of  the  exer- 
cise of  the  discretion  of  the  commission.  But 
the  point  is  clearly  made  in  the  report  that 
the  word  "public"  is  a  very  deceptive  term, 
almost  of  impossible  definition  and  that  it 
should  be  dropped,-and  yet  in  the  face  of  that 
very  clear  recommendation,  the  bill  retains 
the  words  "to  the  public."  The  recommenda- 
tion of  the  merger  commission  was  tihat  the 
word  "distribution"  would  he  suflfident. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, in  order  to  give  some  emphasis  to  that 
particular  thing,  at  page  47  of  the  merger 
study— which  you  will  forgive  me  on  occasion 
if  I  lapse  into  calling  the  Willis  study— it  set 
forth  specifically  that  since  the  proposed 
regulatory  scheme  is  intended  to  be  all- 
inclusive  with  a  residual  discretion  invested 
in  the  commission,  the  reference  to  "public" 
should  be  removed.  Then  it  goes  on  further 
down  the  page  to  claim  at  3.21  that  the  term 
is  really  misleading  and  gets  into  this  whole 
area  of  need  to  know,  the  definition  of  who 
the  public  is.  Really,  for  some  reason  or  other, 
in  face  of  the  recommendations  made  in  the 
Willis  study,  you  felt  it  necessary  to  retain 
this  particular  point,  while  even  at  the  same 
time  retaining  the  distinction  between  primar}' 
distribution  on  one  hand  and  secondary  offer- 
ings on  the  other. 

True,  that  is  a  sort  of  natural  distinction, 
the  latter  one,  but  it  does  tie  in  with  the 
basic  concepts  arising  in  section  35  and  other 
sections  of  this  bill,  or  of  The  Securities  Act 
itself,  which  runs  counter  to,  or  at  least  does 
not  carry  out  at  all,  the  purposes  set  forth 
by  the  merger  study  in  this  regard. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Conmiercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
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familiar  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Moore  report,  which  I  have  had  in  hand  and 
it  did  make  recommendations,  both  with 
respect  to  the  word  "primary"  distribution 
and  to  the  "public"  and  discussed  that  at 
some  length.  On  the  meaning  of  "public," 
they  start  discussing  that  at  the  foot  of  page 
41,  and  go  along,  as  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore  says,  to  a  final  recommendation  which 
is  on  pages  46,  47  and  following. 

We  did  not  adopt  that  and  we  did  drop 
the  word  "primary,"  because  I  think  that  the 
recommendation  of  the  commission  and  its 
reasons  for  making  any  distinction  between 
distribution  as  primary  or  secondary,  there 
was  not  much  good  reason  for  that,  and  it 
widened  the  scope  of  the  commission's 
powers  so  that  they  could  look  at  any 
distribution. 

But  when  we  come  to  the  word  "public" 
there  is  a  distinction  between  the  people  who 
deal  in  securities  in  the  market  and  there  is 
a  clear  understanding  among  people  generally 
that  people,  citizens  who  are  not  in  the  trade, 
who  are  not  in  the  organized  dealing  of 
securities,  are  not  investment  companies,  are 
not  corporations,  are  not  banks,  are  not 
finance  companies,  they  are  in  a  very  different 
class  of  situation. 

They  have  not  the  knowledge  of  the 
sophisticated  investor,  they  are  the  public, 
and  there  is  no  reason  really— and  this  is  my 
thinking  as  to  why  we  retained  the  word- 
that  when  you  are  dealing  with  classes  of 
trade  between  knowledgeable,  sophisticate^!, 
experienced  investing  organizations,  you  can- 
not make  an  exemption  with  respect  to  dis- 
closure or  prospectuses  or  statements  and  so 
on,  certain  information  which  you  could  very 
well  not  take  into  account. 

These  people  are  able  to  take  care  of 
themselves.  In  other  words,  they  know  the 
trade  they  are  in,  they  know  that  market, 
thev  know  that  field,  but  for  the  public— 
that  is  why  I  used  the  word  and  that  is  why 
it  must  he  retained— for  the  public  you  can- 
not take  the  same  view.  The  public  must  be 
protected.  The  conmiission  must  look  at  those 
trades. 

I  quite  agree  that  you  could  drop  the  word 
altogether  and  let  the  commission  look  at 
everything,  as  it  does  in  any  event,  but  I 
thinly'  t'^  r-^tain  i^  so  as  to  make  that  distinc- 
tion is  quite  reasonable  and  quite  proper. 

The  Moore  report  somewhere  in  its  dis- 
cussions speaks  of  the  decisions  which  the 
commission  has  made  in  dealing  wdth  these 
exemptions,  and  it  says  some  of  the  decisions 


would  appear  to  have  been  incongruous.  That 
may  be,  but  certainly  the  judgement  of  the 
commission  was  called  upon  and  I  think  it  is 
reasonable  that  that  remain.  On  page  45  it 
says: 

The  commission  presently  has  at  3.16 
through  applications  made  to  it  under  sec- 
tion 59,  subsection  1,  resolved  the  doubt 
that  the  applicant  may  have  by  declaring 
the  recipient  is  not  the  "public."  There- 
fore the  transaction  would  not  constitute 
primary  distribution  to  the  public. 

We  have  dropped  "primary"  out  at  that 
point,  but  the  word  "public"— there  are  two 
meanings,  and  I  think  to  lump  it  all  together, 
putting  everybody  in  as  public,  just  over- 
looks and  varies  the  very  clear  distinction 
between  the  ordinary  citizen  who  does  not 
know  the  market  game,  who  is  not  knowl- 
edgeable, and  those  very  capable  investing 
concerns  who  deal  with  securities,  whose 
business  it  is  to  deal  with  them,  and  who  are 
quite  capable  of  finding  out  what  information 
should  be  disclosed  to  them.  So  I  would 
prefer  to  retain  the  word  as  we  do  in  the 
bill.  I  do  not  think  we  are  in  a  position  to 
remove  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  discussion  on  any  other 
part  of  the  bill?  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  hon.  minister— you  have  seen  fit, 
and  I  am  certainly  in  accord  with  it,  to  begin 
to  spell  out  in  terms  of  the  secondary  primary, 
or  the  secondary  offerings,  the  previously 
issued  securities— what  he  means  by  sub- 
stantially or  materially  afiFecting  the  control 
of  the  company  in  the  distribution  to  the 
public,  and  you  have  set  upon,  in  accord  with 
the  merger  study,  20  per  cent  of  the  out- 
standing equity  shares  in  the  corporation. 

What  puzzles  me  is  that  in  much  of  your 
legislation,  while  you  are  prepared  to  do  it 
on  these  grounds  here,  do  you  or  do  you 
not  agree  that  20  per  cent  is  a  pretty  shrewd 
figure  for  control  of  corporations  by  and 
large  these  days?  And  is  that  not  the  reason 
that  you  set  upon  setting  that  figure  rather 
than  any  other  for  the  purposes  of  distribution 
to  the  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
do  agree  that  you  can  do  a  very  great  deal, 
even  with  20  per  cent.  There  is  no  magic 
in  any  percentage  that  you  might  choose,  but 
in  some  of  our  legislation  where  we  are 
dealing  with  control  in  a  sense  of  foreign 
control  in  other  legislation,  we  use  25  per 
cent  as  a  total.   Sometimes,  in  some  of  our 
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legislation  I  believe  it  goes  to  the  question 
of  the  majority  control,  49  as  against  51. 

We  have  in  some  of  our  legislation  the 
requirement  that  no  individual  may  hold 
more  than  10,  or  that  no  group— we  are 
talking  about  foreign  control  in  that  type  of 
legislation— may  have  more  than  25  per  cent, 
which  is  quite  often  generally  sufficient— un- 
less there  is  a  concerted  knowledge  and  effort 
to  oppose  that  interest— it  is  quite  often 
sufficient  to  exercise  complete  control  of  the 
company's  activities. 

We  have  followed  the  recommendation  of 
the  commission  here  and  that  is  perhaps  the 
only  way  that  I  can  defend  that.  I  think  it  is 
reasonable  and,  as  I  say,  there  would  be  no 
magic  in  any  percentage.  We  can  lower  it. 
We  have  not  done  so,  nor  have  we  raised  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  one  point  on  that,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  your  Bill  64,  you  know,  the  one 
that  you  had  before,  with  respect  to  the  dis- 
tribution of  periodicals— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —you  somewhat  arbitrarily,  in 
that  context,  as  I  recall,  set  it  at  50  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  was  25-10  as  I  recall. 

Mr.  Lawlot:  No,  I  am  sorry,  it  is  25  per 
cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Ten  for  the  individual, 
25  for  the  total. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  one  other  thought.  It  does 
tie  in  with  your  takeover  bid  provisions  which 
also,  when  including  already  held  equity  stock, 
when  it  rises  to  20  per  cent,  constitutes  your 
definition  of  a  takeover  bid?  Thank  you. 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  notice  of  amend- 
ments by  the  minister. 

Hon.   Mr.  Wishart:   Mr.   Chairman,  yes.  I 

have  two  amendments  to  oflFer  to  section  2. 

I  move  that  the  bill  be  amended  by  adding 

to    section   2,   paragraph    1(a),    subsection    1 

of  section   2,   The   Securities   Act,    1966,    as 

amended    by    section    2    of    The    Securities 

Amendment  Act,  1968,  the  further  amendment 

by  striking  out  "five"  in  the  amendment  of 

1968  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof,  "seven," 

so  that  the  subsection  shall  read  as  follows: 

(1)    The    commission,    which    shall    be 

responsible  for  the  administration   of  this 

Act,  shall  be  composed  of  a  chairman  and 


not  more  than  seven  other  members,  one  of 
whom  shall  be  designated  as  vice-chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  be  allowed  to  speak 
to  that,  having  moved  it,  before  sitting  down, 
I  would  say  that  perhaps  hon.  members  could 
quite  rightly  charge  me  with  being  negligent 
in  not  having  it  in  the  bill  as  I  present  it  to 
the  House.  I  would,  perhaps,  accept  some- 
thing in  the  nature  of  a  reprimand  for  that 
but- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  no. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Just  resign.  Have  a  by- 
election  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  was  not  aware— in  the 
time  I  have  been  minister— when  we  were  in 
the  preparation  of  this  bill,  of  the  extent  of 
the  work  of  the  commission,  of  which  I  have 
become  aware  after  this  bill  was  drafted.  I 
find  that  there  are  a  great  many  hearings  and 
that  the  present  composition  of  the  Securities 
Commission  does  not  make  sufficient  persons 
available  for  hearings,  and  we  particularly 
would  like  to  have  hearings  where  three 
members  sit  so  that  we  just  do  not  have  two 
members  sitting  as  we  have  been  constrained 
to  do. 

The  hon.  members  will  realize  that  if  you 
have  two  members  sitting  in  a  hearing  and 
they  may  have  a  very  honest  diflFerence  of 
opinion  you  cannot  get  a  very  satisfactory 
decision,  so  we  want  to  be  able  to  have  our 
hearings  comprised  of  at  least  three  members. 
Sconetimes  it  is  desirable  to  have  hearings 
going  on  at  the  same  time  on  different  matters; 
with  only  five  members  quite  often  we  can- 
not even  get  one  hearing  with  three  members 
sitting.  So  the  need  for  enlargement  of  the 
commission  to  seven  is  very  necessary  and  I 
would  ask  that  this  amendment  be  adopted. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
another  amendment  to  subsection  2  of  section 
2;  that  paragraph  9,  as  contained  in  subsec- 
tion 2  of  section  2  of  the  bill,  be  amended  by 
inserting  after  "company"  in  the  second  line 
"with  another  company."  I  think  the  explana- 
tion I  have  to  offer  is  that  this  amendment 
restores  words  that  are  contained  in  the 
present  paragraph  of  the  Act  and  were  omitted 
accidentally  in  the  typing  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  the  minister  may  agree 
with  me  that  when  we  get  to  9(b)— 
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Mr.  Chairman:  If  we  could  just  cany  this 
and  get  it  out  of  the  way  first.  Shall  this 
motion  as  proposed  by  the  minister  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  have  an  amendment 
for— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may, 
I  have  a  comment  on  9(a). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr  J.  Renwick:  If  one  looks  at  the  proposed 
9(a),  this  is  part  of  amendments  to  the  exempt- 
ing section,  so  that  registration  is  not  required 
by  any  person  or  company  for  practical 
purposes  to  trade  in  certain  securities.  In  each 
of  the  other  sections  there  is  the  word  "by"— 
by  whom  it  is  done.  For  example,  a  trade  in 
of  a  security  by  a  person  or  company  acting 
solely  through  an  agent,  a  trade  by  or  for  the 
account  of  a  pledgee,  a  trade  where  one  of 
the  parties  is  a  bank  to  which  The  Bank  Act 
applies,  an  isolated  trade  in  of  a  specific 
security  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  owner,  a  trade 
in  a  security  by  an  executor. 

In  the  amending  ones  the  minister  has 
before  us,  in  section  9,  it  is  a  trade  in  a 
security  of  a  company  by  or  for  the  account 
of  such  company  with  another  company,  a 
trade  in  a  security  by  a  company  as  con- 
sideration for  a  portion  of  all  its  assets  and 
so  on.  In  9(a)  there  is  no  such  clause.  I  do 
not  know  whether  it  is  particularly  significant. 
Presumably  it  is  a  trade  in  a  security  of  a 
company  by  any  person  in  connection  with 
an  ofi^er  to  purchase  shares.  It  is  probably  a 
minor  drafting  error— maybe  it  has  no  sig- 
nificance—but from  the  point  of  view  of 
consistency  of  the  language,  there  should  be 
a  preposition  or— what  do  we  call  those?— by 
some  person  who  is  carrying  out  that  par- 
ticular trade.  Have  I  made  myself  clear? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  quite  follow 
the  hon.  member,  because  if  I  may  just  speak 
to  9(a),  it  is  one  of  the  exemptions.  A  trade  in 
a  security  of  a  company- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Then  it  should  be  by 
somebody  because  the  section  says,  "Subject 
to  the  regulations,  registration"— that  is, 
registration  of  some  person— "is  not  required 
in  respect  to  the  following  trades."  It  must  be 
a  trade  in  a  security  by  a  person  or  a 
company— by  a  person,  because  it  is  that 
person  who  is  exempted  from  the  requirement 
of   registration.    It    is    there    throughout    the 


section.  I  am  not  going  to  make  a  great  point 
of  it  but  if  the  commission  reads  it,  maybe 
they  will  come  in  with  an  amendment  next 
year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
no  objection  to  varying  the  draft  but  I  do 
not  want  to  move  an  amendment  at  this 
moment  without  looking  at  it  a  little  further. 

1  see  the  hon.  member's  point.  I  think,  how- 
ever, that  9(a)  is  wide  enough  to  cover  the 
situation  for  whatever  case,  but  we  can  look 
at  it  and  see  if  we  can  insert  it.  I  would  be 
quite  glad  to  insert  it  if  it  is  felt  advisable 
that  we  should  do  so  before  the  bill  is 
finalized. 

I  have  the  amendment  to  section  2,  sub- 
section 2;  it  is  9(b).  I  move  that  paragraph 
9(b)  as  contained  in  subsection  2  of  section 

2  of  the  bill  be  deleted  and  the  following 
substituted  therefor: 

A  trade  in  a  security  by  a  company  as 
consideration  for  a  portion  of  or  all  of  the 
assets  of  any  person  other  than  an  indivi- 
dual, or  any  company  who  agrees  to  hold 
the  securities  for  investment  only  and  not 
with  the  view  to  resale  or  distribution,  if 
the  fair  value  of  the  assets  so  purchased  is 
not  less  than  $100,000. 

The  amendment  makes  it  clear,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  exemption  shall  only  apply  if 
the  securities  acquired  are  held  for  invest- 
ment purposes  only  and  not  for  resale.  That 
does  not  appear  in  9(b)  at  the  moment,  so  it 
narrows  it  to  that  purpose. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  am  not  certain  that  I 
quite  understand  the  significance  of  the 
amendment.  I  can  understand— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  I  should  place  the 
amendment  for  the  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale,  in  case  there  is  some  misunderstanding 
of  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that 
paragraph  9(b)  as  contained  in  subsection  2 
of  section  2  of  the  bill  be  deleted  and  the 
following  substituted  therefor: 

9(b)  A  trade  in  a  security  by  a  company 
as  consideration  for  a  portion  of  or  all  of 
the  assets  of  any  person  other  than  an 
individual,  or  any  company  who  agrees  to 
hold  the  securities  for  investment  only  and 
not  with  the  view  to  resale  or  distribution, 
if  the  fair  value  of  the  assets  so  pur- 
chased is  not  less  than  $100,000. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Does  the  hon.  member 
have  the  amendment  before  him? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes;  I  have.  I  am  con- 
fused. I  understand  the  "trade  in  security  by 
a  company  as  consideration  for  a  portion  of 
or  all  of  the  assets— of  any  company— who 
agrees  to  hold  the  securities  for  investment 
only."  I  am  confused  by  the  insertion  of  the 
words,  "other  than  an  individual,"  because 
I  take  this  to  be  the  exemption  under  which 
a  company  could  be  incorporated  and  buy, 
for  example,  all  of  the  assets,  provided  they 
are  over  $100,000,  of  a  sole  proprietorship.  I 
assume  then,  "provided  the  individual  agrees 
to  hold  the  securities  for  investment  only 
and  not  with  a  view  to  resale  or  distribution." 
It  seems  to  me  that  inadvertently  the  words, 
"other  than  an  individual,"  strip  the  word, 
"person,"  of  very  much  meaning  because 
perhaps  he  meant  to  put  in— I  do  not  know 
what  the  "person"  is  other  than  an  individual 
from  whom  the  assets  could  be  purchased. 
My  point  is  that  this  would  appear  to  pro- 
hibit a  company  being  incorporated  for  the 
purpose  of  acquiring  the  assets  of  a  sole 
proprietorship  in  such  a  way  as  to  permit 
the  person  who  received  the  securities,  that 
is,  the  sole  proprietor,  from  the  requirement 
of  registration,  provided  he  was  prepared  to 
hold  them  for  investment  only  and  not  with 
view  to  resale. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  regret  that  I  have  not 
got  the  main  Act  in  front  of  me,  but  there 
is  a  definition  of  "person"  and  perhaps  I  could 
get  the  definition. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
definition  of  "person"  means  an  individual, 
partnership,  unincorporated  association,  un- 
incorporated organization,  unincorporated 
syndicate,  trustee,  executor,  administrator,  or 
other  legal  person  or  representative. 

Now,  of  all  those  groups  that  are  included 
within  the  word  "person,"  presumably  this  is 
going  to  permit  the  trade  in  a  security  by  a 
company  without  registration,  except  in  the 
case  of  an  individual. 

In  many  cases  the  common  form  of  busi- 
ness transaction  is  for  a  sole  proprietor  to 
incorporate  a  company  and  sell  his  business 
to  that  company.  I  do  not  think  that  he  should 
be  penalized  here  by  being  required  in  some 
way,  to  register  before  he  can  eflFect  that  trade. 
I  agree  with  the  proposition  that  he  should 
indicate  that  he  is  going  to  hold  the  securities 
that  he  gets  for  investment  and  not  for  resale, 
but  I  do  not  think  that  he  should  be— well, 
let  me  try  once  more  to  make  it  clear. 


You  have  two  businesses;  one  is  a  partner- 
ship, one  is  a  sole  proprietorship.  As  I  read 
the  section,  a  company  could  be  incorporated 
for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  the  assets  in 
excess  of  $100,000  of  the  partnership  without 
being  required  to  register  to  carry  out  the 
trade.  But  when  the  minister  inserts  the  words 
"other  than  an  individual,"  you  come  to  the 
situation  of  the  sole  proprietor  instead  of  a 
partnership.  I  would  take  it  that  he  would  not 
be  able,  without  registration,  to  incorporate  a 
company  for  the  purpose  of  buying  his  assets 
in  excess  of  $100,000  and  taking  securities  for 
them,  unless  he  himself  is  registered. 

I  do  not  want  to  labour  the  point,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  perhaps  the  minister  could 
give  consideration  to  that  before  the  bill 
comes  finally  through  the  House,  and  see 
whether  or  not  the  point  I  make  is  worth- 
while. It  is  really  just  the  words— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  "Other  than  an  indi- 
vidual." 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —"other  tlian  an  indi- 
vidual" which  cause  me  some  trouble. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  be  glad  to  look 
at  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  see  if  I  can  find  any 
reason  why  those  words  should  not  be  re- 
moved. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  Well  Mr, 
Chairman,  I  follow  him  on  the  point,  and  the 
minister  says  he  will  be  glad  to  look  at  it. 

I  am  puzzled  by  the  explanatory  note.  "The 
amendment  restores  the  words  contained  in 
the  present  paragraph  9,  and  omitted  acci- 
dentally." Does  he  mean  that  he— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  no.  That  is  not  what 
we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  the  explanatory  note  is  on 
the  bottom.  I  am  sorry.  "The  amendment 
makes  it  clear  the  exemption  shall  only  apply 
to  securities  acquired  or  held  for  investment 
purposes  only  and  not  for  resale." 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  And  I  am  quite  happy  with 
that.  I  just  do  not  understand  why  the 
words  Avere  not  in  the  statement,  or  does  he 
include  it  in  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  shall  be  glad  to  look 
at  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  the  meantime,  shall  this 
amendment  as  proposed  by  hon.  Mr.  Wishart 
carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry.  I 
was  talking  about  9(b).  You  can  see  they  have 
the  small  9(a)  and  the  small  9(b)  but  previ- 
ously, there  is  subsection  (b)  of  section  9-1. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  which  page  are  you? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  main  nine. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  page  — 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  will  not  take  very  mudb  time, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  just  want  to  explore  for  a 
moment  some  verbalisms  with  the  minister  as 
to  the  use  of  the  word  "merge." 

There  is  no  necessity  for  traders  for  regis- 
tration, if  the  trade  hapoens  to  fall  within 
these  certain  categories.  One  of  them  has  to 
do  with  wibat  I  would  call  a  merger,  where 
one  company  takes  the  assets  of  the  other 
company,  and  the  one  company  loses  its  exis- 
tence in  law,  but  the  minister  used  the  term 
"under  which  the  existing  companies  merge 
in  a  new  company,"  a  third  company.  Should 
that  not  more  properly  be,  "consolidated  into 
another  company"? 

In  other  words,  while  the  minister's  Act 
is  highly  technical,  he  does  not  use  technical 
language.  When  one  company  becomes  part 
of  another  company,  it  is  a  merger.  "N^^en 
both  companies  lose  their  identity  and  exis- 
tence into  a  third  entity,  which  is  the  new 
company,  it  becomes  a  consolidation.  I  am 
just  wondering  why  the  minister  does  not  use 
language  that  way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  First  of  all,  I  think  the 
word  "merger"  was  used  quite  often  in  the 
report,  and  I  would  be  interested  to  see  if 
I  could  put  my  finger  on  it,  but  in  subsection 
9  of  section  2  of  the  9(b)  to  which  the  hon. 
member  addresses  his  remarks,  I  would  say 
this,  first  of  all,  that  this  is  only  where  it  is 
done  under  a  statutory  procedure,  or  by 
operation  of  law.  I  think  "merger"  is  not  an 
imcommon  word- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Take  a  look  at  page  79. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes  thank  you.  Para- 
graph 6(13): 

Merger  and  consolidation  have  not  been 
the  subject  of  judicial  interpretation.  The 
words  appear  to  have  been  adopted  from 
company  law  in  the  United  States  and  have 
been  explained  as  follows;  .  .  .  They  are 
unknown  in  Ontario  law.  ...  They  are 
used  by  the  legal  profession  in  a  non- 
technical manner  to  describe  the  actual 
result  of  business  combinations,  for  ex- 
ample— 


And  so  forth. 

They  do  not,  I  think,  recommend  that  we 
do  not  use  the  word,  but  they  do  point  out 
that  we  do  not  have  a  technical  definition  of 
them. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  As  I  read  it,  it  is  a  kind  of  a 
yearning  to  make  the  distinction.  He  goes  to 
the  trouble  of  pointing  out  that  it  is  used 
in  the  States  a  great  deal  and  our  law,  after 
all,  springs  immediately  upon  the  SEC  situ- 
ation. However,  I  am  not  going  to  press  it. 
It  is  a  point  you  may  consider,  though  in 
future. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  read  the  Securities 
Commission  report  as  approving  the  use  of 
the  word.  They  do  not  say  so  in  so  many 
words  but  they  say: 

These  forms  of  statutory  merger  and 
consolidation  are  unknown  to  Ontario  law. 
The  words  are  used  by  the  legal  profession 
in  a  non-technical  manner  to  describe  the 
actual  result  of  business  combinations— 

And  so  forth.  Then  they  say: 

Assuming  adequate  invested  disclosure, 
subject  to  the  rules  regarding  resale— 

Which  is  exactly  what  we  are  concerned  with 

here: 

—our    recommendations    are    intended    to 
bring  order  and  clarity  to  this  exemption. 

That  is  the  exemption  by  way  of  merger. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  a  serious  harm  by  using 
it.  However,  that  I  would  look  at  again,  and 
if  we  could  use— I  do  not  know— "reorganiza- 
tion" would  not  fit  the  situation.  "Combina- 
tion" hardly  seems  large  enough.  "Merger," 
or  "merger,"  does  convey  to  my  mind- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  I  was  suggesting  "consolidate." 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —a  closer  melding  than 
some  other  word.  What  is  tbe  other  word  the 
hon.  member  suggests? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  "Consolidate." 

Hon.  Mr.   Wishart:   "Consolidation?" 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  the  verb,  "consolidate." 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  "Consolidate?"  1  think 
one  can  "consolidate"  something  without 
"merging"  it.  However,  1  can  look  at  it.  That 
is  all  I  would  undertake  to  do. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  it  is  not  that  important. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  then,  as 
amended,  stand  as  part  of  the  bill?  The 
member  for  Riverdale. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  again  just 
by  way  of  comment,  I  think  that  someone  is 
going  to  have  to  go  through  the  Act  at  some 
time  and  look  at  this  term,  "private  com- 
pany," because  The  Business  Corporations 
Act,  of  course,  insofar  as  provincial  com- 
panies are  concerned,  does  not  contain  any 
such  definition.  I  think  that  there  is  danger 
of  some  confusion  if  one  looks  at  the  defini- 
tions in  the  definition  section  of  the  Act  of 
"private  company"  and  "public  company." 
They  are  no  longer  as  appropriate  as  they 
used  to  be. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  we  can  do  it  at 
this  time,  but  again  I  think  it  is  a  point  for 
the  next  time.  It  may  be  just  a  technical 
amendment,  but  at  the  same  time  it  may  be 
a  matter  of  substance  and  a  check  would  be 
worthwhile  throughout  the  whole  of  the  Act 
where  that  term  "private  company"  is  used. 

Section  2,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  ques- 
tions, comments,  or  amendments  to  any  of  the 
sections  up  to  and  including  section  20? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chaiiman:  If  so,  which  section? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  think  clause  12,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  an— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  12 
then? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —important  clause.  I  have 
nothing  before  clause  12. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
then. 

On  section  12: 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Clause  12  deals  substanti- 
ally with  matters  which  are  dealt  with  in  the 
merger  report.  The  purpose  is  to  cover  a 
specific  loophole  by  which  a  person  could, 
by  taking  advantage  of  the  exemption  and 
indicating  that  he  was  going  to  hold  for 
investment  and  not  for  resale,  get  sectuities 
without  having  disclosure  made  with  respect 
to  the  company. 

Now,  I  take  it  that  the  purpose  of  this  is 
to  give  some  added  weight  to  this  question 
of  buying  as  principal  in  the  first  instance 
and  buying  for  investment  only  and  not  with 
a  view  to  resale  or  distribution. 

I  take  it  that,  when  one  looks  at  the 
amendment  which  the  minister  is  introducing, 
it  does   not  seem  to  me   in  any  place  that 


there  is  any  definition  or  indication  of  what 
the  meaning  is  of  the  phrase  as  principal  for 
investment    only   and   not   with    a   view   to 
resale  or  distribution. 

That,  I  think,  is  the  crux  of  one  section  of 
the  merger  study  report  and  perhaps  the 
minister  can  explain  to  me  what  the  com- 
mission does  with  respect  to  a  person  who 
makes  the  commitment  that  he  is  buying  as 
principal  for  investment  only  and  not  with  a 
view  to  resale  or  distribution,  and  then  pro- 
ceeds to  breach  that  particular  undertaking. 
How  does  the  commission  police  it  or  follow 
it  up,  because  that  is  the  danger  which  is 
trying  to  be  eliminated. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  think,  first  of 
all,  to  deal  with  the  section  as  it  stands,  I 
think  its  meaning  is  clear.  Perhaps  the  hon. 
member  is  not  raising  the  question  as  to  that, 
a  proposed  purchaser  who  purchases  as 
principal  for  investment  only  and  not  with  a 
view  to  resale  or  distribution.  That  is  what 
the  explanatory  note  says.  It  does  go  a  littie 
further  than  that  actually,  it  says  for  "his 
own  account."  I  do  not  know  if  it  is  really 
that  narrow  or  not  but  I  think  that  is  the 
clear  intention,  that  the  purchaser  is  buying 
the  securities  to  place  in  his  own  investment 
fund,  he  is  not  going  to  resell  them. 

Now,  on  the  further  question  as  to  what 
you  do  if  he  breaches  his  undertaking,  I 
would  say  that  there  are  sufiicient  provisions 
in  The  Securities  Act,  if  you  find  that  person 
then  distributing  those  shares  to  the  public, 
he  certainly  is  in  contravention.  He  would 
definitely  be  in  contravention  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act  which  require  registration 
and  further  disclosure  and  so  on.  And  he 
would  be  in  very  serious  jeopardy  of  penalty 
and  prosecution.  That  is  all  I  can  say  with- 
out putting  my  finger  on  the  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  12  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill?  Mr.  Lawlor? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  it  is  on  the  same  area. 
Actually,  it  has  reference  to  12(l)(b).  The 
recommendation  in  the  merger  study  at  page 
50  reads  as  follows: 

As  a  matter  of  drafting  technique,  it  is 
recommended  that  for  greater  certainty 
and  clarity  the  exemptions  based  on  the 
need  to  know  concept  incorporated  in 
section  58  by  cross-reference  to  subsections 
1  and  3  of  section  19,  should  be  set  out 
in  detail  in  section  58. 

The  basic  reference,  of  course,  in  the  sec- 
tion here  is   over  to  the  private  placement 
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concept  which,  of  course,  constitutes  them  as 
exempt  purchasers;  except  that  they  have  to 
file  a  memorandum  with  the  Securities  Com- 
onission,  where  it  takes  them  out  of  the 
Act  so  far  as  section  35  of  prospectus  dis- 
closure is  concerned. 

Why  did  the  minister  not  see  fit  to  follow 
the  recommendation  of  the  merger  study  in 
drawing  out  to  some  length  the  exemptions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  know  as  I 
agree  with  the  recommendation.  That  is  what 
I  would  answer  at  the  moment.  I  think  the 
type  of  persons  who  are  going  to  be  dealing 
with  The  Securities  Act,  rather  than  repeat- 
ing almost  ad  nauseam  a  previous  section 
saying,  "this  is  what  it  says,"  which  is  what 
that  would  amount  to;  you  make  the  refer- 
ence back  to  the  section,  and  that  is  standard 
procedure  in  our  law. 

I  would  have  no  objection  to  going  that 
way,  but  I  think  the  people  who  drafted 
this  bill  probably  thought  it  was  a  wiser, 
simpler  way  to  do  it  this  way.  And  the  people 
who  are  going  to  be  handling  The  Securities 
Act  are  lawyers,  dealers  who  are  very  capable 
of  following  it  and  know  what  is  required  of 
them. 

I  might  say  to  the  hon.  member  we  propose 
that  our  next  step  is  going  to  be  picking  up 
our  Securities  Act  which  is  not  so  old;  pick- 
ing up  the  amendments  which  you  found  it 
necessary  to  insert  and  rewriting  it  before  long 
so  we  can  put  it  in  a  proper  shape  and  then 
perhaps  we  can  pick  up  some  of  these  pro- 
posals. But  I  do  not  know  if  this  is  a  very 
serious  or  a  very  good  one  to  follow. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  May  I  just  ask  a  general 
question  under  that  head  of  "picking  up"? 
This  study  spends  a  good  deal  of  time  talking 
about  reporting  and  non-reporting  companies. 
I  suppose  it  is  a  fairly  technical  term.  Is  it 
your  intention  to  couch  that  type  of  termin- 
ology into  new  legislation  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  What  terminology? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  distinction  between  re- 
porting and  non-reporting  companies.  This  is 
the  terms  in  which  this  is  discussed.  That 
type  of  terminology  does  not  appear  any- 
where in  your  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  it  does  not,  and  I 
do  not  know  what  our  final  decision  on  that 
point  will  be. 

Section  12  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 


tions or  amendments  on  any  other  section  up 
to  and  including  section  20?  If  not  the  hon. 
minister  has  an  amendment  to  section  21. 

On  section  21: 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
respect  to  section  21,  I  move  that  subclause 
(i)  of  clause  (b),  as  contained  in  section  21  of 
the  bill,  be  amended  by  striking  out  "indivi- 
dual" in  the  second  line. 

My  explanatory  note  with  respect  to  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the  word  "individual" 
is  deleted  to  ensure  that  offers  to  purchase 
shares  by  agreement  with  fewer  than  15 
shareholders  may  be  exempt  offers  even 
though  one  or  more  of  the  shareholders  is 
a  company. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that 
subclause  (i)  of  subclause  (b)  as  contained  in 
section  21  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  striking 
out  the  word  "individual"  in  the  second  line. 
Shall  this  amendment  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  21,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  has  an 
amendmient  to  section  22. 

On  section  22: 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  paragraph  10,  as  contained  in  section 
22  of  the  bill,  be  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  words: 

Or  where  the  action  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  offeree  company  subse- 
quent to  the  date  of  the  offer  materially 
changes  the  undertakings,  assets  or  capital 
of  the  offeree  company. 

I  do  not  know  if  the  hon.  members  have 
my  explanatory  note  on  their  amendment 
placed  before  them,  but  the  explanatory  note 
reads: 

This  prevents  the  inclusion  of  the  so- 
called  market-out  clause  as  recommended 
by  the  merger  study.  At  the  same  time  it 
will  prevent  the  withdrawal  of  the  offer 
when  the  nature  of  the  offeree  company  is 
changed  through  defensive  tactics  of  its 
directors. 

I  think  the  meaning  of  the  amendment  is 
quite  clear,  so  that  after  an  offer  is  made,  if 
there  is  a  defensive  tactic  to  change  the 
undertaking,  the  assets  or  the  capital  of  the 
offeree  company,  it  is  covered  by  this  amend- 
ment. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  means  that  the 
offeror  can  get  out  on  a  second  condition,  is 
that  it?  If  there  is  a  material  change— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  there  is  a  material 
change. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —in  the  imdertaking, 
assets  or  capital  of  the  company  or  share  he 
is  offering  to  buy,  he  can  get  out  as  well  as— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  will  prevent  the  with- 
drawal of  the  offer  when  the  nature  of  the 
offeree  company  is  changed  through  defensive 
tactics  of  its  directors. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  think  that  must  be 
worded  wrongly.  Because  the  condition  says: 
The  offeror  shall  not  attach  any  condi- 
tions to  the  offer  except  the  right  to  with- 
draw the  offer  if  the  offeree  fails  to  tender 
the  minimum  number  of  shares  the  offeror 
is  bound  and  willing  to  take  up,  or  where 
the  action  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
offeree  company,  subsequent  to  the  date 
of  the  offer,  materially  changes  the  under- 
taking— 

That,  in  other  words,  gives  the  offeror  an 
opportunity  to  breach  a  second  condition, 
rather  than  locking  him  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Just  let  me  check.  Per- 
haps if  I  read  the  two— the  member  has  the 
amendment  before  him;  maybe  the  explan- 
atory note  is  not  very  clear.  Perhaps  it  is  a 
little  confusing  actually,  because  it  simply 
adds  to  paragraph  10.  I  shall  read  it  all,  so 
that  he  can  get  the  full  sense  of  it. 

The  offeror  shall  not  attach  any  con- 
ditions to  the  offer  except  the  right  to 
withdraw  the  offer  if  the  offeree  fails  to 
tender  the  minimum  number  of  shares  the 
offeror  is  bound  and  willing  to  take  up. 
Gr- 
and this  is  the  exception: 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  This  is  the  second  excep- 
tion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  To  continue: 
—or  where  the  action  of  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  offeree  company,  sub- 
sequent to  the  date  of  the  offer,  materially 
changes  the  undertaking,  the  assets  or 
capital  of  the  offeree  company. 

I  think  perhaps  I  can  explain  it  better  than 
the  explanatory  note:  If  the  operating  com- 
pany changes  its  state  materially,  the  offeror 
is  not  bound. 


Mr.      Chairman:     Will     the     motion     as 
amended  carry? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  On  this  particular  section? 


22. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  the  section,  I  presume,  is 
) 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  22,  paragraph  10. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Seven. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Seven? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  just  want  to  mention  it.  That 
was  a  recommendation  of  Kimber's,  as  far  as 
I  can  determine.  That  is,  when  there  is  a 
partial  offering  for  shares,  they  are  then 
picked  up  and  they  have  to  be  picked  up  on 
a  pro  rata  basis. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  have  not  checked  that  out, 
but  was  that  not  part  of  the  previous  law? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  I  think  not.  As  I 
recall,  we  had  some  very  recent  examples  of 
that.  One  of  them  was  I  think  a  year  ago.  It 
concerned  some  racetrack  company,  or  some 
company  called  a  racetrack,  but  an  offer  was 
made  to  certain  shareholders  for  their  shares 
at  a  very  nice  price  and  that  was  all  they 
needed  to  pick  up.  Those  who  had  some  small 
holdings  on  the  side  were  left  holding  the 
bag,  as  it  were.  They  could  not  sell  them. 
They  could  not  get  that  kind  of  a  price.  They 
were  taken  over.  The  company  was  controlled 
by  new  people,  but  only  certain  persons  were 
given  the  offer.  Now,  this  amendment  says  if 
the  offer  is  made,  the  shares  must  be  picked 
up  by  all  the  shareholders  pro  rata. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  just  want  to  conmient  on 
sections  8  and  9,  which  are  brand  new  and 
which— 9  at  least,  was  taken  from  page  95  of 
the  merger  study. 

There  was  an  extremely  bad  practice,  as  I 
understand  it,  of  making  an  offer  for  shares 
to  shareholders  of  the  company  and  then 
purchasing  the  shares  off  the  stock  market 
and  reducing  the  amount  of  their  offer  by  the 
amount  that  you  were  able  to  pick  up  surrep- 
titiously, so  to  speak,  or  at  least  anonymously, 
through  the  regular  channels  of  the  market. 
I  know  Willis  spends  a  good  deal  of  time  on 
this,  almost  in  tones  of  being  a  little  incensed 
as  to  that  particular  bad  practice  and  the 
move  here  to  alter  the  law  in  that  regard 
certainly  is  highly  beneficial. 

Section  22,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  should  have  said,  Mr. 
Chairman,  when  we  were  talking  aibout  the 
word  "merger,"  I  just  realized  we  keep  talk- 
ing about  the  merger  report. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  merger  report,  yes.  They 
are  using  it  very  broadly  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  ques- 
tions, comments  or  amendments  to  any  section 
up  to  and  including  section  30? 

If  so,  which  section? 

If  not,  we  have  an  amendment  for  section 
31. 

On  section  26: 

Mr.  Lawlor;  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question. 
I  am  interested  in  the  undisclosed  principle 
situation,  as  the  minister  has  it  in  section  26, 
where  a  takeover  bid  is  for  less  than  all  the 
outstanding  equity  shares,  the  identity  of  the 
oflFerors  shall  be  disclosed,  but  if  the  oflFer  is 
for  all  of  the  equity  stock,  then  there  is  no 
necessity  for  disclosure. 

Would  the  hon.  minister  have  any  comments 
as  to  why  this  distinction? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  I  might  have  a 
moment  to  just  check  that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  does  it  make  any  differ- 
ence whether  he  is  going  to  take  over  all 
of  them  or  only  a  portion?  It  is  still  a  take- 
over bid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  is  found  on  page  101 
of  the  report,  the  identity  of  a  cash  bidder, 
and  at  paragraph  7-31.  The  Kimber  committee 
in  paragraph  3-18  recommended  that  the  cash 
bidder  should  not  be  forced  to  reveal  his 
identity,  at  a  cash  transaction.  "In  41  of  the 
87  takeover  bids,  cash  was  the  sole  considera- 
tion and  in  only  three  of  these  was  the  identity 
of  the  cash  bidder  concealed." 

I  guess  I  am  making  the  point  that  it  was 
not  itie  common  practice  to  hide  the  identity. 
It  was  submitted  that  the  identity  of  the 
bidder  may  be  an  important  piece  of  invest- 
ment information  in  considering  whether  to 
continue  to  hold  or  sell  shares,  when  the 
offeree  might  otherwise  have  no  present 
intention  of  selling  these  shares.  On  the 
other  hand  (as  the  Kimber  committee  con- 
cluded), with  the  identity  of  the  bidder 
concealed,  the  offeree  would  be  unswayed 
by  any  factor,  excepting  his  assessment  of 
the  price  offered  in  relation  to  the  market 
price  and  the  companies  long-term  pros- 
pects. The  recent  amendments  to  the  1934 


Act  require  the  cash  bidder  to  be  identi- 
fied. 

Apparently,  that  is  in  there.  Then  they  go  on: 
Where  the  takeover  bid  is  for  less  than 
all  of  the  outstanding  shares,  we  have  con- 
cluded the  offeree  is  entided  to  know  the 
identity  of  the  cash  bidder  with  whom  he 
might  become  associated.  When  the  bid  is 
for  all  of  the  shares,  we  recommend  no 
change  to  the  present  law. 

So  we  are  simply  adopting  the  recommenda- 
tions of  this  very  able  committee. 

Section  26  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  oomments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  up  to  and  including 
section  30? 

It  would  appear  not.  The  hon.  minister  has 
an  amendment  for  section  31,  I  believe. 

On  section  31: 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  On  section  31,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  move  that  subsection  1  of  section 
109(a),  as  contained  in  section  31  of  the  bill, 
be  amended  by  inserting  after  "insider"  in  the 
second  Line,  the  words,  "Under  this  part  or 
The  Business  Corporations  Act,  1970." 

The  explanatory  note  that  I  have  says,  the 
addition  adds  insiders  of  Ontario  corporations 
to  those  who  are  required  to  report  the  acqui- 
sition mentioned  in  section  109(a)  of  subsec- 
tion 1. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves 
that  subsection  1  of  section  109(a),  as  con- 
tained in  section  31  of  the  bill,  be  amended 
by  inserting  after  the  word  "insider"  in  the 
second  line,  the  words  "under  this  part  of 
The  Business  Corporations  Act,  1970."  Shall 
this  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section,  as 
amended,  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  one  question,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Is  this  the  section  that  is 
directed  basically  to  timely  disclosure,  where 
an  insider  becomes  a  controlled  person?  It  is 
like  a  takeover  situation  is  it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  is  very  similar.  It  is 

the  insider  report- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  He  has  to  issue,  he  has  to  turn 

out  an  up  to  date   circular  in  order  to— all 

right,  I  understand  this  part. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  section  as  amended 
shall  carry  then? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  to  any  other 
section  of  this  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill  as 
amended  be  reported? 

Bill  49,  as  amended,  reported. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if 
I  might  ask  the  minister  one  question  on  the 
bill,  not  talking  about  the  bill  not  being 
reported?  I  asked  during  the  second  reading 
of  the  bill  if  the  commission  could  provide 
us  with  a  summary  statement  of  those  recom- 
mendations of  the  merger  study  which  are 
implemented  by  these  amendments  and  those 
which  remain  to  be  implemented.  I  wanted 
to  remind  the  minister  that  it  would  be  most 
helpful  to  us  if  he  could  ask  the  commission 
to  write  to  us  and  set  out  what  parts  of  the 
merger  study  have  been  now  dealt  with 
through  this  amendment  to  The  Securities 
Act,  and  what  parts  remain  to  be  dealt  with, 
without  any  commitment,  of  course,  on  their 
part  that  they  will  be  dealt  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
recall  this  early  in  my  estimates.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  seem  to  recall  that  some  time  after 
the  question  was  asked,  I  got  a  note  from  my 
staflF  that  all  the  recommendations  bad  been 
adopted  with  the  exception,  I  think,  of  one. 
Perhaps  I  did  not  preserve  that  answer. 

In  any  event,  I  would  be  glad  to  note  the 
request  again  and  to  get  word,  to  write  to 
the  hon.  member  and  give  him  that  informa- 
tion. I  think  we  have  been  pretty  complete 
in  picking  up  the  recommendations  of  this 
committee. 

There  was  another  question  asked  during 
my  estimates.  1  do  not  know  at  all  if  the 
members  want  me  to  burden  them  with  the 
reply,  but  I  remember  I  was  being  asked, 
"what  is  the  equation?"  I  had  some  diflBculty 
saying  what  it  was,  but  I  remember  it  was 
in  the  report.  I  will  just  say  that  it  is  found 
at  "acquisition  equation."  It  is  found  at  page 
120  and  pages  following,  with  various- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  1  think  we  were  putting  the 
minister  on  that  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —algebraic  examples, 
which  the  hon.  members  can  read  for  them- 
selves. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  committee  rise 
and  report  three  resolutions  concurred  in  and 


one  bill  with  certain  amendments,  and  ask  for 
leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  reports  three  resolutions 
concurred  in  and  one  bill  with  certain  amend- 
ments, and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


LIQUOR  LICENCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  71,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Liquor 
Licence  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr  Speaker, 
Bill  71  ties  in  with  the  statement  that  the 
minister  made  on  June  21  and  as  is  reported 
in  Hansard  at  pages  2972  and  following. 
Frankly  it  is  a  little  hard  to  follow  the  min- 
ister's statement  and  compare  it  with  the 
statutes,  compare  it  with  the  regulations,  and 
compare  it  with  the  customs.  I  grant  that  the 
minister  said,  "I  will  in  my  remarks"- and  I 
am  paraphrasing— "advise  you  of  changes  that 
are  both  in  the  statutes  and  in  the  regulations 
and  do  it  together."  He  neglected  to  mention 
the  customs  of  the  Act,  because  so  much  of 
the  administration  of  the  Act  was  carried  in 
the  mind  of  His  Honour  Judge  Robb,  and 
these  customs  I  gather  have  been  transmitted, 
by  some  osmosis,  to  Mr.  Mackey,  that  one 
begins  to  wonder  really  where  one  finds  the 
laws  about  liquor  licensing. 

Do  you  find  them  in  the  statutes?  Do  you 
find  them  in  the  regulations?  Or  do  you,  in 
fact,  find  them  in  the  customs?  Or  do  you, 
in  fact,  find  them  in  the  minds  of  the  gentle- 
men who  are  administering  the  liquor  licence 
applications? 

This  is  where  it  gets  so  confusing.  The 
minister  announced  a  whole  series  of  recom- 
mendations that  were  going  to  bring  us  into 
modem  times— I  think  that  was  one  of  his 
phrases— and  sort  of  remove  some  of  the 
anomalies  that  were  already  in  the  statute. 
He  talked  about  such  things  as,  well,  on 
page  2972: 

In  order  to  maintain  our  general  approach  that 
beverage  alcohol  should  be  available  in  conjunction 
with  food,  proprietors  will  have  to  manage  their 
affairs  so  that  the  total  receipts  for  the  sale  of  liquor 
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in  any  month  shall  not  exceed  the  total  receipts  from 
the  sale  of  food. 

Now  I  have  not  quite  seen  that  in  the  statute. 
It  may  be  in  the  regulations,  or  it  may  be, 
again,  one  of  those  things  that  is  in  the 
minds  of  the  various  people  that  look  after 
these  things. 

But  I  was  listening  the  other  morning,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  a  skit  on  the  CBC,  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  was  Max  Ferguson,  or  who  it  was, 
but  the  thrust  of  it  was  that  in  a  certain  bar 
where  a  chap  had  appeared  to  have  a  drink, 
and  was  offering  to  buy  a  drink  for  a  young 
lady  who  happened  to  be  sitting  beside  him, 
he  was  rudely  refused  by  the  young  lady 
who  did  not  want  a  drink.  She  in  fact  wanted 
a  salad. 

The  moral  appeared  to  be  that  she  was  in 
league  with  the  proprietor  of  the  bar  who 
had  arrived  at  the  magnificent  conclusion  that 
that  day  they  had  not  sold  enough  booze, 
but  they  had  to  sell  more  food.  So  that  if  she 
was  going  to  freeload  and  balance  the  books 
in  accordance  with  the  new  policies  enunci- 
ated, somebody  had  to  make  sure  they  sold 
enough  salads,  because  earlier  in  the  day 
they  had  sold  more  booze. 

It  seems  a  little  peculiar  to  me.  The  min- 
ister is  apparently  trying  to  remove  the 
anomaly  of  the  rubber  sandwich,  that  has 
been  served  umpteen  times  a  day  and  keeps 
on  being  sold  and  served  and  taken  back 
and  resold  and  served.  But  I  wonder  at  the 
mechanics  of  the  enforcement  of  this  sort  of 
new  and,  perhaps,  in  principle,  intelligent 
change.  Somewhere  along  the  line  are  we 
taking  the  initiative  away  from  the  blanket 
old-style  order,  and  suggesting  that  now  it  is 
going  to  lie  in  the  mind  of  the  bartender  or 
the  proprietor  as  to  when  the  books  are,  in 
fact,  balanced? 

The  member  for  Riverdale  and  I,  for 
instance,  should  go  in  for  a  drink  some 
evening,  and  the  proprietor  will  say:  "We 
have  had  a  difficult  day.  We  sold  too  much 
booze,  so  you  must  order  food,  otherwise  we 
will  not  serve  you."  Yet  the  fellow  who  has 
come  in  earlier,  or  comes  in  later,  does  not 
have  that  kind  of  arbitrary  pronouncement. 
How  is  this  going  to  work?  And  is  this  not 
just  sort  of  begging  for  abuse?  Is  not  this 
sort  of  thing  inviting  very  arbitrary  actions 
on  the  part  of  the  proprietors  and  the  help  of 
these  various  bars? 

This  is  only  one  of  the  anomalies,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  are  repeated  in  this  Act.  This 
minister  says:  "I  am  happy  to  announce  new 
policies.  The  Liquor  Licence  Board  will  make 


it  even  possible,  under  certain  conditions,  for 
establishments  to  open  with  the  licence  on 
the  wall."  This  is  a  brave  new  move.  Again, 
I  cannot  find  it  in  the  statute.  It  may  be  in 
the  regulations  or  I  would  suggest,  more 
likely,  it  is  in  the  custom. 

For  instance,  those  people  who  opened 
places  to  purvey  beverages  at  Ontario  Place, 
certainly  opened  with  the  licence  on  the  wall. 
There  was  no  question  of  their  having  been 
in  business  six  months  before,  so  there  is 
nothing  really  very  new  or  unique. 

What  puzzles  me  very  much  about  this 
kind  of  thinking  that  the  government  does 
and  that  the  minister  does,  when  he  makes 
this  kind  of  pronouncement,  is  the  inequity 
in  its  application— the  absolute  inequity  in  its 
application. 

Because  Ontario  Place— and  one  must  con- 
clude that  this  is  so— is  a  government  project, 
those  people  who  were  given  permission  to 
operate  food  and  drink  outlets  at  Ontario 
Place,  all  got  their  licences  on  the  wall  at 
the  time  they  opened,  as  do  many,  many 
others.  As  do  people  who  operate  some  of 
the  big  hotels,  who  are  new  companies,  who 
have  had  no  experience. 

In  contradistinction,  we  have  places  like- 
well,  let  me  mention  one  specifically— places 
like  the  restaurant  called  I'Omelette.  Now,  I 
do  not  know  whether  the  minister,  or  Mr. 
Speaker,  you  are  familiar  with  this  restaurant. 
There  is  a  very  excellent  restaurant  on 
College  Street  called  I'Omelette.  I  do  not 
know  how  good  my  French  is,  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests  (Mr.  Brunelle)  could 
perhaps  correct  me  in  my  pronunciation,  but 
he  may  well  have  been  there.  It  is  a  lovely 
French  restaurant  that  concentrates  on  serv- 
ing omelettes.  The  people  are  charming,  the 
help  is  charming,  the  food  is  good  and  it  is 
on  College  Street. 

When  they  started  out— they  sell  a  lot  of 
eggs  too,  which  makes  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart)  very  happy— 
they  started  in  business  on  College  Street, 
not  very  far  from  these  buildings.  They 
worked  very  hard.  They  could  not  get  their 
licence. 

The  regulations,  the  Act,  the  mind  of  the 
licence  granters  was  such  that  they  could 
not  get  their  licence  immediately,  so  they 
worked  there  six  months.  They  were  ap- 
proved. Those  people  inspecting  them 
thought  they  were  good  people,  they  gave 
them  a  licence.  They  expanded  their  premises. 
They  got  an  increased  license  for  expanded 
premises.  .j.    .^ 
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Their  business  was  so  good  and  this  should 
please  again  the  Minister  of  Agriculture,  that 
they  decided  to  open  a  second  spot  and  they 
opened  a  second  spot  on  Wellington,  bigger 
and  better.  They  brought  in  more  help  from— 
in  fact,  from  France— and  that  should  please 
the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests-^and  they 
served  many  more  eggs  and  they  asked  for  a 
licence  and  they  were  told,  "Oh,  well,  you  are 
a  new  business.  Your  record  up  on  College 
Street  is  meaningless.  You  have  now  got  to  be 
in  business  downtown  on  Wellington  Street 
for  six  months." 

The  fact  that  these  people  were  knowTi 
well  to  the  liquor  licence  people  apparently 
made  no  difference  at  all.  Now,  what  kind  of 
nonsense  is  that?  Why  should  not  they  have 
been  able  to  open  with  their  licence  on  the 
wall?  They  were  known,  and  favourably 
known,  to  the  provincial  authorities  and  they 
were  denied  that  privilege.  Well,  they  got 
into  more  serious  difficulty.  They  hired, 
through  their  own  lawyer— and  this  is  a 
fascinating  thing,  and  I  am  not  casting  any 
particular  aspersions,  Mr.  Speaker— through 
their  own  lawyer  it  was  suggested  that  they 
retain  another  lawyer  to  act  for  them  in 
connection  with  their  application  for  their 
licence  at  the  new  Wellington  Street  prem- 
ises. The  other  lawyer  is  a  gentleman  who,  by 
coincidence— I  am  sure  it  is  only  coincidence 
—is  well  known  in  the  Conservative  Party, 
and  he  undertook  to  apply  for  the  second 
licence. 

Unfortunately,  and  by  some  peculiar  over- 
sight, he  applied  a  few  days  too  late  to  get 
before  the  closest  hearing,  before  the  Liquor 
Licence  Board,  which  was  a  hearing  which 
would  determine  whether  they  would  have  a 
right  to  apply  at  the  hearing.  You  cannot 
apply  directly.  You  have  to  apply  for  a  right 
to  apply  and  then  you  can  go  on.  So  they 
paid  the  initial  fee  and  paid  it  in  advance, 
having  waited  their  six  months,  and  then  they 
had  to  be  told  by  this  second  lawyer  "We  are 
sorry.  You  are  just  too  late,  and  you  are  going 
to  have  to  wait  another"— what  is  it— "three 
months  until  the  next  set  of  hearings  are 
held."  In  fact,  another  six  months  until  the 
second  set. 

So,  in  fact  here  are  responsible  business 
people  who  run  a  good  business;  it  is  an 
attractive  place;  they  run  a  business  that  has 
great  appeal  to  the  Minister  of  Agriculture; 
they  are  people  whose  native  language  is 
French,  and  that  has  a  great  appeal  for  the 
Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests;  they  have  an 
awful  lot  of  satisfied  customers,  and  they  just 


cannot  get  a  liquor  licence  in  their  new 
premises  without  going  through  all  this  damn 
falderal  and  nonsense. 

And  then  the  minister  stands  up  and  tells 
us,  "I  am  happy  to  announce  that  new 
policies  of  the  Liquor  Licence  Board  will 
make  it  even  possible  under  certain  condi- 
tions for  establishments  to  open  with  the 
licence  on  the  wall."  Does  the  minister  have 
favourites:  Does  the  board  have  favourites? 
Does  the  policy  establish  favourites? 

Why  do  they  open  with  the  licence  on  the 
wall  in  Ontario  Place,  and  why  cannot 
rOmelette  open  with  the  licence  on  the  wall 
in  its  new  premises?  Why  does  a  regular 
solicitor  feel  it  is  important  that  he  not  make 
the  application  but  that  he  go  to  another 
lawyer,  who  unfortunately  gets  caught  up  in 
the  time  sequence;  they  wait  for  six  months, 
they  are  a  few  days  late  on  the  second  period, 
they  wait  a  second  six  months  and  they  still 
do  not  know  if  they  are  going  to  get  a 
licence? 

Now,  is  there  any  fairness,  or  is  there  any 
equity,  or  is  there  any  sense  in  this  fine- 
sounding  statement  that  the  minister  makes; 
he  is  happy  to  announce  that  new  policies 
will  enable  premises  to  open  with  the  licence 
on  the  wall?  Why  do  you  pick  on  these 
people?  Why  are  there  some  laws  for  some 
and  different  laws  for  other  people?  And  if 
the  minister  means  what  he  tried  to  convey 
in  this  good-sounding  statement— parts  of  it 
sound  very  good— then  why  is  it  not  true,  in 
fact,  in  its  application? 

Why  did  all  those— what  have  you  got 
down  in  Ontario  Place;  six,  eight  liquor  out- 
lets?—why  were  all  those  people,  most  of 
them  without  previous  experience,  allowed  to 
open  with  the  licence  on  the  wall  when  in 
this  particular  case  which  I  have  just  cited 
to  you,  they  were  not  able  to  open  at  all 
until  they  went  through  all  of  these  delays, 
paid  the  extra  legal  fees  and  so  on,  and  still 
were  not  able  to  open  because  somehow  they 
got  mixed  up  in  some  kind  of  a  timesheet. 
Is  there  anything  in  the  statute  or  in  the 
minister's  announcement  that  indicates  there 
is  going  to  be  some  fairness  brought  to  our 
liquor  legislation? 

Again,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder,  when  the 
minister  talks  about  complying  with  all 
the  rights  legislation  introduced  with  the 
Prime  Minister— "In  due  course  we  are  going 
to  bring  the  statutes  up  to  date  and  we  are 
are    going   to    have    all    sorts    of    revisions." 

Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  faced  the 
problem  of  having  equitable  liquor  laws  long 
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enough  in  this  province,  that  the  government 
should  be  brave  enough  and  intelligent  and 
sincere  enough  to  bring  before  us  liquor 
legislation  that  will  guarantee  to  all  of  the 
persons  in  Ontario  who  feel  that  they  would 
like  the  right  to  purvey  liquor,  that  they  can 
do  so  under  the  same  conditions. 

Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  should  have  begun 
to  look  at  the  provision  that  requires  Cana- 
dian citizenship  of  someone  who  is  going  to 
be  granted  the  right  to  sell  liquor.  Does 
that  mean  the  landed  immigrant  should  be 
denied  that  right,  no  matter  how  industrious 
he  might  be,  no  matter  what  a  good  estab- 
lishment he  might  run,  or  that  he  should  take 
the  obvious  ploy— and  I  will  not  tell  you  who 
told  me  that  this  is  recognized,  but  a  very 
high  oflBcial  of  this  government  told  me  the 
way  to  get  around  that  one  is  to  form  a 
corporation.  The  corporation  is  an  Ontario 
"citizen,"  but  the  person  who  controls  the 
corporation  need  not  be  an  Ontario  "citizen." 
Now  what  kind  of  sense  does  that  one  make? 

Then  the  minister  says:  "We  are  going  to 
let  you  drink  beside  your  swinmiing  pools; 
we  are  going  to  have  equal  laws  for  people 
in  apartments."  And  then  he  had  this  little 
gimmick  about  being  six  feet  away  from  the 
edge.  Are  your  inspectors  going  to  be  armed 
with  six-foot  rules  so  they  can  go  and 
measure  this  thing? 

If  you  are  going  to  make  regulations,  if 
you  are  going  to  pass  statutes,  has  not  the 
time  come  when  you  should  make  them 
meaningful  and  reasonable  and  imderstand- 
able  and  fair? 

When  you  continue  to  surround  them  with 
ridiculous  anomalies,  then  surely  you  must 
continue  to  be  a  laughingstock  insofar  as  our 
liquor  regulations  are  concerned. 

And  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  finally,  where  the 
ministers  says,  and  I  am  sure  he  says  it  for 
the  benefit  of  some  of  his  colleagues  who 
inhabit  the  backbenches  there  and  the  rump 
over  here,  he  says: 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  make  note  of  the 
fact  that  the  local  option  provisions  of  the  Act  will 
continue  to  be  in  force,  and  citizens  coming  under 
those  provisions  will  still  have  the  right  to  determine 
these  questions  for  their  own  community  at  the  local 
level. 

What  a  resounding  phrase  and  what  a 
resounding  declaration  of  human  rights.  There 
it  is.  There  it  is.  We  have  extended  the 
privilege  of  licence  in  "dry  areas,"  so  called, 
in  quotation  marks;  to  golf  clubs;  the  citizens 
have  nothing— oh,  here  comes  my  friend.  He 
is  going  to  enjoy  this.  He  is  going  to  tell  you 
about    Owen    Sound    any    minute    and    the 


inequities  of  the  liquor  laws  as  they  apply 
to  Owen  Sound. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  member 
for  Downsview  can  sit  down  now.  He  has 
held  the  floor  until  the  member  arrived. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  I  was  just  stalling  until 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  (Mr.  Sargent) 
came  in. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  I  am  glad  you 
came  in— 

Mr.  Singer:  One  must  wonder  how  long, 
if  you  are  going  to  have  this  brave  new 
approach,  you  are  going  to  continue  the 
farce  of  local  option? 

Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  theme  of  any 
reasonable  amendment  to  The  Liquor  Licence 
Act  and  The  Liquor  Control  Act  must  be 
fairness  and  equity  throughout  the  province. 
Surely  in  this  day  and  age,  we  have  long 
surpassed  the  views  and  the  ideas  that 
originated  this  legislation  that  liquor  and 
drinking  were  a  bad  thing,  was  frowned 
upon,  was  immoral  was  wrong,  was  iniqui- 
tous, and  people  who  were  going  to  have 
a  drink  were  second  rate  citizens  who  should 
be  frowned  upon  by  the  community. 

In  the  local  options  divisions  you  con- 
tinue to  carry  this  nonsense  on,  when  you 
can  say  local  option  will  apply  in  Owen 
Sound— but  not  to  golf  clubs,  even  though 
they  are  in  a  dry  area,  where  a  privileged 
few  who  happen  to  be  members  can  go  and 
drink,  if  the  clubs  have  been  in  business 
for  six  months  or  a  year? 

I  do  not  know  that  they  would  be  able  to 
open  with  the  license  on  the  wall  the  way 
this  statement  says.  Or  who  is  going  to  be 
able  to  open  with  the  license  on  the  wall? 
But  where  is  the  equity  in  that?  Has  the 
time  not  come,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  have  liquor 
laws  here  that  say  in  effect  if  an  establish- 
ment measures  up  to  accepted  standards  and 
there  has  to  be  standards,  they  have  to  be 
clean,  and  they  have  to  be  run  by  reputable 
people  and  they  have  to  be  run  so  that  the 
customer  gets  an  honest  break  and  is  not 
taken  advantage  of  and  that  sort  of  thing. 
Are  they  not  the  real  tests? 

When  the  minister  comes  to  us  now  and 
says,  "We  are  going  to  do  this  great  thing, 
we  are  not  going  to  insist  that  you  buy  food 
when  you  go  into  a  dining  lounge,"  but  the 
bartender  or  the  owner  has  to  balance  up  this 
nonsense,  and  the  bartender  is  then  going  to 
be  able  to  say,  "Bad  day,  you  order,  but  you 
do  not."    It  is  not  fair.    The  licence  on  the 


JUNE  24,  1971 


3203 


wall  when  they  open  is  not  a  fact  but  a 
fantasy,  that  some  people  get  and  some  do 
not.  He  says  that  local  option  provisions  are 
going  to  continue,  where  now  in  fact  he  has 
so  nibbled  away  at  whatever  principle  origin- 
ally lay  behind  local  option— and  maybe  it 
had  validity  some  day— it  no  longer  has  any 
validity.  Mr.  Speaker,  one  has  to  wonder 
really  about  the  sincerity  that,  in  fact,  lies 
in  the  theory  that  motivates  this  Act. 

The  minister,  as  did  all  his  colleagues,  talks 
about  the  drinking  a^e  and  "we  are  consider- 
ing lowering  it,  together  with  a  complete 
lowering  of  the  age  of  majority."  That  was 
the  excuse  that  the  government  used  when 
they  refused  to  accept  the  recommendation 
to  lower  the  voting  age.  For  some  peculiar 
reason,  that  had  to  tie  in  with  the  age  of 
majority. 

What  real  relationship  lowering  the  drink- 
ing age  to  coincide  with  the  age  of  majority 
has,  I  do  not  know.  Does  it  make  any  par- 
ticular sense  that  a  person  should  not  be  able 
to  drink  until  he  has  the  right  to  make  a 
contract?  Does  that  make  any  sense?  Or 
does  it  make  much  more  sense  to  listen  to 
the  words  of  one  of  the  chiefs  of  police  who 
was  at  the  police  chiefs'  convention  just  a 
few  days  ago  and  who  said  one  of  the  most 
ludicrous  laws  that  they  have  in  the  statute 
books  in  Ontario  is  that  the  drinking  age 
must  be  21,  and  that  anyone  who  drinks 
under  the  age  of  21  has  committed  an 
offence? 

That  gentieman  was  talking  from  his  own 
knowledge  as  a  responsible  chief  of  police. 
He  said,  "In  my  community,  I  have  great 
difficulty  in  trying  to  enforce  that  kind  of 
law.  It  makes  no  sense,  because  the  mores 
in  my  community  are  such  that  people  just 
do  not  believe  that  the  age  of  21  as  the 
minimum  age  at  which  you  can  have  a  drink 
any  longer  makes  any  sense." 

Why  does  the  minister  take  refuge  in  the 
thought,  and  why  do  his  colleagues  take 
refuge  in  the  thought,  that  all  of  these  things 
have  to  be  done  together?  If  you  are  old 
enough  to  fight  a  war,  surely  you  can  be  old 
enough  to  vote?  If  you  are  old  enough  to  do 
a  variety  of  things,  surely  you  might  be  old 
enough  at  18  to  have  a  drink? 

It  really  does  not  have  any  connection 
whatsoever,  with  all  the  complicated  things 
that  the  Attorney  General  is  going  to  have  to 
iron  out  some  day  about  how  old  you  have  to 
be  to  make  a  contract,  how  old  you  have  to 
be  to  bind  yourself  for  buying  necessities, 
how  old  you  have  to  be  to  make  a  will,  how 


old  you  have  to  be  to  make  a  statutory 
declaration.  The  relationship  of  those  things 
is  just  meaningless. 

What  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  very  briefly  is 
this.  What  is  in  this  first  statute.  Bill  71, 
An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor  Licence  Act,  is, 
by  and  large,  a  bunch  of  hypocrisy.  It  moves 
us  a  small,  hesitating  step  forward,  but  the 
government  continues  to  surround  itself  with 
meaningless  phrases  such  as  those  put  for- 
ward by  the  minister  on  Monday  of  last 
week.  The  most  typical  one  was:  "I  am 
happy  to  announce  that  new  policies  of  the 
board  will  make  it  even  possible  that  new 
establishments  can  open  with  the  licence  on 
the  wall." 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  support  this,  as  hypo- 
critical as  it  is,  because  it  is  a  slight  and  a 
halting  step  forward.  Our  plea  to  the  gov- 
ernment is,  for  goodness  sake,  for  once  in  its 
long  28  years,  face  up  to  reality  and  be  frank 
and  honest  with  the  people  of  Ontario,  be- 
cause neither  in  its  legislation,  nor  in  the 
four-page  statement  that  the  minister  made 
was  that  kind  of  approach  even  contemplated. 
The  government  tries  to  be  all  things  to 
everybody  and  ends  up  by  being  nothing  to 
nobody. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  only 
a  very  brief  comment  on  the  bill.  I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  very  inadequate  way  in 
which  the  minister  has  amended  the  pro- 
visions relating  to  disclosure  to  the  board 
about  shareholding  interests  in  corporations 
when  transfers  or  other  material  changes  take 
place. 

I  think  that  it  is  absolutely  essential  that 
the  minister  take  the  benefit  of  the  elaborate 
provisions,  adapting  them  for  the  purposes  of 
The  Liquor  Control  Act,  that  are  in  The  In- 
come Tax  Act  of  Canada,  The  Corporations 
Tax  Act,  in  The  Securities  Act,  related  to  the 
way  in  which,  for  purposes  of  those  statutes, 
that  is,  for  tax  purposes  and  for  disclosure  of 
security  purposes,  they  draw  the  net  so  wide 
that  they  know  exactly,  if  compliance  is  made 
with  the  Act,  the  web  or  the  network  of  the 
companies  and  the  shareholders  and  the 
affiliates  and  the  subsidiaries  and  parent  com- 
panies and  grandparent  companies  and  the 
whole  network  of  companies,  with  which  any 
particular  company  or  any  particular  share- 
holder is  involved. 

They  are  very  elaborate  provisions,  but 
they  are  effective.  They  have  been  drafted 
over  the  years  to  make  certain  that  the  tax 
people  get  full  disclosure  of  corporate  net- 
works,   and    shareholder    interest    in    other 
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corporations  in  the  extent  of  those  interests, 
to  make  certain  that  they  gather  in  the  tax 
which  is  payable  legitimately.  The  Securities 
Act  has  these  elaborate  provisions,  to  make 
certain  that  there  are  no  hidden  companies 
or  persons  with  shareholding  interests,  which 
should  be  making  adequate  disclosure  for 
persons  who  are  going  to  invest. 

I  would  say  to  the  minister  it  is  equally 
important  that  The  Liquor  Control  Board 
have  full  and  complete  knowledge,  for  their 
purposes— not  for  public  purposes,  but  for 
their  purposes— because  of  the  high  value  that 
is  put  on  any  monopoly  situation  or  any 
licensing  situation,  that  is,  a  situation  where 
you  are  dependent  upon  a  grant  from  a 
board  for  a  licence— to  make  absolutely  cer- 
tain that  the  board  is  aware  of  all  of  the 
inte  rcormections . 

The  minister  knows  very  well  that  it  is 
absolutely  essential  that  there  be  no  intrusion 
into  the  liquor  business  through  the  hotel 
system,  and  through  the  liquor  licensing  out- 
lets of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  of  any  control 
by  persons  who  should  not  have  control  or 
an  interest  or  who,  through  a  combination 
of  interests  in  various  establishments,  might 
add  up  to  an  efiFective  interest  in  a  particular 
establishment  or  a  particular  series  of  estab- 
lishments. 

I  am  not  going  to  belabour  the  point.  I 
think  the  minister  understands  it.  I  am  simply 
going  to  say  to  him,  I  hope  that  next  year, 
they  will  come  back  with  an  adequate  amend- 
ment to  make  certain  that  there  is  an  obliga- 
tion on  any  person,  or  any  shareholder  of 
any  company,  and  any  company  that  has  a 
liquor  licence  or  a  company  in  which  a 
particular  individual  has  an  interest  which 
has  a  liquor  licence,  that  the  board  have 
full  and  complete  disclosure  of  the  network 
of  the  interrelations  and  interconnections 
between  any  web  of  companies  and  their 
shareholders,  because  only  in  that  way  could 
I  be  satisfied  that  we  are  not  leaving  it  wide 
open  to  the  possibility  that  we  will  wake  up 
some  day  and  find  that  there  is  a  network 
of  interrelated  companies  and  activities  going 
on  in  the  province  which  is  controlled  by 
persons  whom  we  do  not  want  it  to  be 
controlled  by. 

I  think  the  examples  which  I  have  given 
will  give  a  clear  lead  to  the  kind  of  pro- 
visions that  I  am  thinking  about.  I  am  quite 
certain  that  the  board,  with  the  assistance 
of  the  Attorney  General's  department,  can 
draft  the  kind  of  clauses  to  which  I  refer. 
Only  in  that  way  will  the  board  get,  in  an 
obligatory  way,  full  and  plain  and  true  dis- 


closure   of    all    of   those    intercorporate    and 
intershareholder  relationships. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
my  contribution  to  this,  and  we  have  said 
it  many  times  before,  but  the  point  of 
fact  is  that  this  government,  in  my  exposure 
to  it  over  the  past  eight  years,  has  used  this 
Act  as  a  facade  along  the  whole  piece  for 
political  purposes.  It  has  been  well  estab- 
lished by  many  people  in  the  hotel  business 
that  unless  one  pays  the  right  lawyer  in 
Toronto  the  proper  sum  of  money,  he  can- 
not get  a  licence. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  That 
is  right. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  no  secret  tliat  the  gov- 
ernment used  this  department  over  the  years 
as  a  tool  for  the  party. 

The  amendments  to  the  Act  under  the  dis- 
closure—"each  director  of  a  corporation,"  and 
so  forth,  are  a  joke,  because  going  back 
apiece,  look  at  the  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
South  (Mr.  Winkler).  The  Talisman  is  in  his 
riding.  It  is  in  the  Beaver  Valley. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Great  place. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Great  place. 

Mr.  Sargent:  At  the  time  that  this  licence 
was  issued— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  said  it  was  a  great 
place,  the  Talisman. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  a  credit  to  the  area;  it 
is  an  excellent  place.  It  is  owned  by  Labatt's 
Brewery;  they  are  the  ones  who  financed  the 
tiling,  which  is  illegal  to  start  with.  But  the 
time  they  got  the  licence— to  show  the  way 
this  minister  runs  things,  though  I  may  have 
a  high  regard  for  him  personally,  I  think  the 
whole  operation  of  this  department  stinks- 
there  is  no  doubt  about  that— in  the  minds 
of  many  thousands  of  people  in  the  catering 
business.  But,  as  I  say,  this  whole  thing  is  a 
facade- the  minister  tries  to  placate  the 
people— that  he  is  doing  a  job  for  them. 

At  the  time  the  people  had  a  vote  in  that 
township,  they  turned  it  down— 300  were 
opposed  to  it  and  17  for  it— but  three  months 
later,  regardless  of  the  vote  of  the  people, 
they  got  a  licence  to  operate  this  Talisman 
operation. 

Mr.  Worton:  They  changed  the  rules. 
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Mr.  Deans:  That  could  not  happen  in 
Owen  Sound,  could  it? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  point  that  I  am  making 
is  that,  regardless  of  the  vote  of  the  people, 
they  were  given  a  licence,  and  the  sad  fact 
was  that  a  director  of  Labatt's  was  the  pro- 
moter of  Talisman.  The  Act  said  that  he 
could  have  no  connection,  directly  or  in- 
directly, with  a  brewery  or  a  distillery.  It 
was  a  flagrant  violation  of  everything  in  the 
laws  of  our  province;  they  got  a  licence. 
The  law  said  they  had  to  be  in  business  for 
three  years  before  they  could  get  a  licence, 
but  three  months  after  the  vote  they  got  a 
licence  for  this  Talisman  club.  The  second 
contravention  was  that  one  of  the  owners  was 
a  director  of  Labatt's  Brewery. 

So  the  whole  mess  we  have  in  this  depart- 
ment is  a  joke  in  so  far  as  we  are  concerned 
in  this  business.  I  am  concerned  with  the 
hotel  business,  and  if  the  people  catering  to 
the  public  in  this  field  have  to  conform  to  a 
licence  regulation  under  this  Act  we  have 
here,  the  costs  will  be  almost  prohibitive. 
We  almost  have  to  tear  down  any  existing 
building  we  have  now  and  put  up  a  new 
building  to  conform  to  the  fire  regulations.  It 
makes  it  almost  impossible  to  conform. 

Before  I  leave  the  Talisman  situation,  when 
I  brought  this  up  in  the  House  the  Prime 
Minister  declared  he  knew  nothing  about  it. 
But  the  very  same  morning  that  he  denied 
knowing  anything  about  it,  there  was  a 
picture  of  the  Premier  with  his  family  in 
the  Globe  and  Mail  with  the  owner  visiting 
as  a  guest  of  this  Talisman  lodge.  That  was 
in  the  morning  issue  of  the  Globe  and  Mail. 
It  was  quoted  in  the  first  edition.  But  to  show 
the  connection  that  the  party  had  with  the 
Globe  and  Mail,  they  pullled  the  picture  in 
the  second  edition  of  the  Globe  and  Mail. 

So  under  this  department,  we  have  the 
violation  of  every  section  of  the  Act  in  the 
granting  of  that  licence.  It  is  well  known 
across  the  province  that  if  one  pays  the  right 
Tory  lawyer  enough  money  one  can  get  a 
licence  to  operate  a  licensed  operation.  But 
what  concerns  me  more  than  anything  else— 
we  have  to  operate  in  the  resort  areas  in  the 
peninsula;  this  is  our  stock  in  trade  with 
people— is  getting  the  Americans  to  the  Bruce 
Peninsula.  It  is  the  greatest  playground  for 
the  Americans  in  our  country;  they  go  up 
there  and  cannot  get  a  licence.  Now  this 
year  we  brought  up  the  resort  area  licences. 
The  minister  can  tell  me  how  many  licences 
have  been  issued.  I  only  know  of  one  that 
has  been  issued.  If  he  knows  of  more  than 
that,  I  would  like  to  know  about  it. 


Every  time  I  ask  him  he  says  he  will  let 
me  know,  but  he  never  lets  me  know.  But 
we  have  to  operate  in  our  area  under  the 
local  option  regulations;  so  we  use  banquet 
permits  and  the  inspectors  are  there  harass- 
ing our  people  to  no  end.  A  case  in  point:  A 
few  weeks  ago  St.  Mary's  Catholic  Church 
was  having  a  big  dance  with  a  banquet  permit, 
and  the  inspector  walked  in  and  inspected  the 
facilities;  they  did  not  measure  up  to  the 
standards  to  get  that  banquet  permit  so  they 
had  to  call  off  the  dance  and  announce  on  the 
radio  that  the  dance  had  been  called  off  be- 
cause the  banquet  permits  were  not  being 
allowed  by  the  government. 

What  concerns  me  is  that  a  church  does 
not  conform  to  our  laws  but  the  pig  pens 
operating  in  Toronto  for  beer  drinking  are 
allowed  to  go  on.  That  has  gone  on  for 
years;  since  we  were  kids.  They  have  been 
allowed  to  operate  pig  pens,  but  our  churches 
could  not  conform  to  a  banquet  licence.  So 
we  are  fed  up  to  the  teeth  with  everything 
this  minister  stands  for  as  for  the  way  the 
public  is  being  handled. 

I  would  just  like  to  say  to  the  minister  that 
the  whole  operation  of  his  department  is  a 
joke.  We  have  cars  that  will  go  close  to 
100  miles  an  hour  and  in  two  minutes  they 
can  be  in  four  or  five  wet  and  dry  areas  in 
my  area.  But  it  is  a  patchwork  quilt  of 
wet  and  dry  and  wet  and  dry.  Who  are  we 
trying  to  kid?  It  is  stupidity;  the  whole  thing 
is  idiotic. 

I  would  like  to  suggest  to  the  minister  that 
if  he  is  playing  for  votes,  do  away  with  the 
local  option  and  issue  the  licences,  as  my  col- 
league from  Downsview  says,  on  a  merit 
basis.  Give  the  hotel  and  restaurant  industry 
a  fair  shake,  because  they  are  one  of  the 
largest  contributors  of  taxes  to  this  govern- 
ment, but  they  have  been  given  a  bad  deal 
all  down  through  the  years  by  this  depart- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  make 
only  a  very  brief  comment.  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  minister  if  be  could  explain  to  the 
House  the  comments,  the  lengthy  comments, 
of  the  member  for  Downsview  and  the  com- 
ments of  the  other  members,  what  possible 
rationale  there  is  behind  the  position  that  he 
indicated  in  the  House,  on  page  2972  of 
Hansard,  whereby  the  proprietor  of  a  licensed 
establishment  will  have  to  balance  his  books 
at  the  end  of  the  month  to  ensure  that  there 
is  not  more  Liquor  sold  than  there  is  food?,-^, 
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The  member  for  Downsview  raised  it  and 
I  want  to  reinforce  the  point.  I  think  that 
we  are  asking  for  a  lot  of  juggling  of  books, 
quite  frankly.  We  are  creating  an  artificial 
situation  that  is  not  justified.  Either  it  is 
possible  to  purchase  liquor  without  food  or  it 
is  not  possible;  and  it  is  going  to  be  extremely 
difficult  for  any  manager  or  any  proprietor 
to  sit  down— to  begin  with  you  are  making 
more  work  for  this  person. 

Secondly,  you  are  creating  a  situation 
wherein  the  last  week  of  the  month  he  is 
going  to  be  faced  with  a  situation  of  refusing 
to  sell  liquor,  refusing  to  sell  it.  Now  this 
just  does  not  make  any  sense.  You  are  going 
to  have  them  sitting  down  over  the  last  week- 
end and  juggling  their  books  in  order  to 
meet  your  ridiculous  requirements. 

Now  if,  as  you  say,  we  have  become  a 
society  accustomed  to  eating  out,  and  if  as 
you  point  out— and  I  quote  your  own  state- 
ment—where one  wishes  to  join  friends  after 
having  eaten  elsewhere,  or  in  the  late  evening 
wishes  to  go  to  a  dining  room  where  enter- 
tainment is  being  given— those  were  your 
words— if  a  person  wishes  to  do  that  and 
does  not  want  to  eat,  it  is  perfectly  legitimate 
for  him  to  ask  to  be  served  a  drink  and  in 
fact  to  demand  to  be  served  a  drink.  Now 
what?  He  goes  in  there  and  says,  "This  is  a 
licensed  establishment.  You  have  an  obliga- 
tion to  serve  me  as  long  as  I  am  properly 
dressed  and  acting  properly,"  and  what 
happens  if  the  manager  says,  "I  cannot  serve 
you  because  I  have  not  sold  enough  food 
this  month"? 

Mr.  Singer:  Buy  a  salad. 

Mr.  Deans:  "Either  buy  something"— not 
even  a  salad,  because  it  must  measure  up  in 
terms  of  receipts— "You  either  buy  some 
food  or  you  cannot  eat  here"  and  the  man 
says,  "The  law  says  I  can  drink  here  whether 
or  not  I  buy  food."  Then  what?  What  kind 
of  a  situation  are  you  setting  up?  I  suggest 
to  the  minister  that  in  actual  fact  it  is 
discriminatory,  it  is  going  to  create  an 
artificial  situation  that  really  is  not  justified. 

Either  we  are  going  to  have  a  law  that  is 
consistent,  where  a  person  is  entitled  to  enter 
what  was  previously  a  dining  lounge,  dining 
room,  and  to  order  a  drink  without  eating,  or 
we  are  not  going  to  have  that  law.  But  we 
surely  are  not  going  to  put  the  management 
through  all  the  contortions  of  making  books 
balance  where  it  is  impossible  to  make  books 
balance? 


Mr.  Sargent:  If  the  management  does  do 
it,  it  is  crazy. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  have  not  freed  it  at  all. 
Any  sensible  manager  will  continue  to  refuse 
to  serve  drinks  unless  food  is  ordered.  He  is 
left  with  no  other  alternative.  And  I  say  to 
you  if  what  you  say  you  want  to  do- 
Mr.  Sargent:  You  will  never  be  able  to 
enforce  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  true.  If  you  say  what 
you  want  to  do  is  what  you  really  want  to 
do,  then  you  are  not  going  to  try  and  enforce 
a  silly  regulation  like  that.  If,  for  example, 
you  yourself— I  recognize  you  perhaps  do 
not  go  out  and  drink  often,  but  assuming 
that  on  one  of  those  infrequent  excursions 
you  were  to  go  in  and  order  a  drink,  and 
all  of  us  were  to  arrive  at  that  same  place  on 
that  same  night  and  do  that  same  thing,  that 
manager  or  proprietor  would  have  to  sell  a 
heck  of  a  lot  of  food  the  next  day  to  make 
up  for  the  bill. 

I  think  you  are  creating  a  situation  that 
really  will  become  a  nightmare.  A  situation  in 
which  it  will  be  virtually  impossible  to  police, 
difficult  to  live  with  and  in  fact  is  rather 
meaningless.  I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he 
could  explain  to  me  how  he  intends  to  make 
this  particular  section— it  is  not  a  section  of 
the  bill  in  actual  fact,  it  is  a  regulation,  I 
suspect— how  he  intends  to  make  such  a 
regulation  enforceable,  and  whether  or  not 
he  does  not  feel,  in  thinking  it  over,  that 
perhaps  it  would  be  unworkable. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  too  will  try  to  be  brief. 

In  speaking  to  this  bill  and  perhaps  the 
one  that  follows  it,  I  must  echo  the  senti- 
ments expressed  by  the  last  speaker  and  the 
speakers  before.  This  bill  is  symptomatic 
really  of  the  rubber  sandwich  syndrome  that 
pervades  this  government  in  its  approach  to 
a  rational  liquor  system  in  Ontario. 

I  recall  shortly  after  coming  to  Toronto 
as  an  elected  member  that  some  of  my 
colleagues  took  me  out  after  a  night  sitting 
and  we  went  to  a  night  club  where  one  was 
required  to  purchase  food  with  one's  meal. 
Having  missed  supper  for  some  reason  that 
night,  the  drink  arrived  and  also  the  plate 
of  rubber  cheese  sandwiches.  Being  a  new 
boy  in  town  and  from  the  country  and  also 
being  very  hungry  I  reached  over  and 
grabbed  one  of  these  cheese  sandwiches,  but. 
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I   might   say,    to   the    horror   of   the   waiter. 
"You  cannot  do  that." 

I  said,  "Why  not?  I  am  hungry,  I  want 
a  sandwich." 

He  said,  "That  one  is  two  weeks  old,  we 
need  that.  We  use  it  over  and  over  again." 

Apparently  I  had  been  the  first  one  in  his 
experience,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  ever  have  a 
try  at  one  of  those  rubber  sandwiches. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  say,  this  is  symptomatic 
of  the  ridiculous  liquor  laws  that  exist  in 
this  province  and  these  bills  I  think  are  also 
an  example  of  the  rather  halting  and  stulti- 
fied approach  of  this  government  to  liberaliz- 
ing the  liquor  laws.  A  month  or  two  ago  the 
Provincial  Secretary  gave  approval  to  the 
various  restaurateurs  around  the  province 
to  serve  beer,  wine  and  hard  liquor  in 
outdoor  restaurants.  The  mall  in  downtown 
Toronto  being  the  example  that  comes  imme- 
dately  to  mind.  Strangely  enough,  we  did 
not  find  that  there  were  people  falling  off 
their  chairs,  into  the  streets  and  being  nm 
over  by  automobiles  as  was  obviously  ex- 
pected by  the  government.  These  things  did 
not  happen. 

Surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  arrived  at 
the  times  in  our  development,  where  there 
are  a  large  number  of  new  Canadians  in  our 
province  who  are  used  to  a  more  liberal 
atmosphere,  to  a  more  neighbourly  atmos- 
phere, in  their  drinking  habits  in  their  own 
countries  than  they  find  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  Surely  it  is  time  that  we  brought 
some  of  these  habits  to  the  Province  of 
Ontario? 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  more  left 
out  of  this  bill  and  the  one  that  follows, 
than  is  in  it.  There  are  a  couple  of  things 
that  come;  to  my  mind  and  I  would  like  to 
have  the  minister  clarify  them  for  me.  One 
is  that  in  my  reading  of  the  bill  I  do  not 
find  anywhere  where  it  says  that  present 
beer  parlours,  if  that  is  the  connotation- 
establishments  where  only  beer  and  v/ine 
are  presently  being  served— are  now  able  to 
serve  hard  liquor.  This  is  not  in  the  bill  I 
take  it?  The  minister  shakes  his  head.  Well, 
surely  this  is  something  that  the  minister 
should  give  consideration  to?  If  an  estab- 
lishment can  serve  beer  and  wine,  if  they 
are  prepared  to— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  should 
not  attempt  to  discuss  aspects  of  The  Liquor 
Licence  or  Liquor  Control  Acts  which  are 
not  in  this  amending  bill.  He  must  stick 
to  items  in  the  bill. 


Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  was  just  making  the 
point,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  more  is  left  out 
than  is  in  actual  fact  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  If  we  only 
discussed  the  bill,  we  would  not  be  able  to 
talk  at  all. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  You  remind  me,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  editorial  in  the  Globe  and 
Mail  today  about  this  very  point  that  you 
raise,  really,  and  which  I  am  trying  to  make 
to  you,  and  which  apparently  you  have 
caught,  and  that  is  there  is  very  little  new 
in  this  bill  itself.  1  was  trying  to  point  out, 
by  way  of  explanation,  some  of  the  things 
that  should  really  come  under  the  bill,  such 
as  that. 

The  other  thing,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  liquor 
agencies,  store  agencies,  apart  from  the 
normal  liquor  outlets  in  this  province,  are 
another  thing  that  should  be  revised  by  the 
minister's— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  cannot 
discuss  those  matters  at  this  time.  It  is  not 
part  of  the  bill  before  us. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  may  want  to  put  them 
in  the  bill,  though.  He  might  amend  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Then  he  may  introduce  his 
own  bill. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Well,  I  am  not  sure  that 
this  is  really  the  member's  own  bill.  If  you 
are  going  to  constrict  me  on  that,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  just  like  to  really  say  that  I 
think  it  is  about  time  the  government 
accepted  the  fact  that  liquor  is  here  to  stay, 
that  people  are  going  to  want  to  enjoy  their 
liquor  with  or  without  food,  and  that  it  is 
time  to  treat  adults  as  adults  in  regard  to 
liquor. 

The  liquor  laws  and  regulations  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  really  spell  out  one  thing, 
particularly  to  visitors  to  the  province,  and 
that  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  can  drink  in  On- 
tario, but  we  are  darned  if  we  are  going  to 
let  you  enjoy  it. 

Surely  this  attitude  has  got  to  be  changed. 
The  government  has  got  to  review  the  whole 
aspect  of  the  liquor  laws  and  not  just  the 
legislation,  but  the  regulations  in  particular 
and  come  up  with  something  much  better 
than  this,  as  has  been  pointed  out  by  the 
deputy  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party.  We  are 
going  to  support  this  bill  because  it  is  at 
least  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  But  surely 
the  questions  that  have  been  raised  by 
various  members  have  to  be  answered  by  this 
minister,  and  perhaps  by  way  of  amendment 
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some  of  the  shortcomings  of  the  bill  that  we 
have  pointed  out  will  be  rectified. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  hon.  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Essex  Kent. 

Mr.  Huston:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I 
wanted  to  add  was  just  a  question  or  two, 
and  in  the  last  month  or  so  there  has  been 
some  vote  taking  in  some  areas  as  to— and 
one  of  the  votes  taken  that  I  am  aware  of  is 
voting  in  favour,  or  voting  on  the  issue  of 
liquor  served  without  meals. 

Now,  in  effect,  you  are  changing  this  to 
allow  them  to  serve  it  in  dining  rooms  with- 
out meals.  Could  you  not  have  in  the  past 
month  informed  these  places  that  were 
making  their  vote  up  that  you  were  bringing 
in  this  new  legislation? 

In  other  words,  what  has  happened  is  that 
some  cities— I  know  of  one  for  sure,  that  had 
a  vote  recently  and  had  this  very  issue  on 
the  ballot— and  now  you  have  changed  the 
regulations  so  that  in  fact  the  vote  was  use- 
less. Now,  that  is  really  all,  and  maybe  the 
minister  when  he  gives  his  reply,  can  give 
some  answer  to  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  members  wish  to 
enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  please 
make  an  amendment  to  this? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Not  at  this  particular  time, 
no.  The  hon.  member  may  speak  once  only 
on  second  reading. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  I  do  not  wish  to  speak.  I 
wish  to  make  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No.  The  hon.  minister  will 
reply  now  and  an  amendment  may  be  hiade 
in  committee. 

(Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary):  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  would  appear  that  the  statement  I 
made  on  June  21  made  everybody  happy 
except  the  members  of  the  Opposition.  I  was 
waiting  for  a  cartoon  showing  Dooley— one 
of  my  favourite  characters,  but  he  has  not 
appeared  as  yet. 

I  want  to  direct  some  of  my  remarks  to 
the  member  for  Downsview  who  really,  as 
leadoff  speaker,  touched  on  many  of  the 
points  that  the  other  members  reiterated. 

In  my  remarks,  I  made  mention  of  the  fact 
that  I  would  be  touching  on  the  bills,  the 
regulations  and  their  application.  As  every- 
one knows,  the  application  of  statutes  and 
regulations  can  often  be  the  important  factor. 


as  can  the  interpretation  which  is  placed  upon 
them.  The  present  chairman,  Mr.  Mackey, 
has  indicated  that  it  would  be  his  intent  in 
the  future  to  issue  bulletins  from  time  to  time 
in  order  that  those  who  are  in  the  bixsiness 
might  be  apprised  of  how  the  statutes  and 
regulations  are  actually  being  applied. 

The  member  for  Downsview  did  touch  on 
what  I  had  indicated  was  a  fundamental 
change  in  the  approach.  That  is,  the  rela- 
tionship of  the  aspect  of  the  liquor  with  food 
in  dining  lounges.  Now,  hon.  members  should 
know  that  under  The  Liquor  Licence  Act 
there  is  a  specific  licence  which  is  known  as 
a  lounge  licence,  under  which  liquor  may 
be  sold  without  food.  That  is  the  licence 
which  is  applicable  in  that  instance. 

In  a  dining  lounge  heretofor,  liquor  had  to 
be  served  with  a  meal.  It  was  a  completely 
distinct  type  of  licence,  but  that  situation,  as 
I  indicated,  led  to  some  unrealistic  situations, 
of  which  I  gave  some  samples  and  they  have 
been  repeated  here  this  evening.  We  have 
come  up  with  what  we  believe  is  a  satis- 
factory solution  in  that  this  meets  the  re- 
quirements of  those  in  the  business.  The 
representations  from  the  Canadian  Restaurant 
Association- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.    Speaker:    Order,   order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —indicated  that  a  bal- 
ance, some  proportion,  would  meet  their 
requirements. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
grow  up? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  should  be  no 
difiiculty  in  meeting  the  50-50  requirement 
because  generally,  throughout  the  province, 
the  ratio  now  is  70-30.  Seventy  per  cent  of 
the  sales  are  of  food  and  30  per  cent  are  of 
liquor. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  is  the  purpose  of  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  purpose  is  that  we 
do  not  propose,  as  I  indicated  in  my  state- 
ment, to  convert  many  hundreds  of  dining 
lounges  into  lounges,  that  is,  into  bars. 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  But,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  the  minister  is  doing  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  is  going  to  happen  to  the 
proprietor  who  cannot  meet  the  require- 
ments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  do  not  anticipate 
that  any  proprietor  should  have  any  difficulty 
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at  all  because  if  the  present  ratio  is  70  per 
cent  food  and  30  per  cent  liquor,  there  should 
be  no  difficulty.  In  fact,  we  have  gone  a 
long  way,  I  think,  in  making  it  very  feasible 
for  any  establishment  to  meet  this  require- 
meni. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  will  find  out 
how  feasible  it  is.    He  will  find  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  government  to  permit  any  operator  of 
a  dining  lounge  to  turn  that  dining  lounge 
into  a  bar,  a  lounge. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  not?  He  is  selling  a 
product  licensed  by  the  government, 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Because  we  do  not 
intend  to  have  across  the  province  a  flood  of 
bars,  which  is  exactly— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  we  have  anyway. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  really,  because 
they  tare  dining  lounges  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  Except  that  you  can  drink  with- 
out eating. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Who  are  you  trying  to  kid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  there  is  no  doubt 
in  my  mind  that  this  is  a  satisfactory  solu- 
tion, and  of  course- 
Mr.   Sargent:   The  minister  will  find   out; 
try  and  enforce  that  and  see  what  happens. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  the  enforcement 
will  be  there,  because  we  do  not  look  for- 
ward to  any  abuse  of  this  provision. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  will,  eh? 

Mr.  Deans:  They  will  not  intentionally 
oppose  it. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  That  is  the  problem.  The 
minister  puts  them  in  a  position  where  they 
might  have  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  our  experience  has 
shown— and  it  is  regrettable  that  we  have  to 
pass  regulations- 
Mr.  Ruston:  Take  it  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  Conservative  Party. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —pass  regulations 
which  include  everybody.  And  the  hon. 
member  would  have  a  great  faith  in  all  of 
humanity  in  this  if  he  did  not  think  that  in 
these  situations  there  would  not  be  abuse  by 
some. 


Mr.  Deans:  I  just  do  not  think  they  intend 
to  oppose  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  in  any  event,  that 
is  a  very  fundamental  change  and  it  will- 
Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  From  30  to  50  per  cent? 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  was  not  the  minister's  idea. 
Whose  idea  was  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  I  will  tell  you— 
the  idea  is  completely  acceptable  to  the  CRA 
who  were— 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  was  not  the  ministers  idea. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —thinking  on  the  same 
lines.  It  so  happens  that  the  ideas  came  into 
being  coincidentally.  The  board  and  myself 
were  thinking  along  these  terms  at  the  same 
time  as  the  restaurant  association— and  my 
friend  from  Haldimand-Norfolk  (Mr.  Allan) 
proceeds  to  tell  me,  "You  cannot  help  but 
admire  the  wisdom  of  a  man  who  agrees  with 

you. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Who  said  they  do  not  agree 
with  you? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Whoever  agreed  with  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now,  the  second  fun- 
damental change— and  again,  the  member  for 
Downsview  touched  upon  it— was  the  matter 
of  the  hearings.  I  do  not  want  to  go  into 
the  details  of  it.  But  the  chairman  of  he 
board  had  already  instituted  the  procedure 
of  not  requiring  anybody  who  had  experience 
to  be  in  business  for  six  months  and  all  I  did 
was  wrap  up  the  full  picture.  I  think  that 
all  of  the  hon.  members  are  aware  of  the 
fact,  that  the  board  has  had  two  rounds  of 
special  hearings  across  the  province- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Not  three  years  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —in  the  14  licensing 
districts  for  just  a  matter  of  years.  Now, 
they  will  be  dealing  with  these  matters  on  a 
continuous  basis,  preliminary  hearings  on  a 
continuous  basis,  and  special  hearings  as 
needed.  Now,  I  think  the  hon,  member  for 
Riverdale  would  be  familiar  with  the  pro- 
cedures under  The  Highway  Transport  Board 
Act,  where  there  are  applications  for  PCV 
licences.  There  is  a  procedure  set  out  in 
which  applications  are  made  and  there  is  a 
procedure  for  objections  to  be  filed.  If  there 
are  objections  filed,^  there  are  hearings  held 
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and  if  there  are  no  objections  filed,  then  the 
matter  is  deal  with  by  the  board  in  a  routine 
way. 

Mr.  Worton:  There  is  a  six-month  period, 
is  there  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  there  is  no  six- 
month  period  at  all.  There  will  be  the 
preliminary  application  and  then  there  will 
be  the  leave  to  apply.  And  these  will  be 
held  on  a  continuous  basis,  not  twice  a  year, 
not  in  the  spring  and  fall,  as  has  been  in 
the  past.  There  will  be  hearings  held  all 
year  round.  Wherever  there  is  an  objection 
and  I  in'^i'^ated  this:  there  will  be  a  sp'^rial 
hearing  held,  in  order  to  give  the  oppor- 
tunitv  for  the  people  who  object,  to  be 
heard— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Where  are  the  hearings  held? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —and  if  there  are  no 
objections,  the  matter  could  be  dealt  with 
very  summarily  by  the  board  either  locally, 
or  at  head  office.  But  this  will  be  on  a 
continuous  basis  and  I  am  not  going  to  go 
into  details. 

There  will  be  an  application,  as  I  indi- 
cated, dealing  with  the  facts  as  of  the  time 
of  the  application.  Once  the  application  is 
filed,  the  procedures  of  clearing  and  checking 
will  begin  right  at  that  point.  There  will 
be  the  leave  granted  to  apply  and  if  there 
are  no  obiections,  those  are  the  circum- 
stances under  which  I  envisage  that  the 
person  may  open  up  with  something  on  the 
wall,  because  he  could  apply  with  his  plans, 
with  his  management— and  the  management 
is  spelled  out,  that  is,  it  must  be  somebody 
who  has  either  had  experience  in  the  hos- 
pitality business  or  has  engaged  that  kind 
of  management— and  the  financing.  And  you 
could  go  with  this  proposition  to  the  board 
and  the  board  will  deal  with  the  matter 
right  there  and  then. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  would  some  get  it  now 
and  others  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  is  no  such  thing 
as  some  getting  now  and  some  not. 

Mr.  Worton:  Oh,  there  is. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  there  is.  I  gave  you  one 
case  and  I  can  give  you  more. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
George's  Steak  House  in  Windsor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  has 
indicated  to  me  about  Ontario  Place. 


Mr.  Singer:  I  do  not  object  to  their  getting 
it.  It  is  their  people— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now,  I  am  not  going 
to  apologize  for  Ontario  Place.  And  if  the 
hon.  member  says  that  most  of  the  people 
have  not  had  experience  in  the  food,  he  is 
completely  mistaken,  because  I  have  been 
there  and  if  those  people  have  not  got 
experience  in  the  food,  they  certainly  learn 
awful  fast,  because  you  can  get  some  of 
the  finest  food  service  anywhere  in  town 
down  at  the  island. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orderl 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  going  to 
apologize  for  the  action  of  the  board  on  the 
Ontario  Place.  That  was  done.  It  has  met 
with  the  approval  of  all  of  the  people  who 
have  gone  down  there. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  How  about  the  one  that  is 
downstairs? 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  other  people? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  explained  to 
the  hon.  member  that  the  new  procedures 
will  be  on  a  continuous  basis  and  everybody 
will  be  dealt  with  as  their  applications  come 
in. 

Mr.  Singer:  Would  the  hon.  minister 
answer  a  question  for  me  arising  out  of  his 
statement?  If  this  is  his  present  indication, 
why  did  he  couch  it  in  such  careful  language 
as  reported  on  page  2974,  when  he  says:  "I 
am  happy  to  announce  the  new  policies  of 
the  Liquor  Licence  Board  will  make  it  even 
possible,  under  certain  conditions,  for  estab- 
lishments to  open  with  hcences  on  the  wall." 
Why  does  he  not  say  that  the  same  conditions 
will  apply  to  everybody  and  not  make  it 
"even  possible"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  are  conditions 
which  could  very  easily  be  beyond  the  control 
of  the  board.  There  are  time  factors  in- 
volved. There  are  all  of  the  difficulties  which 
arise  in  the  administration  of  any  business  dur- 
ing the  course  of  a  365-day  period,  and  I  cer- 
tainly was  not  going  to  commit  myself  to  say 
that  somebody  was  going  to  apply  today  and 
in  the  X  number  of  days  he  was  going  to  get 
a  licence. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Except  that  the  prac- 
tice and  the  procedures  of  this  coming  year 
and  the  periods  which  will  follow  thereafter 
will  be  the  proof. 

Now  the  board  has  to  get  geared  up  for 
this;  they  are  in  the  process  of  already  do- 
ing it,  and  I  envisage  that  they  will  have  to 
have,  a  much  greater  administrative  mach- 
inery and  structure  than  they  have  now  in 
t)rder  to  be  able  to  process  these  applications. 

Mr.  Singer:  Just  words. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:    Well,   be   that   as    it 

may- 
Mr.  Sargent:  I  think  you  are  giving  us  a 

snow  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —I  am  not  going  to 
go  into  the  details  of  the  licensing  applica- 
tions of  the  restaurant  I'Omelette.  I  do  know 
this,  at  the  time  that  this  matter  was  raised 
on  a  different  occasion,  I  checked  into  the 
matter  and  there  was  a  perfectly  reasonable 
answer  for  what  had  taken  place. 


Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Stick  with 
College  Street. 

Mr.  Singer:  Some  man. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Terrier  will  make 
out,  or  has  already  made  out,  his  application 
and,  meeting  all  the  requirements,  he  will  get 
a  licence. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Tell  us  about  the  Talisman 
case. 

Mr.  Randalh  Tell  him  to  get  a  good  lawyer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  may  say  this,  with 
respect  to  the  swimming  pool  and  the  six  foot 
requirement— I  forget  which  member  made 
reference  to  it.  I  may  say  this,  the  six  feet 
is  a  requirement  of  the  health  authorities, 
who,  in  their  wisdom,  passed  judgement  and 
I  do  not  quarrel  with  that.  As  a  matter  of 
fact- 


Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  What  is  the  rationale  for 


it? 


Mr.  Singer:  Well,  why  do  you  not  give  it  Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

lis? 


to  usr 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  not  got  it  here 
with  me.  I  checked  the  matter  out.  AH  I 
can  say  is  this,  that  I  did  have  lunch  on 
College  Street,  some  two  weeks  ago— 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  a  delightful  place  is  it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  is  a  delightful  place. 
Mr.  Terrier,  I  think,  is  the  manager,  and  a 
very  presentable  proprietor  and  I  may  say 
that  whatever  the  tongue-in-cheek  writers 
and  the  members  of  the  opposition  may  think, 
Mr,  Terrier  was  delighted  with  what  had 
taken  place,  even  before  this  package  deal 
was  announced. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  was  delighted  that  he  had 
to  wait  a  year  to  get  his  licence  on  Welling- 
ton Street?   Oh,  come  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  He  was  delighted  that 
last  Saturdav  night— I  think  it  was  last  Satur- 
day night,  when  it  was  quite  warm  and  humid 
—that  the  patrons,  most  of  his  patrons,  were 
able  to  come  from  indoors,  outdoors. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  on  College  Street,  what 
about  Wellington  Street? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  doing  a  com- 
mercial for  L'Omelette. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  rationale?  Glass 
within  six  feet  of  the  swimming  pool. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  I  must  point  out  that 
adjournment  will  take  place  in  two  minutes. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  You  are  just  trying  to  cheer 
us  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  close  this.  I  have 
taken  note  of  the  remarks  of  the  member  for 
Riverdale  on  disclosure,  and  indicate  to  him 
that  they  will  be  reconsidered  I  assure  him 
that. 

An  hon.  member:  Good. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Because  he  is  finished. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  No. 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Committee. 

Mr.  Singer:  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  hon.  minister  indi- 
cate which  committee? 
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Hon.  Mr,  Yaremko:  Committee  of  the 
Whole. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  Whole. 
Agreed  to. 

LIQUOR  CONTROL  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  72,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor 
Control  Act. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  thought  you  said  it  was 
10.30? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  regret  that  I  cannot  accept 
that  motion  at  this  particular  time.  The  rules 
of  procedure  call  for  adjournment  at  10.30. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Oh,  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary is  fuzzy.  Too  much  wine  with  his  supper. 
He  cannot  see  the  clock. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  the  clock  we  start  by. 


Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  to- 
morrow I  believe  we  will  continue  the  budget 
debate.  I  might  afford  the  hon.  minister  tJie 
chance  to  give  second  reading  to  the  bill  he 
was  trying  to  move  a  moment  ago,  however. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  we  move  the  adjournment  of  the 
House,  is  it  the  intention  to  have  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  call  second 
reading  of  the  two  other  bills  standing  in  his 
name? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Not  tomorrow,  no. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  tomorrow? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10.30  o'clock, 
p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Ai>  hon.  member:  Where  is  all  the  mini- 
ster's help? 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Two  out 
of  25. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  The  cabinet  has 
been  sitting  since  8:30  this  morning;  all  the 
ministers  are  there. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Raid  (Rainy  River):  Have  they 
just  wakened  them  up? 

An  hon.  member:  They  are  just  taping  the 
wounds. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
for  Rainy  River  will  allow  me  to  introduce 
our  guests  this  morning. 

In  the  east  gallery  we  have  students  from 
Woodman  Drive  Public  School  in  Brantford 
and  from  Meadowvale  Public  School  in 
Highland  Creek;  in  the  west  gallery,  now  or 
later,  from  Corunna  Public  School  in  Corun- 
na  and  Davenport  Public  School  in  Aylmer; 
and  in  both  galleries  from  Lansdowne  Senior 
Public  School  in  Brantford.  Later  this  morn- 
ing we  will  have  students  from  King  George 
VI  Public  School  in  Chatham. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  just  before  you  call 
questions,  I  would  like  to  ask  you,  on  a  point 
of  order,  sir,  for  your  advice  and  through 
you  to  the  House  leader  on  a  problem  that 
is  becoming  more  severe  as  the  load  of  legis- 
lation before  us  increases. 

As  the  House  leader  and  Mr.  Speaker 
know,  there  has  now  been  an  additional  sub- 
stantial department  put  before  the  estimates 
committee,  The  Department  of  Trade  and 
Development,  and  it  is  increasingly  difficult 
to  attend  the  estimates  discussions  as  weU 
as  take  part  in  the  debate  on  the  legislation. 
In  my  view,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  legislation 
should  have  priority,   and  when  the   House 
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leader  decides  with  his  colleagues  that  the 
formal  debates  on  legislation  will  be  taking 
place,  we  on  this  side  feel  that  the  estimates 
discussion  should  be  suspended  during  that 
period. 

I  would  hke  to  know  the  House  leader's 
view  on  this.  We  feel  that  it  is  quite  an  im- 
portant matter  and  that  we  should  not,  let 
us  say,  be  diluting  our  efforts  to  the  extent 
that  we  have  been  during  the  last  few  days. 
Perhaps,  as  the  body  of  legislation  seems  to 
grow  day  by  day,  there  will  be  an  opportun- 
ity for  the  House  leader  to  arrange  the  busi- 
ness so  that  when  we  are  discussing  second 
readings  particularly,  no  other  activity  is 
scheduled. 

An  hon.  member:  Why  do  we  not  approve 
it? 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  may  I  speak  on  the  same  point? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Tell 
the  member  in  a  minute! 

Mr.  Deacon:  Last  night,  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
bill  to  amend  The  Securities  Act  came  up  at 
the  same  time  as  consideration  of  The  De- 
partment of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions estimates,  for  which  I  have  responsibil- 
ity. I  had  spent  considerable  time  discussing 
with  representatives  of  the  securities  indus- 
try some  suggestions  they  had  for  amend- 
ments to  that  bill  in  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House.  Unfortunately  the  bill  was 
slipped  through  very  quickly  before  I  had  a 
chance  to  move  away  from  my  other  respon- 
sibilities and  get  up  to  the  House. 

I  really  feel  upset.  Maybe  the  government 
would  not  have  considered  these  observa- 
tions as  comments  of  value,  but  there  are  a 
lot  of  them  and  I  am  upset  that  the  legisla- 
tion went  through  without  my  having  had 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Jus- 
tice): Oh,  come  on! 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  is  the  rush? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
appreciate  the  problem   and   the   difficulties 
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which  the  hon.  members  have  in  doing  com- 
mittee work  and  being  in  the  House  to  con- 
sider legislation.  Certainly,  one  cannot  be  in 
two  places  at  one  time. 

I  would  be  glad  to  do  anything  possible 
to  work  out  an  arrangement  that  would 
facihtate  attention  to  the  legislation  here. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  it  is  possible  to  say, 
at  this  moment,  that  we  can  cancel  or  leave 
out  of  account  the  work  of  the  committee 
while  we  are  carrying  on  the  business  of  the 
House.  I  will  be  glad  to  see  what  may  be 
done,  but  I  just  do  not  know  that  I  can 
undertake  to   ask  the   committee  not   to  sit. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Why 
the  mad  rush?  We  have  been  sitting  only 
three  months. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Oh,  I  do  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Between  leadership  and  elec- 
tion. 

An  hon.  member:  Was  that  last  night? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  public  business. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  tell  the  minister  that  there 
is  not  all  that  much  legislation  that  is  being 
introduced. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  And  there  is  not  all 
that  much  work  left  in  committee,  either. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  They  dump- 
ed a  great  load  on  us  yesterday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Committee  work  really 
should  come  to  a  close  without  too  much 
further  time  being  spent,  I  would  think. 
What  I  will  undertake  to  do— I  can  under- 
take to  do  it  at  the  moment— Mr.  Speaker, 
is  consider  the  matter  and  try  to  give  some 
relief,  if  that  is  possible.  I  can  inform  the 
House  on  this  perhaps  at  the  first  of  the 
week. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  belated 
point  of  order,  if  I  may,  sir,  by  referring 
Trade  and  Development  to  committee,  we 
are  left  with  time  in  the  House,  assimfiing 
that  there  are  no  debates  on  concurrence  at 
all,  with  the  number  of  hours  sufficient- 
probably  in  the  most  optimistic  way— to  deal 
only  with  the  Attorney  General  and  Trea- 
sury. On  that  concurrent  basis  in  the  commit- 
tees, given  the  time  that  things  quite  appro- 
priately take,  it  may  be  that  we  would  never 
reach  Trade  and  Development,  that  the 
minister's  estimates  might  never  be  dealt 
with.  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  government 


to  clean  up  all  the  estimates  before  an  ad- 
journment is  called? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  the  objective 
which  we  have  and  which  I  think  is  very 
desirable.  All  the  members  of  the  House  will 
be  anxious  to  see  the  estimates  of  all  depart- 
ments considered  before  we  rise. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Prime  Minister):  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  mem- 
bers opposite  I  have  a  short  statement  that 
perhaps  they  will  be  interested  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  we  are  still  in  the  order 
of  statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  is  with  great  pleasure 
that  I  announce,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  creation  of 
Ontario's  second  primitive  park. 

As  the  hon.  members  know  we  have  108 
provincial  parks  throughout  the  province. 
Many  of  these  include  large  tracts  of  ruggedly 
beautiful  forest  and  water  areas  in  their 
natural  state.  However,  the  only  area  desig- 
nated to  date  as  a  primitive  park  has  been 
Polar  Bear  Provincial  Park  some  9,300  square 
miles  of  the  Hudson  Bay  lowlands  country 
along  the  shores  of  Hudson  and  James  Bays. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Is  this  the 
Spadina  Expressway  park? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
think  the  member  for  Downsview  really  is 
the  last  one!  His  poor  leader  sits  there  shak- 
ing his  head  day  by  day;  he  gets  advice  from 
the  member  for  Downsview;  advice  from 
the  member  for  Scarborough  East  (Mr.  T. 
Reid);  advice  from  the  new  candidate  from 
Forest  Hill.  You  know,  if  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  thinks,  "If  I  am  elected  I  am 
going  to  build  the  Spadina,"  why  does  he 
not  say  so?  I  mean,  I  would  say  to  the 
member  for  Scarborough  East  if  that  is  the 
policy  of  the  Liberal  Party,  he  had  better 
look  for  a  new  home.  However,  if  I  can 
revert  to  parks— 

An  hon.  member:  Or  a  different  loony  bin. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Where  will  he  go? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  is  treatment 
today  for  schizophrenia, 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  really  did  not  mean  to 
interrupt,  but  I  was  asked  by  the  member  for 
Downsview  a  questtion  about  this  being 
Spadina  so  I  thought  that  I  had  to  give  an 
answer. 
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I  wish  to  announce  today  that  the  govern- 
ment has  accepted  the  recommendations  of 
The  Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  and 
the  Ontario  Integration  Board  to  redesignate 
Killarney  Provincial  Park  as  a  primitive  park. 

Under  the  classification  system  for  pro- 
vincial parks,  a  primitive  designation  means 
that  the  area  is  left  in  its  natural  state.  No 
permanent  buildings  are  allowed.  No  mech- 
anical means  of  transport,  such  as  motor 
boats  or  snowmobiles,  are  permitted.  There 
are  neither  organized  camp  grounds  nor  road 
access.  Equally  important,  all  utilization  of 
natural  resources  is  prohibited.  Therefore  the 
reclassification  of  Killarney  will  mean  that  we 
now  have  a  140-square-mile  area  in  a  wilder- 
ness setting  easily  accessible  to  the  majority 
of  the  people  of  Ontario,  providing  a  combin- 
ation of  natural  features  of  high  quality  for 
a  recreational  experience. 

For  the  benefit  of  those  who  may  not  be 
familiar  with  the  area,  may  I  say  that 
Killarney  Provincial  Park  is  situated  on  the 
north  shore  of  Georgian  Bay,  some  40  air 
miles  south  of  Sudbury.  It  is  within  reason- 
able driving  range  of  Toronto  and  the  major 
population  areas  of  southern  Ontario.  It  is 
accessible  by  road  and  water.  The  park  is  in 
the  central  core  of  the  La  Cloche  range,  a 
series  of  most  attractive  white  quartzite  hills 
popularly  known  as  the  Killarney  Mountains. 
Its  spectacular  topography,  clear  lakes  and 
rugged  Georgian  Bay  shoreline  make  it  one 
of  the  finest  scenic  areas  in  Ontario. 

To  achieve  a  truly  primitive  status  for  the 
park,  a  number  of  existing  and  conflicting 
land  uses  will  be  gradually  phased  out.  As 
an  initial  step,  a  timber  volume  agreement  in 
the  park  was  recently  cancelled  and  the  com- 
pany was  located  elsewhere.  A  small  area 
of  the  park  that  had  been  cut  over  v/ill  be 
rehabilitated  by  tree  planting;  the  timber 
road  will  be  blocked  to  prev(^nt  access  by 
this  means,  and  buildings  and  improvements 
removed  to  restore  the  site  to  its  natural 
state. 

All  other  conflicting  uses,  including  pat- 
ented properties,  land-use  permits,  traplines, 
hunting  and  licenses  of  occupation,  will  be 
gradually  phased  out  as  well  as  existing  car, 
camping  and  day-use  activities.  The  Depart- 
ment of  Lands  and  Forests  will  continue  to 
operate  the  park  as  a  natural  environment 
park  until  the  necessary  primitive  condition 
has  been  reached  following  the  gradual  eli- 
mination of  other  activities. 

I  commend  this  park,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  all 
members  who  may  be  planning  a  canoeing 
vacation   this   summer. 


Mr.   Speaker:   Oral  questions. 


STATUS  OF  QUETICO  PARK 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  further  to  the 
Premier's  statement,  can  he  give  me  the 
specific  classification  of  Quetico  Park  and  is 
it  considered  that  that  classification  is  going 
to  be  primitive  in  the  future? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  report 
of  the  Quetico  group  has  not  been  received 
in  its  final  form  or  final  determinations  made. 
We  have  accepted  one  of  the  recommenda- 
tions. There  has  not  been  finality  with  that 
aspect  of  Quetico  as  yet. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  related  to 
this:  Is  the  Premier  able  to  tell  the  House 
that  negotiations  are  going  forward  with  the 
government  of  Canada  on  the  basis  of  a 
national  park  in  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minis- 
ter of  Lands  and  Forests  might  wish  to 
answer  that  question.  There  have  been  dis- 
cussions; at  what  stage  they  are  at  this  mo- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  tell.  Perhaps 
when  this  part  of  the  question  period  is  over 
he  might  redirect  that  to  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  are  no 
other  questions  on  that  basis,  I  would  like 
to  redirect  the  question  to  the  Minister  of 
Lands  and  Forests. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Foresits):  I  hope  in  the  very  near  future  to 
be  making  a  joint  aimouncement  with  the 
hon.  Jean  Chretien,  the  Minister  of  Northern 
Afl^airs  in  Ottawa,  on  the  announcement  of 
a  national  park  in  Ontario. 


ALLEGED  WELFARE  FRAUDS 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  that 
I  guess  I  wfll  direct  to  the  Attorney  General: 
With  the  announcements  of  further  charges 
being  laid  in  the  alleged  welfare  fraud  situ- 
ation in  Etobicoke,  can  he  report  to  the 
House  on  his  investigations  in  other  areas?  Is 
an  investigation  taking  place  in  Victoria 
county  in  similar  matters? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
no  knowledge  of  the  investigations  in  these 
matters,  but  I  will  be  glad  to  take  that  ques- 
tion as  notice. 
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Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Social  and  Family  Services:  Can 
he  inform  the  House  if  his  department  has 
any  knowledge  of  possible  welfare  fraud  situ- 
ations in  the  Victoria  county  area,  and  if  he 
is  investigating  them? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  understand 
that  in  my  absence  last  week  this  question 
was  asked  by  one  of  the  hon.  members  op- 
posite. I  understand  that  this  is  being  investi- 
gated now  and  I  will  get  a  statement  for 
the  hon.  member  next  week. 


ONTARIO  ECONOMIC  COUNCIL 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development:  Is 
he  satisfied  with  the  present  classification  of 
the  economic  council  of  this  province  as  an 
adjunct  to  his  department?  Is  there  any  dis- 
cussion taking  place  as  to  the  possibility  that 
it  might  be  moved  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Premier's  department  so  that  it  will  not  have 
the  atmosphere  simply  of  a  ministerial  agency, 
but  will  have  more  independence? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  mentioned 
earlier  in  the  session,  the  whole  department 
and  all  of  its  branches  are  under  review. 
There  will  be  some  changes  taking  place;  if, 
as  and  when  there  is  some  decision  in 
respect  of  a  change  in  the  status  of  the 
economic  council,  it  then  of  course  will  be 
a  matter  of  government  policy  and  at  that 
time  the  House  will  be  informed. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Premier- 
Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Shortly  after  becoming  head 
of  the  Ontario  Economic  Council,  Dean 
Gillies  made  a  speech  advocating  the  return 
of  Air  Canada  and  the  Canadian  National 
Railways  to  private  enterprise.  Is  that  to  be 
the  policy  of  the  Ontario  Economic  Council? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  A  litde  slower  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Dean  Gillies  advocated  the 
return  of  Air  Canada  and  Canadian  National 
Railways  to  the  private  enterprise  sector. 
Is  that  now  to  become  the  policy  of  the 
Ontario  Economic  Council?  This  was  shortly 
after  his   appointment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Is  the  hon.  member 
referring  to  whether  it  is  a  policy  of  the 
economic  council  to  make  such  statements? 


Mr.  Lewis:  No,  to  make  such  proposals— 
whether  that  will  be  their  policy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  seems  to  me,  from 
the  terms  of  reference  that  I  have  so  far 
examined  in  respect  of  the  economic  council, 
that  I  would  not  see  anything  to  preclude 
them  from  making  any  recommendations 
they  would  be  so  inclined  to  make. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sort  of  changed  the  tone  of 
the   council   a  little? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  not  at  this  stage 
in  a  position  to  say  really  whether  that 
would  change  the  tone  or  not. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Does  the  hon. 
member  think  we  should  gag  them? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no.  Fine. 


CONSTITUTION  OF  CANADA 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  question  of  the  Premier: 
Following  the  statement  made  by  the  federal 
leader  of  the  Conservative  Party  in  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  yesterday,  is  he  pre- 
pared in  any  way  to  amend  his  statement 
yesterday  that  Ontario  can  take  no  further 
role  in  re-instituting  the  constitutional  talks? 
Does  he  still  believe,  in  fact,  that  the  con- 
stitutional discussions  for  the  time  being  are 
a  dead  letter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  what  the  federal  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  said  in  Ottawa  yesterday.  I 
thought  I  made  it  abundantiy  clear  that 
until  June  28,  which  is  only  a  few  days  away, 
until  all  determinations  are  made  by  the 
various  governments— and  I  understand,  but 
only  from  the  press,  that  the  Premier  of 
Quebec  is  going  to  be  having  some  discus- 
sions perhaps  with  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Canada— certainly  until  the  28th,  I  would 
think  the  matter  remains  as  it  is.  After  that 
date,  if  every  government  has  indicated  its 
acceptance,  rejection  or  what  have  you,  per- 
haps some  other  thoughts  might  be  presented. 
But  until  that  time  I  think  the  matter  must 
remain  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


NO-FAULT  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  some 
questions  for  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Aff^airs.  based  on  his  announce- 
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ment  yesterday.  Is  it  correct  that  only  30  per 
cent  of  dollar  payouts  in  the  automobile 
insurance  field  are  directed  to  personal 
injury,  and  that  therefore  what  he  introduced 
yesterday  was  a  30  per  cent  no-fault  plan; 
and  therefore  does  he  not  think  that  it  is 
rather  extravagant  to  suggest  that  it  is  second 
to  no  plan  on  the  North  American  continent? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  To  answer  the  last  part 
of  the  question  first:  no,  it  is  not  extravagant 
at  all;  it  is  a  fact. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  hyperbolic.  Most  extra- 
ordinary  hyperbole   for  you. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let  us  deal  with  the 
facts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  is  stUl  a  long  way 
from  you,  the  leader  of  the  NDP.  He  is  a 
long  way  from  him  yet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  that.  He  is  catching  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  will  take  years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  will  not  take  that  length  of 
time, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  has  left  Saskatchewan 
and  Manitoba  out, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot 
assert  the  actual  percentage.  I  could  get  that 
perhaps. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  it  is  approximate,  is  it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  might  be  approximate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes.  And  am  I  to  understand 
further— I  am  sorry  the  figures  are  analogous, 
but  I  want  to  put  it— that  the  30  per  cent 
of  the  driving  population  in  Ontario  not  vol- 
untarily covered  by  personal  injury  no-fault 
insurance  will  now  be  covered  in  a  man- 
datory way  and  in  fact  will  have  to  pay  the 
additional  $9  on  the  premium,  is  that  not 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  stan- 
dard premium  for  that  coverage  is  $9  per 
vehicle  per  year,  and  anyone  acquiring  that 
insurance  naturally  would  pay  that  coverage. 
That  is  not  an  increase;  that  is  the  standard 
rate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But,  by  way  of  supplementary, 
as  I  understand  it  you  have  given  then  to 
the  insurance  companies  an  additional  $9 
million  by  way  of  premium  income  by  virtue 
of  this  particular  proposal? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  In  requiring  that  all 
policies  issued  contain  that  mandatory  cover- 
age, the  insurance  companies  will  be  required 
to  assume  that  risk- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  good  way  to  help 
the  agents  who  get  it  automatically. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —and  in  doing  so,  we 
have  enriched  the  benefits  they  will  be  re- 
quired to  pay,  which  will  offset  anything 
they  may  get. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  offset.  By  way  of  supple- 
mentary, is  it  not  true  that  the  Canadian 
Underwriters  Association  has  simply  guaran- 
teed not  to  raise  premium  levels  in  the  area 
of  personal  injury  insurance  but  has  said 
nothing  about  property  damage  insurance,  so 
that  in  fact  the  rates  may  well  rise? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  undertaking  from 
the  insurance  industry  was  not  to  raise  the 
,rates  in  1972  and  to  carry  that  coverage 
for  policies  that  are  presently  in  existence 
but  do  not  have  it  up  until  their  renewal 
and  the  new  plan  of  mandatory  coverage 
comes  on.  They  have  not,  I  think,  said  any- 
thing definite  about  raising  or  not  raising 
rates  of  property  damage,  and  I  think  there 
is  no  implication  that  there  is  any  suggestion 
they  will  raise  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  as  I  understand  it,  by  way 
of  supplementary,  the  undertaking  is  only  in 
the  area  of  personal  injury.  They  have  made 
no  undertaking  in  any  other  area  except 
given  the  consistent  pattern  of  accelerated 
premium  increases  over  the  last  several  years, 
it    is    entirely    possible    it   will   occur    again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  it  is  pos- 
sible   it    will    occur    again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  does  not  think 
it  is  possible?  By  way  of  supplementary,  why 
does  he  say  that  it  will  not  increase  through 
the  year  1972  when  the  Canadian  Under- 
writers Association  says  it  will  only  be  up 
to  the  renewal  dates  of  individual  policies? 
That  is,  if  a  policy  is  to  be  renewed  January, 
1972,  it  goes  up  at  that  date. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  does  not  go  up  at 
all,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  yes  it  does,  on  the  other 
part. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  if  it  does  not  carry 
that  mandatory  covering  that  coverage  will 
be  in  the  policy  terms  and  conditions,  and 
the  requirement  will  be  to  pay  the  premium 
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of  $9,  which  coverage  is  not  in  the  policy, 
but  that  is  not— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Which  is  an  increase  in  pre- 
mium! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  no.  It  is  an  addi- 
tional  undertaking. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  tlie  property  propo- 
sition can  go  up? 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  the  property  side  will  go 
up  as  it  has  12  per  cent  a  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  hon.  member  is 
just  making  a  statement  out  of— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  world  does  the 
minister  live  in?  A  real  world  or  a  dream 
world? 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  supplementary 
question:  Is  tliere  any  regulatory  body  set 
to  look  at  the  rate  structure  as  indicated 
in  the  bill,  and  to  prevent  the  sawoff  which 
the  private  insurance  agencies  have  devel- 
oped in  British  Columbia  as  they  divide  the 
spoils  given  to  a  private  industry  under  a 
no-fault  clause? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  knows  the  superintendents 
of  insurance  of  all  the  provinces  meet  and  re- 
view rates.  They  examine  rates  and  with  our 
actuaries  assess  the  rates  as  to  their  reason- 
ableness and  their  fairness.  They  can  exer- 
cise a  very  firm  control  in  that  way  and 
have  done  so  over  the  years.  There  is  in  our 
Insurance  Act— I  think  I  may  point  out  that 
legislation  has  been  passed— giving  the  super- 
intendent of  insurance  the  power  to  fix  and 
regulate  rates.  Those  sections  have  not  been 
proclaimed,  but  that— 

Mr.  Singer:  Nor  have  they  been  for  37 
years   or  40   years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  right,  which  means  that 
they  do  not  apply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  But  the  fact  is  that  we 
could  proclaim  them  tomorrow- 
Mr.  Lewis:  But  the  minister  has  no  regu- 
latory system  when  this  comes  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  a  very  effective 

statement- 
Mr.  Lewis:  They  sit  around  a  table   and 

they  decide— it  gets  worse  than— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Does  tiie  member  want 
my  answer?  That  is  a  very  eflFective  statement 


—to  give  the  superintendents  that  power  to 
regulate  rates. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  that  statement  is  utter 
nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  And  that  power  is  used. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  one  final  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  appreciate  your  indulgence, 
sir. 

I  take  it  then  that  what  the  minister  has 
got,  if  I  understand  it,  is  30  per  cent  no  fault 
insurance  in  Ontario,  excluding  fully  70  per 
cent  of  the  dollar  payouts  for  accidents  in 
Ontario,  with  a  $9  increase  for  all  of  those 
who  are  subsequently  covered,  with  no  guar- 
antee about  a  future  increase  in  premiums  in 
the  property  damage  area,  falling  consider- 
ably behind  the  present  level  of  benefits  in 
both  Manitoba  and  Saskatchewan.  How  can 
the  minister  call  this  the  finest  plan  of  its 
kind  on  the  North  American  continent?  It  is 
nonsense.  It  is  fraudulent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hardly 
think  that  is  a  question  but  a  speech,  but  I— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  may  be  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Certainly  it  is  not  very 
factually  stated  and  I  would  not  attempt  bo, 
debate  with  the  hon.  member.  That  is  really 
not  a  question  at  all.  It  is  a  speech  and  not 
very  well  premised. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  but  the  facts  cannot 
be  disputed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Yorkview 
a  supplementary? 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
further  supplementary  of  the  minister:  How 
is  the  accident  part  of  the  car  insurance  policy 
affected  by  other  accident  policies  which  a 
driver  may  have?  Will  there  be  a  sawoff  in 
settlements?  Does  this  mean  that  we  are 
simply  being  assessed  for  extra  premiums  for 
coverage  which  we  already  have  if  we  have 
the  accident  policy  with  another  private  in- 
surance company? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  One  is  not  being 
assessed  an  extra  premium  for  coverage.  The 
policy  which  this  legislation  will  require  is 
a  policy  carrying  that  coverage  both  for  death 
and  personal  injury,  and  with  the  benefits 
flowing  from  it  as  set  out  in  the  schedule  to 
the  bill.  If  one  carries  additional  extra  cover- 
age, to  whatever  extent  is  allowed  by  law,  one 
is  permitted  to  do  so. 
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I  think  one  cannot  do  that— carry  coverage 
for  an  additional  income  in  the  event  of 
accident  or  injury— but  one  can  carry  addi- 
tional coverage  for  income  return  or  for 
benefits  resulting  from  disability.  To  some 
degree,  as  the  bill  points  out,  the  income 
benefits  would  be  pro-rated.  Naturally,  one 
cannot,  like  insuring  one's  house  for  fire— if 
one  has  a  house  that  is  worth,  say,  $30,000— 
one  cannot  insure  it  six  times  and  collect 
$180,000,  if  it  bums  to  the  ground.  One 
could  pro-rate  those  benefits.  There  are  some 
types  of  insurance  where  the  additional  bene- 
fits can  be  in  addition  to  those  benefits  sup- 
plied under  the  policy. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary 
again:  If  I  have,  as  I  have,  a  package  policy 
covering  pretty  comprehensive  coverage  in  the 
whole  insurance  field,  including  accident 
benefit,  and  I  cannot  separate  the  accident 
out  from  the  rest,  then  I  am  assessed  another 
$9  for  the  car  insurance  which  covers  pretty 
much  the  same  field.  It  simply  means,  then, 
I  cannot  cancel  the  other.  I  am  paying  the 
extra  $9  for  supplementary  coverage  and  the 
two  companies  will  get  together  and  decide 
which  part  of  the  benefits  they  are  going  to 
pay  me.  But  I  aim  paying  the  extra  money 
and  they  are  reaping  extra  benefits,  that  is, 
the  insurance  companies. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  that  is  not  quite 
so.  This  part  is  so,  that  if  the  hon.  member 
takes  out  a  policy  on  his  car,  he  will  be  re- 
quired to  take  this  coverage,  the  mandatory 
portion  of  coverage  for  personal  injury  and 
death  and  disability  benefits  and  wage 
benefits,  and  so  on  for  disability.  Now  if  he 
has  other  insurance,  when  he  says  he  cannot 
cancel  it,  I  do  not  know  about  that.  T  would 
not  know  why  he  could  not.  But  if  he  in- 
sures his  motor  vehicle  under  this  legislation, 
it  would  require  him  to  carry  this  kind  of 
coverage. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the  hon. 
minister  feels  that  the  threat  of  the  implemen- 
tation or  the  proclamation  of  those  sections 
passed  by  the  Legislature  back  in  the  early 
Thirties  is  so  useful  to  him  now,  then  surely 
he  should  be  contemplating  the  proclamation 
of  those  sections  so  that  the  standing  com- 
mittees of  the  Legislature  and  the  govern- 
ment itself  will  be  able  to  act  in  the  public 
interest  in  this  regard- 
Mr.  Speaker:  State  your  question. 


Mr.  Nixon:  —is  he  contemplating  the 
proclamation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  ques- 
tion was  asked  in  my  estimates.  I  have  been 
aware,  of  course,  that  the  law  is  there,  the 
power  is  there.  It  could  be  implemented  by 
proclamation. 

My  own  feeling  is  that  the  fact  that  the 
power  is  there,  and  can  be  used  almost  imme- 
diately, if  necessary,  gives  just  as  effective 
enablement  or  power  to  the  superintendent  as 
if  they  were  proclaimed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  no  way  to  regulate 
rates.  The  minister  is  a  30  per  cent  Tory, 
that  is  what  he  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is 
sounding  more  like  Laxer  every  day. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  the  conference  is  not 
going  as  well  as  it  might.  There  was  nobody 
there  yesterday  afternoon. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  What  about  last  night? 
Trying  to  expropriate  the  whole  country. 

Mr.  E,  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  We  are 
not  going  to  give  it  away. 


PURCHASE  OF  RESORT  AREAS 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  quite  pleasurable  last 
night,  Mr.  Speaker.  May  I  ask  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests? 

Can  the  minister  indicate  whether  his  gov- 
ernment proposes  any  policy  to  prevent  the 
purchase  of  resort  areas,  such  as  King  Moun- 
tain, in  the  area  of  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  which 
was  purchased  by  a  United  States  firm  very 
recently? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
familiar  with  the  subject  matter.  If  the  land 
in  question  is  privately  owned  land  we  have 
no  jurisdiction  in  my  department  over 
privately  owned  land.  A  person  can  sell  his 
own  land  to  any  other  person  he  wishes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Are  you  not  concerned  that  such 
large  tracts  of  land,  in  this  case  over  2,000 
acres,  purchased  by  a  Chicago  company 
known  as  Mountainview  Corporation— one  of 
the  finest  resort  areas  available,  skiing  and 
summer  sports  in  the  Soo  area— are  you  not 
concerned  that  this  land  is  being  alienated  to 
a  foreign  control  in  this  fashion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indi- 
cated earlier,  I  am  not  familiar  with  it.    I 
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would  be  pleased  to  look  into  it.  But  I  would 
like  to  say  to  the  hon.  member  that  in 
northern  Ontario  we  have  thousands,  millions, 
of  acres  of  good  recreational  land. 


OWNERSHIP  AND  SALE  OF 
CROWN  LAND 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests,  need  there  be 
regulations  proclaimed  involving  Crown  land 
sales  or  leases  in  Ontario?  I  notice  in  the 
recent  Gazette  you  have  regulations  involving 
the  sale  and  lease  of  public  lands,  but  it  does 
not  seem  to  cover  cottage  areas,  it  covers 
purely  summer  resort  use.  Are  you  publish- 
ing a  set  of  regulations  emanating  from  your 
original  announcement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  am  not  sure  just 
exactly  w^hat  the  hon.  member  is  referring  to, 
Mr.  Speaker.  The  regulations  with  reference 
to  the  disposal  of  summer  cottage  lots  or 
lease,  I  believe,  are  presently  in  the  regula- 
tions and  if  they  are  not  in  the  last  issue  they 
will  be  in  the  next  one. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see,  that  is  what  I  am  ask- 
ing.   Sorry,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 


SWEEP  PROGRAMME  ON 
PECHE  ISLAND 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests.  As  his  department  wall 
take  over  the  ownership  of  Peche  Island  to- 
day and  as  there  is  no  conservation  authority 
in  Essex  county,  to  whom  will  students  wish- 
ing summer  employment  in  the  SWEEP  pro- 
gramme for  the  clean-up  of  the  island  apply? 
When  will  the  clean-up  start?  And  will  the 
minister  give  priority  to  students  who  have 
applied  to  the  junior  forest  ranger  programme 
and  could  not  be  accepted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  With  reference  to  the 
junior  ranger  programme,  Mr.  Speaker,  our 
programmes  are  planned  months  ahead.  I  do 
not  believe  it  would  be  advisable  at  this  stage 
to  interfere  with  the  planning  of  the  junior 
ranger  programme  where  the  great  majority 
are  located  in  camps  in  northern  Ontario. 

I  have  indicated,  however,  now  that  Peche 
Island  is  owned  by  the  Ontario  government, 
that  we  intend  to  clean  up  the  island  this 
summer  and  that  we  will  have  students  under 


the  SWEEP  programme  doing  this  type  of 
work. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary  question, 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  students  who  I  referred  to 
are  local  students  from  the  Essex  county  area 
who  cannot  get  in  on  a  SWEEP  programme 
because  there  is  no  conservation  authority  in 
Essex  county.  Would  the  minister  consider 
giving  them  preference  in  employment  on  the 
clean-up  of  Peche  Island— that  is,  those  stu- 
dents who  were  turned  down  by  the  junior 
forest  ranger  programme  and  who  live  in 
Essex  county— so  that  they  could  work  on  a 
live-home-and-work-out  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
pleased  to  give  this  matter  my  utmost  con- 
sideration. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary  question: 
Is  the  minister  considering  the  renting  or 
leasing  of  the  property  either  to  the  city  or 
to  the  board  of  education  in  the  community 
so  that  they  could  develop  a  nature  park  in 
the  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  future 
planning  of  the  island  has  not  yet  been  de- 
cided upon.  We  will  be  pleased  to  take  the 
member's  recommendation  into  consideration. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Yorkview. 


PROTECTION  PROPOSED 
FOR  EXPOSED  GAS  METERS 

Mr.  Young:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management:  In  view 
of  the  two  dangerous  situations  created  in 
Owen  Sound  during  recent  weeks,  the  last 
one  on  Tuesday,  when  motor  vehicles 
smashed  into  exposed  gas  meters,  allowing 
large  quantities  of  gas  to  escape  with  almost 
fatal  results,  will  the  minister  take  steps  to 
insure  that  Union  Gas  gives  more  adequate 
protection  to  its  gas  meters  installed  outside 
buildings? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  sure  if  that  question  is  directed  to  the 
right  minister.  I  had  not  heard  of  these  inci- 
dents in  Owen  Sound,  but  I  will  be  pleased 
to  look  into  it  and  somebody  will  reply  to 
this  question. 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  Ontario  Energy  Board? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 
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PLANS  FOR  CAMP 
IN  ALGONQUIN  PARK 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests:  Would  the  minister  care  to  comment 
on  the  plans  to  decimate  the  Taylor-Statten 
interest  in  Algonquin  Park?  What  is  going  to 
happen  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ad- 
visory committee  on  Algonquin  Park  has 
submitted  its  recommendations.  We  as  a  gov- 
ernment are  considering  these  at  the  present 
time,  and  some  time  in  the  weeks  ahead  we 
will  make  our  views  known. 

Mr.  Sargent:  As  a  supplementary,  does  the 
minister  agree  that  the  170  buildings  of  the 
Taylor-Statten  camp  will  not  be  disturbed 
and  will  be  allowed  to  continue? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  say  specifically  with  reference  to  that 
camp  that  their  lease  expires  in  1991;  so 
there  is  a  full  20  to  21  years  left  in  that 
lease.  I  would  like  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  as  a  government  are  very  concerned  and 
we  realize  the  value  of  youth  camps  and,  as 
I  indicated,  in  the  weeks  ahead  we  will  make 
our  position  known  and  I  am  sure  it  will 
meet  with  the  approval  of  the  majority. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Bring  it  up 
again  in  1991. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sudbury 
East. 


USE  OF  INCO  REPORTS 
IN  REPLIES  TO  UNIONS 

Mr.  Martel:  A  question  of  the  Attorney 
General:  While  he  was  Minister  of  Mines, 
on  how  many  occasions  did  he  use  confi- 
dential Inco  reports  to  The  Department  of 
Mines  as  replies  to  answer  union  complaints 
regarding  SO2  concentrations  or  unsafe  con- 
ditions, creating  the  impression  that  the  union 
complaints  were  investigated  by  his  in- 
spectors? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do 
not  remember. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Did  the  minister  really  do  that? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Eighteen 
times. 

Mr.  Nixon:  More  than  twice? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No  more  than  twice. 


Mr.  Martel:  Is  the  minister  aware  that  in 
the  report  concerning  SO2,  which  he  sub- 
mitted to  the  union  on  September  17,  1970, 
that  a  letter  marked  as  confidential  from  the 
CFU  superintendent  of  safety  for  the  Inter- 
national Nickel  Company,  which  was  sub- 
mitted to  his  then  department,  has  shown  up 
in  its  entirety,  word  for  word,  as  the  answer 
to  the  union  complaint? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  would  the  minister 
check,  despite  the  fact  he  has  changed  de- 
partments, because  this  sort  of  nonsense  can- 
not go  on? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
will  not. 

Mr.  Martel:  Might  I  ask  a  final  question 
then? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Ask  the  minister. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes,  but  it  is  over  this  minis- 
ter's signature. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Rainy  River. 

Mr.  Martel:  One  final  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Is  this  the  type  of  labour  representative 
the  minister  was  saying  he  wanted  for  the 
Tory  party  in  Sudbury  East  the  other  night? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order  on  all  these  questions.  The  member  for 
Rainy  River. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Good  grist  for  the  mill 
up  in  Sudbury. 


U.S.  AIRCRAFT  LANDING  IN  ONTARIO 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests.  Is  the  minister  or  his  department 
going  to  make  any  representation  in  oppo- 
sition to  the  application  of  Bowman  Airways 
of  Ranier,  Minnesota,  to  the  Air  Transport 
Board  on  July  8,  in  regard  to  having  the 
Air  Transport  Board  regulations  changed  in 
regard  to  U.S.  aircraft  landing  in  Ontario? 
The  minister  has  had  notice  of  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  am  not  aware  of 
this,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  be  pleased  to  look 
into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside. 
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INCREASE  IN  LEAD  LEVELS 
IN    ENVIRONMENT 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management.  Inasmuch  as 
symptoms  of  lead  poisoning  have  been  dis- 
covered by  medical  studies  in  Tokyo,  Japan, 
at  high  trafiBc  density  comers,  and  in  Frank- 
furt, Germany,  among  the  sanitation  w^orkers, 
would  the  minister  have  the  environmental 
health  service,  or  some  other  suitable  body, 
make  a  similar  study  amongst  sanitation 
workers  in  Ontario  to  see  whether  the  same 
conditions  exist  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
certainly  have  no  objection  to  such  a  survey. 
I  think  as  the  hon.  member  suggests,  the 
envirormiental  health  branch  would  be  the 
logical  agency  to  carry  out  a  survey  of  this 
kind  in  conjunction  with  some  branch  of 
the  air  management  section.  These  surveys, 
as  the  hon,  member  knows,  are  carried  on 
from  time  to  time  now  within  structure  con- 
fines by  The  Department  of  Health  in  rela- 
tion with  The  Department  of  Mines,  but 
we  have  no  objection,  assuming  that  it  is  an 
accurate  study  and  reflects  accurate  statistics, 
to  such  outside  study  affecting  groups  of 
workers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 


YORK    REGION   HYDRO-ELECTRIC 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  Mr.  Speaker:  When  will 
the  minister  be  outlining  the  plan  for  the 
reorganization  of  municipal  hydro-electric 
distribution  in  the  region  of  York? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  course  of  the 
estimates  this  week,  I  dealt  with  that  matter. 
I  said  at  that  time  I  had  meetings  with  the 
people,  with  the  local  Hydro  representatives, 
and  the  matter  is  under  consideration  at  the 
present  time.  I  hope  it  will  be  resolved 
before  long. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary:  Will  the 
minister  either  bring  in  the  new  legislation 
or  extend  the  time  of  the  service  of  the 
existing  system  before  this  session  prorogues 
or  adjourns? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  That  will  be  determined, 
but  I  would  hope  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  Then  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce  has  the  floor. 


JULY  1  PARTY  AT  QUEEN'S  PARK 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Provincial  Secretary.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  he  is  holding  a  party  on  July  1 
on  the  Queen's  Park  lawn  here,  as  a  political 
gimmick  for  himself,  I  would  say,  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  people  of  Ontario 
are  picking  up  the  tab  for  this  in  Toronto, 
is  there  any  good  reason  why  we  in  Owen 
Sound,  or  Windsor,  or  Ottawa,  cannot  have 
the  same  privilege  and  pick  up  the  tab  for 
them  too?  Supplementary  to  that— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  is  a  good  idea. 

Mr.   Young:   Featuring  the   local  member. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  You  wall  need 
the  member  for  Don  Mills'  hamburgs  for 
those  new  hot  dogs. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  understand  there  is  a  long 
list  of  invitations  to  this  party.  How  many 
invitations   are  going  out? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  For  a  five-oent  hotdog  I 
am  glad  the  minister  did  not  invite  me. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio):  Hamburgs   are  50  cents. 

Mr.  Randall:  I  have  the  hamburg  con- 
cessions. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  From  washing  machines 
to  hamburgers  is  quite  a  switch. 

An  hon.  member:  I  want  a  hot  dog. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  like  an  answer  to 
this. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Those  new  hot  dogs. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  affair  is  being  held  in  front 
of  the  Parliament  Buildings  of  Ontario  be- 
cause they  are  situated  in  what  is  the  only 
capital  city  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Who  told  the  minister  that? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  simple  question  gets  a 
simple  reply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  A  capital  city  which,  I 
want  to  declare  to  the  hon.  member,  Mr. 
Speaker,  belongs  to  him  and  to  everybody  of 
this  province.  I  notice  the  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  interjected,  "all  people."  That  is  the 
position  we  take.  This  city  belongs  to  every- 
body in  Ontario. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Trala,  trala,  trala! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  a  statement  of  govern- 
ment policy? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Not  to  the  cars  but 
to  the  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  invitation  is  that 
e\'erybody  in  Ontario  is  invited  to  be  in 
front  of  the  Parliament  Buildings. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  What  if  they  all  show  up? 
Have  you  got  enougli  hot  dogs  for  every- 
body? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  would  be  delight- 
ed. The  more  the  merrier.  As  to  the  number 
of  invitations  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor's 
reception,  I  think  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
has  a  list  of  only  1,500.  If  the  hon.  member, 
or  any  other  members  have  names  of  people 
they  would  like- 
Mr.  Nixon:  What  if  everybody  in  Bell- 
woods  shows  up? 

Mr.  G.  Demers  (Nickel  Belt):  This  is  an 
obvious  lobby  for  the  turkey  farmers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —to  have  invited  to  the 
party— and  I  may  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
want  to  anticipate  remarks  in  reference  to  a 
certain  national  day  which  will  be  made  by 
me  next  week,  I  think. 

An  hon.  member:  Will  the  members  stop 
that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  May 
I  ask  a  supplementary?  May  I  ask  is  there  a 
list  going  out  to  the  minister's  constituents 
and  how  many? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  list 
covers  all  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  be- 
yond, I  think,  in  some  cases. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Okay.  Who  is  sending  out 
ones  to  other  than  the  minister's  riding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  is  sending  out  all  the 
invitations  to  his  receptions. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  Just  a  big 
Tory  bun  feed  by  the  sound  of  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  Liberal  Party- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Who  provides  him  with  the 
list?  Would  it  be  fair  to  say  that  we  are  put- 
ting on  a  party  for  the  government  and  we 
are  paying  for  it? 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  re- 
sume his  seat  so  that  the  minister  may 
answer. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Who  is  paying  for  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  will 
resume  his  seat  so  that  the  minister  may 
answer.  The  minister  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  you  know  what 
is  going  on,  do  you  not? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  sit  down!  Do  sit  down! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  have  got  to  be  kidding. 
They  are  giving  you  a  snow  job. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  too  hot  to 
do  a  snow  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  party 
and  picnic  in  front  of  the  Parliament  Buildings 
is  open  to  everybody  in  the  province.  The 
press  have  already  given  it  excellent  coverage. 
I  trust  that  there  will  be  an  invitation 
pubhshed— 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  bet  the  minister  they  are 
not  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  did  the  government  not 
do  it  last  year?  No  election  last  year! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was 
a  party  last  year  and  the  year  before  that. 

An  hon.  member:  Every  year. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  It  was  very  exclusive  though. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Everybody  in  Bellwoods  was 
invited. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  This  is  hospitality 
extended  by  the  province  with  respect  to  the 
picnic  in  front  of  the  buildings.  I  may  say 
this,  the  Lieutenant  Governor  of  this  prov- 
ince, the  hon.  Ross  Macdonald,  when  it  was 
put  before  him  that  he  should  have  on  our 
national  day  a  reception  for  the  citizens, 
very  graciously  acquiesced,  and  this  is  open 
to  everybody. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  To 
whom  are  the  1,300  invitations  being  sent? 
Exactly  which  list? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  list 
that  was  prepared  started  oflF,  to  my  knowl- 
edge, with  the  117  members  of  this  Legisla- 
ture. It  covered  all  of  the  media,  and  cover- 
ed those  people  who  are  interested  in  citi- 
zenship affairs.  He  would  welcome  any 
names  that  would  be  suggested  to  have  the 
people  here.  A  party  for  the  people. 

■     Mr.     Speaker:     The    member    for    Rainy 
River. 


TOXIC  EFFECTS  OF  PEST  KILLER 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  A  question  of  the  Mini- 
ster of  Energy  and  Resources  Management. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  toxic  qualities 
and  effects  of  the  Shell  Vapona  No-Pest 
Strip  were  brought  to  his  attention,  what 
results  did  his  department  come  up  with  in 
regard  to  this?  Has  his  department  any  idea 
of  banning  this  from  sale  across  the  Province 
of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  officials 
of  my  department,  since  it  was  brought  to 
our  attention,  are  looking  into  this,  as  well 
as  officials  of  The  Department  of  Health. 
We  have  a  deputy  ministers'  committee,  and 
I  am  sure  the  hon.  member  is  aware  that  it 
is  concerned  with  all  matters  that  might  af- 
fect the  environment.  They  are  looking  into 
it,  and  I  am  expecting  that  a  report  will  be 
submitted  in  a  very  short  time. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Has  the  minister  any  preliminary  report 
which  would  justify  the  findings  of  Pollution 
Probe  in  regard  to  this  No-Pest  Strip  prod- 
uct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  prelimin- 
ary information  that  I  have  is  that  the  find- 
ings do  not  justify  any  type  of  banning  or 
drastic  regulations.  However,  this  is  a  very 
preliminary  indication  or  report  at  this  time. 

Mr.   Speaker:   A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  the  minister's  study  including  the  ques- 
tion of  packaging;  that  is,  the  description  of 
the  product  on  the  outside  of  the  package 
rather  than  the  warnings  that  are  found  in- 
side after  the  person  has  taken  the  package 
home  and  opened  it  up? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  did  not  quite  hear  the 
first  part  of  that  question,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
am  assuming  the  hon.  member  is  suggesting 


that  the  warning  should  be  on  the  outside. 
Yes,  this  is  something  we  should  consider. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  further  questions? 
The  member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Mini- 
ster of  Public  Works.  He  just  stepped  out;  I 
am  not  sure  whether  he  is  at  the  back  there 
or  not. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  unless  we  have  fur- 
ther questions  we  will  move  on  into  the 
orders— the  member  for  Yorkview. 


NO-FAULT  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Young:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs:  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  the  insurance  bill  has  been 
introduced,  will  the  minister  take  steps  to 
ensure  that  the  investment  income  on  these 
insurance  premiums  that  are  paid  is  plough- 
ed back  into  the  fund  to  affect  rates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  take  it,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  fund  the  hon.  member  is  speaking 
of  is  the  fund  created  by  the  premimns?  He 
is  not  talking  about  the  accident  benefit 
fund?  No.  Well  the  whole  tenor,  purpose, 
approach  to  this  bill  was  that  we  would 
enrich  the  benefits  paid  under  this  type  of 
insurance,  which  we  have  done  for  those 
policies  which  presently  carry  this  type  of 
thing,  and  the  actuarial  studies  were  design- 
ed to  apply  the  funds  created  by  the  prem- 
iums to  the  fullest,  richest  benefits  possible. 
That  is  the  whole  approach. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplemen- 
tary: That  does  not  answer  the  question. 
About  six  per  cent  of  the  income  of  the 
insurance  companies  in  this  regard  comes 
from  interest  on  reserve  funds,  invested  us- 
ing premium  dollars.  Will  the  minister  see 
that  this  return  of  interest  is  ploughed  back 
to  be  used  in  lowering  premiums  for  the  fu- 
ture? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  certainly  take 
that  under  consideration,    Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary: Will  the  minister  consider  a  statu- 
tory obligation  that  it  should  be  done,  as  is 
now  the  case  in  many  states  of  the  American 
Union? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  that  was  im- 
plied in  my  answer  to  the  member  for 
Yorkview  that  I  would  take  it  under  consid- 
eration and  see  what  can  be  done. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  will  never  touch 
rates  until  he  makes  it  public.  He  will  never 
touch  rates   in  the  private   industry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Huron - 
Bruce. 


CLARIFYING  DAY  NURSERIES  ACT 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Social  and  Family 
Services.  When  will  the  minister  be  in  a 
position  to  answer  my  question  with  respect 
to  possible  amendments  to  the  day-care 
centres  Act,  with  specific  reference  to  the 
problem   in  Stratford? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  took  note 
of  the  hon.  member's  question.  It  was  a  ver>' 
valid  suggestion.  We  studied  the  thing  and 
we  have  the  amendments  ready.  I  hope  to  in- 
troduce the  bill  next  week. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Oshawa  has 
a  question? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  a  ques- 
tion of  the  House  leader,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  appropriate  minister  is  not  in  House? 
I  would  like  to  know- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  not  a  procedure  that 
normally  we  have  been  following.  I  think 
that  the  hon.  member,  unless  it  is  a  very 
urgent  question,  of  which  he  can  be  the 
first  judge,  should  await  the  arrival  of  the 
appropriate  minister. 

If  it  is  a  very  urgent  question  that  can- 
not wait  until  the  first  of  the  week,  then  it 
perhaps  could  well  be  directed  to  the  House 
leader,  otherwise  I  would  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wanted  to  know 
if  he  could  take  this  matter  up  with  his 
cabinet  colleague.  If  I  could  ask  that  kind 
of  a  question  would  he  take  it- 
Mr.  Speaker:  No,  the  purpose  of  the  ques- 
tion period  is  to  enable  the  members  of  all 
parties  to  ask  questions  of  the  ministers.  We 
would  be  aborting  that  procedure  if  we  went 
to  the  procedure  of  asking  the  House  leader 
if  he  would  discuss  a  question  with  his  col- 
leagues, it  seems  to  me. 

Has  the  member  for  Huron-Bruce  another 
target? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  No,  I  have  a  new  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  what  I  meant  by 
"another  target." 


ELECTION  OF  MEMBERS  OF 
MILK  MARKETING  BOARD 

Mr.  Gaunt:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture,  is  it  the  intention  of  the  ministers 
to  require  that  all  members  of  the  Ontario 
Milk  Marketing  Board  be  elected  at  large? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  way  the 
question  is  framed  would  indicate  that  all 
are  to  be  elected  at  once.  No,  that  is  not  the 
intention  at  all. 

The  present  method  of  the  appointment 
of  members  to  the  Milk  Marketing  Board 
is  done  through  the  electoral  committee  sys- 
tem, whereby  milk  producers  within  a  given 
zone  represented  by  a  member  of  the  Milk 
Marketing  Board  elect  from  among  the  pro- 
ducers of  that  zone  a  committee.  The  com- 
mittee, in  turn,  appoint  someone  who  is  a 
milk  producer  in  that  particular  zone,  not 
necessarily  one  of  those  who  was  elected  to 
the  committee,  to  represent  that  zone  on  the 
milk  board. 

In  eff^ect,  the  producers  of  the  zone  have 
no  idea  as  to  who  the  member  of  the  milk 
board  will  be  until  they  learn  after  the  ap- 
pointment has  been  made.  Representations 
have  been  made  to  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
numerous  occasions  that  milk  producers  of 
Ontario  would  like  the  opportunity  to  cast 
a  ballot  on  who  will  represent  them  on  rhe 
Milk  Marketing  Board. 

The  system  in  Ontario  has  been,  because 
there  are  12  milk  zones  in  Ontario,  that 
three  members  come  up  for  consideration,  or 
three  zones  appoint  each  year,  so  that  there 
are  only  three  new  members,  or  three  reap- 
pointments can  be  made  each  year.  This 
system  will  be  continued. 

The  proposal,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  has  been 
made  by  the  Milk  Commission  of  Ontario 
to  the  Milk  Marketing  Board  was  based  on 
the  premise  that  there  would  be  nominations 
from  the  producers  of  the  particular  zones 
that  would  come  up  for  reappointment  or 
reconsideration  this  year  at  about  September 
1.  There  would  be  a  time  given  for  the 
nominations  to  be  made  and  for  the  nominees 
to  present  themselves  for  consideration  of  the 
milk  producers  in  the  zone.  Then  there  would 
be  a  mail  ballot  sent  to  each  milk  producer 
in  the  zone,  who  would  return  it  by  a  certain 
date  to  the  office  in  Toronto— that  is  the  office 
of  the  Milk  Commission  in  Toronto— and  the 
nominees  from  the  respective  zones  could 
appoint  a  scrutineer  to  come  to  see  the  bal- 
lots counted. 
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Certain  representatives,  Mr.  Speaker— may 
I  apologize  for  the  time  I  am  taking,  but  I 
think  it  is  a  very  important  matter  that  the 
hon.  member  has  raised— certain  representa- 
tives of  the  Ontario  Milk  Board  have  sug- 
gested to  me  that  they  have  reservations 
concerning  the  wisdom  of  sending  out  a  mail 
ballot.  They  would  prefer  that  the  voting  be 
held  at  a  specific  point  and  that  there  be  a 
list  which  is  readily  obtainable  of  all  milk 
producers  in  each  county  of  the  given  zone, 
so  that  a  milk  producer  within  that  zone  can 
come  to  that  office,  his  name  will  be  recorded 
or  struck  off  the  list  of  those  who  are  ehgible 
to  vote.  He  v^nll  be  given  a  ballot  to  mark 
secredy  and  it  will  be  placed  in  a  ballot 
box  at  the  office.  Then  it  will  be  counted 
in  front  of  a  scrutineer  whom  he  may  %vish 
to  appoint. 

This  to  me  is  a  very  valid  suggestion,  and 
I  have  passed  that  suggestion  on  to  the  milk 
commission.  I  hope  they  will  be  in  favour  of 
adopting  that  procedure.  I  think  it  is  emin- 
endy  fair  and  proper.  But  I  simply  point  out, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  is  no  thought  what- 
ever of  all  milk  board  members  having  to  be 
voted  on  this  year.  It  is  simply  a  change  in 
the  procedure  to  an  election  rather  than  an 
appointment  of  the  members  of  the  Milk 
Marketing  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  have  come  to  the  end 
of  the  oral  question  period. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  presented  the  annual 
report  of  the  commissioner  of  the  Ontario 
Provincial  Police  from  January  1,  1970,  to 
December  31,  1970,  and  the  report  of  the 
Law  Enforcement  Compensation  Board 
covering  the  period  January  1,  1970,  to  De- 
cember 31,    1970. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Arrangements  have 
been  made  for  all  members  to  receive  their 
copies  of  these  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  presented  the  annual 
report  of  the  office  of  the  Registrar  General 
of  The  Department  of  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary and  Citizenship  for  the  year  ending 
December  31,  1970,  and  the  annual  report 
of  the  Alcoholism  and  Drug  Addiction  Re- 
search Foundation  for  the  year  ending  De- 
cember 31,  1970. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ren- 
frew North  has  a  report? 


Mr.  M.  Hamilton  from  the  standing  natural 
and  physical  resources  committee  reported  the 
following  resolution. 
Resolved: 

that,  supply  in  the  following  amounts 
and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Transport  be  granted  to  Her 
Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  March 
31,   1972; 

Department  of  Transport 
Departmental  administration 

programme    $  1,666,000 

Vehicles  and  drivers 

programme    $11,229,000 

Common  carriers  programme  ...  $  2,646,000 

Motor  vehicle  accident 

claims  programme  $  1,269,000 

Transportation  programme   $  1,723,000 

Mr.   Speaker:    Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 
Orders  of  the  day. 


TRUSTEE  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  62,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Trustee  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  was 
this  bill  among  those  listed  by  the  House 
leader  for  consideration  this  morning? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):   Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  I  think  so.  Last  night  he 
indicated  that— 

Mr.  Nixon:  He  stated  the  Attorney  General 
would  not  be  here. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Yesterday  afternoon  we  indicated  they  would 
be  going  on. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  minister 
specifically  stated  in  reply  to  a  question  by 
me  last  night  that  the  two  bills  remaining 
in  the  name  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  would 
not  be  called  this  morning. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  did  not  know  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  have  no  objection  to 
them  being  called,  but  that  is  what  he  told 
us  last  night. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  not  my  under- 
standing. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  That  is  what 
Hansard  says. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  hon.  member,  I 
thought,  asked  me  for— if  I  gave  him  that 
impression,  I  thought  he  was  asking  about 
two  bills  of  my  own  that  I  said  we  would 
not  deal  with. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  There  are  no  bills  standing 
in  the  minister's  name,  are  there,  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  There  are  two  bills. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  automobile  insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  publication  bill 
and  the  credit  reporting  bill.  However,  if 
there  is  an  objection— I  understand  there  is 
no  objection. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Certainly 
I  have  the  same  impression. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  not  trying  to 
urge  these  on  the  House  if  there  is  an 
objection. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  would  save  him- 
self so  much  trouble  if  he  would  make  up 
a  list  and  stick  to  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  Bill  62  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point 
of  order,  I  was  incorrect.  I  had  thought  that 
the  Attorney  General  had  said  they  were 
not  going  to  be  called  but  on  checking 
Hansard,  I  find  that  he  said  they  might  well 
be  called. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  the  Attorney 
General  and  I  did  not  say  whether  or  not 
they  would  be  called. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  House  leader,  then. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  any  event,  is  it  agreeable 
to  the  House  that  I  put  the  motion  for 
second  reading? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps 
I  might  say  it  was  our  thought,  and  I  think 
perhaps  the  House  understood  it,  that  two 


bills  of  the  Attorney  General— there  is  one 
more— and,  last  night  I  indicated,  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  (Mr.  Yaremko),  item  12, 
would  all  be  before  budget  debate  this 
morning. 


COMPENSATION    FOR    VICTIMS    OF 
CRIME  ACT,   1971 

Hon  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  63,  The  Compensation  for  Victims 
of  Crime  Act,   1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  minister  agreeable, 
to  Committee  of  the  Whole  House? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House?  Sure. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Agreed,  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House. 

Agreed  to. 


LIQUOR   CONTROL   ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  72,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor 
Control  Act. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was  some 
discussion  in  the  House  yesterday  on  the 
other  bill  pertaining  to  this  matter  and  I 
have  only  a  few  brief  comments  to  make. 

The  minister  has  indicated  in  the  intro- 
duction of  these  bills  that  this  is  the  net 
result  of  the  cabinet  review  of  the  liquor 
law  in  the  province.  I  felt  that  his  decisions 
have  been  essentially  picayune  in  that  the 
changes  and  the  removal  of  irritations,  as  he 
calls  them,  do  not  really  come  to  grips  with 
the  substantial  diflBculties  which  we  face  in 
this  House  and  that  are  reflected  to  us  as 
members  of  this  House  by  the  citizens  of 
the  province. 

We  have  diflBculty  in  determining  just 
what  the  law  is.  We  have  read,  following 
the  introduction  of  these  two  bills,  that  the 
minister  has  indicated  a  glass  of  liquor  will 
not  be  held  in  the  hand  within  six  feet  of 
the  edge  of  a  swimming  pool,  and  that  the 
amount    of    alcoholic   beverage    included    in 
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an  individual  chocolate  will  not  be  more 
than  five  per  cent  of  the  total  weight,  and 
so  on. 

Of  course,  this  is  not  in  the  bill.  It  is  in 
a  regulation  which  the  minister  is  no  doubt 
going  to  promulgate  some  time  but  which 
we  have  not  seen.  We  have  also  been  treated 
over  many  years  to  the  fact  that  the  actual 
application  of  the  statute  or  more  specifically 
the  regulation  which  comes  from  the  mind 
of  the  minister  or  is  probably  recommended 
to  him  from  the  mind  of  someone  in  the 
Liquor  Control  Board  or  the  Liquor  Licence 
Board— these  things  are,  in  fact,  the  liquor 
law  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Now  the 
amendments   are   practically   meaningless. 

He  was  able,  for  example,  to  extend  the 
right  of  outdoor  drinking  privileges  to  a 
specific  number  of  restaurants  mostly  in  this 
city.  I  believe  the  magic  number  was  13  or 
14.  The  minister,  or  the  chairman  of  the 
board,   felt  that  that  was  suflBcient. 

There  is  this  feeling  that  hquor  control 
is  still  very  much  an  anachronistic  aspect  of 
government  power  in  this  province.  If,  in 
fact,  the  final  summation,  the  total  develop- 
ment from  the  cabinet  review  committee,  is 
before  us,  then  certainly  the  cabinet  review 
was  not  worthwhile. 

Mr.  Speaker,  you  are  surely  aware  of  the 
changing  mores  in  our  community.  The  fact 
of  restraining  people  under  21  years  of 
age,  who  have  completed  their  education- 
many  of  them  married  with  family  respon- 
sibilities—from legally  taking  a  drink  of  alco- 
holic beverage  is,  well,  as  I  say,  anachron- 
istic. No  one,  of  course,  wants  to  foster  the 
dissemination  or  the  further  acceptance  of 
alcoholic  beverages. 

We  all  know  the  cost  to  the  province  that 
this  is,  and  yet  surely  we  accept  the  lessons 
of  recent  years  tht  it  is  a  matter  of  edu- 
cation, rather  than  the  kind  of  control  that 
the  minister  still  adheres  to,  that  is  at  least 
going  to  keep  this  situation  from  becoming 
worse  than  it  has   been. 

There  are  other  problems  that  face  us 
in  the  community  involving  other  drugs  that 
are  much  newer;  that  are  not  a  part  of, 
let  us  say  the  consumption  skills  if  you  want 
to  call  it  that,  or  the  moderation  that  must 
go  with  any  balanced  individual's  judgement 
in  these  matters. 

We  still  see  that  the  government  has  not 
come  to  grips  with  the  local  option  problem. 
At  the  end  of  the  introduction  of  the  bills, 
the  minister  got  up  and  proudly  proclaimed 
that  he  and  his  party  still  stick  to  the  prin- 


ciple of  local  option,  although  you  know 
very  well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  through  regula- 
tion and  enactment  the  principle  of  local 
option  has  been  broken  repeatedly.  In  almost 
every  area  of  the  province  it  is  possible  to 
obtain  a  legal  drink  of  Hquor  or  beer,  even 
though  the  people  have  voted  against  it, 
because  of  the  enactments  of  this  govern- 
ment. There  is  no  doubt  that  they  have 
weaseled  on  that  commitment.  Our  position 
in  this  party  is  to  abolish  that  local  option 
situation  and  use  the  powers  of  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  to  license  premises  that  come 
up  to  standards  that  are  set  by  government 
policy. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  mentioned  briefly  a  few 
moments  ago  that  this  minister,  more  than 
any  other,  should  be  aware  of  the  changing 
customs  and  mores  in  the  community,  not 
just  among  those  people  who  have  come 
from  European  countries  since  the  war  but 
among  everybody  who  lives  here.  We  do 
not  want  to  foster  drinking  customs  by 
young  people— far  from  it— but  still  the  min- 
ister knows  that  many  people  under  the  age 
of  21  do  use  beverage  alcohol  and,  in  so 
doing,  break  the  law,  and  that  the  govern- 
ment must  come  to  grips  with  the  sort  of 
regulation  that  is  going  to  be  respected  and 
is  going  to  be  meaningful  in  a  modem 
community.  I  feel  that  this  legislation  is 
inadequate.  The  minister  says  it  removes 
some  of  the  annoyances,  and  I  suppose  he 
is  right,  but  apparently  that  is  as  far  as  the 
government  is  prepared  to  go. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  do  not  intend  to  speak  at  length 
on  the  biU,  albeit  I  wish  to  direct  myself 
to  one  section  of  the  bill  which  I  beheve 
is  not  only  a  key  principle  of  this  bill  but 
is  a  fundamental  principle  of  the  whole 
liquor  policy  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  That 
is  section  2  of  the  bill  which  deals  with 
the  question  of  prices. 

Section  2  of  the  bill  gives  the  board  per- 
mission to  fix  the  prices  at  which  the  vari- 
ous classes,  varieties  and  brands  of  Hquor 
are  to  be  sold  and  then  goes  on  to  make 
two  exceptions,  the  exceptions  being  the  case 
of  beer— no  pun  intended— and  the  case  of 
liquor  sold  through  the  outlet  to  be  known, 
I  guess,  as  the  duty-free  shop  at  the  Toronto 
International  Airport. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
I  wonder  if  I  might  just  clarify  the  matter 
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for  the  hon.  member.  Those  exceptions  re- 
late to  the  latter  part  of  the  clause;  that 
is,  the  equality  of  prices.  The  fixing  of  prices 
applies  across  the  province  and  those  prices 
must  be  the  same  with  the  exception  of  those 
two  instances. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  see.  Fine.  I  think  the  point 
I  am  trying  to  reach,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  not 
affected  by  the  minister's  explanation.  There 
will  in  fact  be  the  power  to  set  uniform 
prices  across  the  province  invested  in  the 
board.  I  think  that  is  the  fundamental  basis 
of  the  liquor  policy  and  the  attitude  of  the 
government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  to- 
ward the  consumption  of  alcoholic  beverages 
by  our  population.  Associated  with  that  fun- 
damental principle  are  the  questions  of  dis- 
tribution   and   hours. 

But  there  is  one  factor  that  probably  has 
more  influence  over  the  patterns  of  the 
quantities  of  alcoholic  beverages  consumed 
and  the  relationship  between  consumption 
and  the  incidence  of  alcoholism.  The  matter 
of  pricing  has  more  to  do  with  this  matter 
than  perhaps  with  any  other  single  aspect 
of  our  policy  in  regard  to  the  consumption 
of  this  drug. 

We  in  this  party  welcome  many  of  the 
steps  that  are  being  taken  by  this  legislation 
and  the  bill  that  was  debated  yesterday,  in 
bringing  them  into  line  with  the  social  use 
and  habits  of  what  is  now  a  very  large 
section  of  our  population.  These  are  changes 
contributed  in  good  part  by  the  numbers 
of  new  Canadians  w^ho  have  come  to  settle 
here,  and  changes  which  I  think  are  wel- 
comed by  Canadians  who  have  grown  up  in 
this  society  and  have  learned  to  enjoy  the 
consumption  of  alcoholic  beverages  in  the 
manner  of  refinement  and  grace  that  has 
been  brought  to  us  by  new  Canadians. 

However,  I  still  feel  substantial  objection 
and  reservation  toward  this  bill  on  account 
of  the  failure  of  the  government  to  declare 
a  broad  overall  poHcy  in  respect  to  this 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  there  is  a 
very  direct  relationship  between  growing  per 
capita  consumption  of  alcoholic  beverages 
and  the  increase  in  the  incidence  of  alco- 
holism. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  one  might  find, 
had  we  time  this  morning  to  look  at  the 
annual  report  of  the  Alcoholism  and  Drug 
Addiction  Research  Foundation,  which  was 
just  tabled  by  the  same  minister  under  re- 
ports under  routine  proceedings  this  morn- 
ing, that  the  ARF  as  it  is  now  known,  has 
been  developing  a  very  great  concern  about 


this  relationship  between  the  control  over 
pricing  and  distribution,  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  rising  incidence  of  disease  from  the 
use  of  alcoholic  beverages,  on  the  other 
hand. 

From  my  recollections,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  doubts  in  the 
minds  of  at  least  several  key  ofiBcers  of  the 
research  foundation-^:he  research  director 
among  them,  who  was  in  the  news  a  few 
weeks  ago  with  his  reports  of  research  into 
the  reliance  by  certain  wineries  in  the  prov- 
ince on  sales  to  chronic  alcoholics,  the  so- 
called  winos  on  skid  row.  There  does  not 
appear  to  be  any  doubt  in  his  mind  that, 
generally  speaking,  there  is  a  very  strong 
correlation  between  the  policies  which  de- 
termine to  what  extent  alcoholic  beverages 
are  made  available  and  the  numbers  of  per- 
sons in  this  province  who  suffer  from  the 
disease  of  alcoholism. 

I  find  it  very  regrettable  that  this  govern- 
ment, and  this  minister,  have  not  declared 
themselves  yet.  The  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  says  he  will  think  about 
it.  The  Provincial  Secretary,  I  think,  is  being 
totally  silent  on  it  and  so  far  has  given  us 
no  indication  as  to  when  he  will  put  down 
for  debate  the  reports  of  the  Liquor  Control 
Board  of  Ontario  and  the  reports  of  the 
Liquor  Licence  Board,  as  we  asked  during 
his  estimate,  so  that  we  can  have  in  this 
Legislature  a  debate  on  this  total  relation- 
ship between  the  problem  of  distribution, 
pricing  and  the  overall  availability  of  alco- 
holic beverages,  and  the  problem  of  coping 
with  what  is  a  growing  incidence  of  alco- 
holism. 

Of  course,  that  particular  problem— the 
growing  incidence  of  alcoholism— to  my 
mind  is  a  far  greater  one  than  the  problem  of 
the  drug  culture  among  our  young  people. 
That  is  where  most  of  the  focus  is  now.  That 
is  where  most  of  the  anxiety  is.  All  of  the 
concern  seems  to  be  entirely  directed  at 
what  is  happening  to  young  people  as  they 
enter  the  so-called  drug  culture,  and  suffer 
from  the  medical  and  psychological  effects 
of  drug  abuse.  But  the  greatest  drug  abuse 
of  all  lies  very  likely  with  alcohol  and  with 
the  pattern  of  use  by  the  adult  population  of 
alcohol  and  also  the  use  by  the  adult  popu- 
ation  of  great  quantities  of  prescription 
medications.  In  respect  to  the  consumption 
of  both  alcoholic  beverages  and  prescription 
medications,  particularly  of  the  tranquilizer 
type,  this  government  has  so  far  remained 
silent.  Whatever  has  been  done  by  way  of 
attack  on  the  problem  of  abuse  of  chemicals, 
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used  as  drugs,  it  has  largely  been  through 
the  agency  of  the  Addiction  Research  Foun- 
dation in  respect  to  young  people  using  what 
are  called  street  drugs  or  hallucinogenic 
drugs. 

I  just  think  that  we  cannot  pass  legisla- 
tion as  provided  in  section  2  of  this  bill 
without  raising  a  lot  of  questions  as  to 
whether  the  power  to  set  prices,  as  given  to 
the  board  in  section  2  of  Bill  72,  should 
not  be  a  power  that  ought  to  be  examined 
very  carefully,  and  given  much  more  study 
than  obviously  it  has  been  given  by  this 
minister  and  this  department,  as  to  whether 
the  price  policies  and  the  power  to  set  uni- 
form prices  across  the  province  should  or 
should  not  be  a  cardinal  instrument  of  pub- 
lic health  policy,  whether  or  not  the  setting 
of  prices  for  alcoholic  beverages  should  not 
be  a  deterrent  to  use. 

It  is  a  very  di£Boult  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because  once  one  raises  a  deterrent  to  the 
use  of  a  socially  acceptable  chemical  or  drug 
or  mood  modifying  drug— however  the  ex- 
perts refer  to  it— such  as  alcohol,  then  obvi- 
ously some  people  are  deterred  more  than 
others.  The  well-to-do  will  continue  to  im- 
bibe and  indulge  themselves  in  the  habit  and 
the  poor  will  continue  to  imbide  and  indulge 
themselves  as  best  they  can,  as  many  of  the 
present  unfortunates  on  skid  row  do,  or  they 
will  be  impelled  to  move  into  other  kinds  of 
dependencies  and  addictions  other  than  al- 
cohol. 

I,  for  one,  am  not  certain  as  to  the  vali- 
dity of  the  use  of  price  as  a  deterrent.  I 
would  be  very  reluctant  to  adopt  a  pohcy  in 
that  regard,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  of  my 
own  fancy  and  reluctance  to  be  so  deterred, 
and  my  knowledge  that  there  are  an  awful 
lot  of  other  people  in  the  province  who  resent 
the  ever  increasing  prices  for  alcoholic  bever- 
ages in  this  province. 

But  the  steady  continued  growth  of  prices 
is  not  a  matter  of  public  health  policy.  It 
has  never  been  a  matter  of  public  health 
policy.  It  is  very  simple  a  way  of  raising 
revenue,  and  always  has  been  treated  as 
such  by  this  government.  I  doubt  if  any 
consideration  has  ever  been  given  to  the  use 
of  price-setting  powers  by  the  Liquor  Control 
Board  in  respect  to  the  needs  of  public 
health  policy.  This  is  certainly  an  issue  which 
has  raised  itself  in  connection  with  the  whole 
problem  of  drug  abuse.  It  has  been  raised 
somewhat  timidly  by  the  officials  of  the 
Alcoholism  and  Drug  Addiction  Research 
Foundation,  The  Minister  of  Health  has  ven- 
tured that,  at  some  point  in  the  future,  he 


may  get  around  to  considering  it  as  a  major 
public  health  issue,  but  yet  we  have  before 
us  this  morning  legislation  which  continues 
to  empower  the  board  to  set  prices  which,  in 
its  opinion  are  justified  for  whatever  the 
reason  that  the  board  may  be  empowered  to 
set  prices.  Certainly  none  of  the  reasons 
given  the  board  for  setting  prices  is  the 
question  of  whether  it  is  in  the  public 
health  interest  to  set  prices  at  the  various 
levels  at  which  they  are  set.  I  would  think 
it  would  be  timely  for  this  Legislature  to 
examine  the  discretion  and  other  factors 
which  the  board  uses  in  endeavouring  to 
set  prices. 

Over  against  the  matter  of  public  health 
policy  is,  of  course,  the  way  in  which  the 
board  often  reaches  prices  which  are  clearly 
discriminatory  against  certain  kinds  of  alco- 
holic beverages,  either  by  virtue  of  their 
alcoholic  content  or  by  virtue  of  their  place 
of  origin.  That  kind  of  discrimination  has 
been  in  practice  in  the  past  and,  undoubtedly, 
will  be  allowed  to  continue  under  tliis  bill 
and,  again,  we  will  have  had  no  explanation 
of  that  particular  part  of  government  policy. 

There  is  serious  price  discrimination  as 
between  classes,  varieties  and  brands  of 
liquor,  depending  on  their  alcoholic  content 
and  their  place  of  origin.  While  I  do  not 
necessarily  hold  with  George  Bain,  who  likes 
to  indulge  himself  in  the  tasting  and  acquisi- 
tion of  chateau  wines  from  France  and  has 
urged  the  Provincial  Secretary  to  get  the 
liquor  board  to  buy  futures,  but  for  George 
Bain  and  others  like  him— I  also  know  that 
he  goes  to  London  for  his  suits,  so  that  his 
tastes  are  somewhat  above  most  of  us  who 
read  Canada's  leading  newspaper— we  should 
make  more  accessible  all  these  various  exotic 
types  of  liquor  to  persons  like  him,  with  his 
taste. 

There  should  certainly  be  on  the  part  of 
the  government  a  much  more  definite  policy 
toward  price  than  simply  to  leave  the  power 
entirely  within  the  hands  of  the  liquor  board, 
to  set  in  a  manner  which  is  not  subject  to 
scrutiny  by  this  Legislature  and  for  which 
there  are  no  guidelines. 

I  close,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  repeating  my  con- 
cern and  placing  as  much  emphasis  as  I  can 
on  this  very  serious  gap  in  government  pohcy 
tliat  leaves  us  without  a  clear  attitude  on  the 
part  of  the  government  toward  the  use  of 
prices  in  regard  to  the  control  over  the 
distribution  and  consumption  of  alcoholic 
beverages.  That  is  an  omission  that  must  be 
repaired  very  soon,  and  adequately,  if  we  are 
seriously   going   to   come   to   grips   with   the 
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overall  problem  of  drug  abuse  in  the  prov- 
ince. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  leader  of  the 
Liberal  Party  has  expressed  the  point  of  view 
of  the  party  quite  well.  He  did  mention  that 
the  minister,  in  the  introduction  of  the  bill, 
is  taking  away  some  of  the  little  irritations 
that  accompany  liquor  control,  but  I  would 
primarily  like  to  speak  on  section  2,  and  that 
is  the  section  that  involves  the  sale  of  Hquor 
at  duty  free  locations. 

I  am  going  to  speak  for  the  international 
airport  in  the  city  of  Windsor,  the  airport 
that,  next  to  Malton  probably  has  the  largest 
number  of  international  flights,  charter  flights, 
leaving  it  than  any  other  airport  in  the 
Dominion  of  Canada.  Flights  go  to  all  parts  of 
the  Caribbean,  to  Mexico  and  to  South 
America  as  well  as  various  parts  of  Europe. 
Charter  flights  do  leave  the  airport.  I  have 
discussed  with  one  of  the  ofiicials  of  the 
Liquor  Control  Board  at  one  time  or  other, 
the  setting  up  of  a  duty  free  shop  for  the 
sale  of  liquor  at  the  Windsor  airport. 

The  minister  made  mention  that  Toronto 
international  now  wfll  have  that  privilege.  I 
hope  that  the  minister,  with  his  experience 
at  the  Toronto  international,  does  not  take 
too  long  before  he  implements  a  similar  con- 
sideration for  the   Windsor   airport. 

While  I  am  on  my  feet  and  discussing  this, 
I  would  like  also  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  hon.  minister  a  situation  that  is  a 
little  different  in  Windsor  and  the  western 
Ontario  part  of  the  province  from  the  other 
portions  of  the  province.  That  is  the  fact 
that  the  State  of  Michigan  stays  on  standard 
time  rather  than  daylight  saving  time  and 
this  puts  the  large  number  of  liquor  outlets 
in  the  Windsor  area— those  which  cater  to 
the  American  trade— at  a  real  disadvantage. 
The  hours  are  such  that  when  it  is  12  o'clock 
in  Windsor,  it  is  only  11  o'clock  in  Detroit. 
Detroit,  being  a  fairly  large  and  attractive 
convention  centre,  certainly  puts  Windsor  in 
an  ideal  position  to  cater  to  a  lot  of  the 
convention  and  tourist  trade.  I  would  like  the 
minister  seriously  to  consider  some  way  of 
accommodating  the  various  establishments  in 
Windsor,  Sarnia  and  Sault  Ste.  Marie  area  so 
that  they  could  take  advantage  of  American 
trade.  Taking  advantage  of  the  American 
trade,  or  the  only  way  that  they  could  take 
advantage  of  that  is  if  there  was  some  accom- 
modation made  on  hours. 


The  minister  will  say  that  it  can  open 
later.  If  they  do  open  later  they  hurt  them- 
selves with  the  local  trade  because  the  local 
businessmen  who  would  go  to  the  licensed 
establishment,  arriving  at  12  o'clock,  will 
find  that  the  establishment  is  not  allowed  to 
sell  beverages  with  meals  until  1  o'clock,  if 
they  use  that  extended  period  of  time.  1 
would  sincerely  ask  the  minister  to  come  to 
some  type  of  accommodation  with  the  Wind- 
sor liquor  outlets,  the  Windsor  taverns  and 
so  forth,  so  that  they  could  take  advantage 
of  this. 

Now,  section  3.  I  am  very  pleased  to  find 
that  the  minister  is  changing  the  Act  so  that 
the  minimum  fine  is  no  longer  $5,000.  It 
was  certainly  not  fair  to  have  fined  the  small 
hotel  operator  back  in  Essex  county  $5,000 
for  a  minor  infraction  of  the  law. 

Mr.  Peacock:  And  entrapped  into  doing 
it,  too. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  right.  Three 
members  of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police 
force  came  into  the  establishment,  drank 
in  the  one  portion  of  the  establishment  and 
sort  of  indirectly  spied,  enticed  manage- 
ment to  break  the  law  so  that  they  would 
have  some  type  of  fine  or  some  penalty  put 
on  the  operator.  It  was  not  playing  ball  in 
the  manner  that  this  department  should  be 
playing  ball.  I  think  the  provincial  police 
were  not  used  in  the  right  manner  in  that 
case. 

Then  again,  this  was  the  first  time  the 
establishment  ever  had  an  offence  like  this 
and  to  turn  around  and  fine  a  small  oper- 
ator $5,000  was  going  just  a  little  too  far. 
Now,  with  the  amendment,  there  is  no 
minimum  that  will  accommodate  such  type 
of  an  infraction,  but  it  certainly  was  not 
nice  and  was  not  right  at  the  time  to  have 
penalized  the  small  operator  to  the  extent 
that  he  was  penalized. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  extent  of  my 
comments.  I  hope  the  minister  will  consider 
the  international  airport  in  Windsor  and, 
likewise,  consider  some  accommodation  re- 
garding daylight  saving  time  and  standard 
time  between  Michigan  and  Ontario. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Osbawa):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  congratulate  the  government  for 
liberalizing  the  liquor  laws  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  I  think  we  were  faced  with 
archaic  laws  in  this  area  for  a  good  num- 
ber of  years.  I  am  not  convinced  that  the 
government    has     done    everything    that    it 
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could,  but  nevertheless  I  feel  it  is  a  progres- 
sive step  in  liberalizing  the  liquor  laws  in 
the    Province    of    Ontario. 

But  as  we  liberalize  the  liquor  laws  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  we  also  create  a 
social  impact  as  a  result.  As  my  colleague 
pointed  out,  the  incidence  of  alcoholism  is 
rising— very  dramatically,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  might  tell  the  minister.  He  cannot  lib- 
eralize the  liquor  laws,  as  he  is  doing  in 
this  bill,  without  deahng  with  the  other 
problem  that  is  created  as  a  result  of  that. 
I  want  to  tell  the  minister  that  as  he 
liberalizes  the  laws  I  suspect  very  strongly 
that  the  availability  of  alcohol  will  mean 
greater  sales  in  that  area.  Obviously  a  greater 
portion  of  the  revenue  from  the  alcoholic 
spirits  that  are  sold  today  through  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  represents  tax,  as  the  minister 
knows.  The  pricing  is  really  relevant  to  the 
whole  tax  structure  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario as  far  as  alcohol  is  concerned. 

But  the  facts  are  that  in  dealing  with  the 
social  impact  of  alcoholism  this  province  is 
spending  about  three  per  cent  of  its  total 
revenue  in  this  area  and  if  the  minister 
does  not  understand  the  kind  of  social  im- 
pact that  is  created,  then  he  ought  to:  fami- 
lies are  being  broken  up  and  employees  are 
losing  their  jobs  as  a  result  of  alcoholism. 
In  the  whole  social  sphere  the  problem  is 
continuing  to  escalate.  It  is  my  view  that 
if  this  government  is  bringing  in  this  type 
of  legislation  then  it  ought  to  bring  in  cor- 
responding legislation  that  will  assist  in  the 
area  of  rehabilitating  the  people  who  are 
addicted  to  alcohol  in  this  province. 

I  want  to  tell  the  minister,  if  he  does  not 
know,  that  in  the  estimates  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Health,  as  an  example,  the  moneys 
appropriated  to  the  Addiction  Research 
Foundation  was  a  total  of  $6.9  million.  And 
the  total  revenue  through  this  minister's 
department,  as  I  understand  it,  is  in  excess 
of  $200  million;  yet  we  spend  this  niggardly 
amount  of  money  from  our  total  revenue  to 
combat  a  social  problem  that  we  have  to 
assume  some  responsibility  for.  I  just  wanted 
to  make  that  point,  Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  just 
not  good  enough  to  amend  and  liberalize  the 
liquor  laws  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  with- 
out providing  corresponding  legislation  to 
combat  the  social  problem  that  he  primarily 
is  responsible  for. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  this  bill  before  the 
minister?   Does   the   minister  wish   to  reply? 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
just  like  to  touch  very  briefly  on  some  of 
the  points  raised  by  the  hon.  members;  first, 
the  two  matters  of  age  and  option  touched 
upon  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  I 
made  reference  to  the  first  matter  that  the 
decision  in  that  regard  actually  had  not  been 
made;  with  reference  to  the  latter  part,  of 
course,  it  does  delineate  to  a  degree  the 
position  taken  between  the  Liberal  Party 
with  respect  to  local  option  and  our  own. 

I  was  very  much  interested  in  the  re- 
marks of  the  hon.  member  for  Windsor  West 
and  re-echoed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Oshawa,  I  want  to  assure  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  problem  of  the  effects  of  the  abuse 
of  alcoholic  spirits  are  of  very  great  concern 
to  the  government. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the 
setting  up  of  the  Addiction  Research  Foun- 
dation was  a  great  step  forward;  they  have 
done  an  outstanding  job  which  is  recognized 
in  a  great  many  quarters. 

I  do,  however,  believe  that  there  is  much 
to  be  done  in  this  area,  and  I  want  to  give 
assurance  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  is 
a  matter  of  concern  to  the  government,  to 
myself  and  of  course  to  the  boards.  And  as 
we  extend  certain  availability  of  alcohol,  we 
are  always  aware  of  that  the  greater  the 
availability,  it  would  appear— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  minister 
would  allow  me  to  interrupt.  May  we  please 
have  quiet  from  the  children  coming  into 
the  west  gallery.  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  are  some 
accepted  relationships  between  the  avail- 
ability of  alcohol,  the  price  of  alcohol  and 
the  consumption  of  alcohol  itself.  These  are 
matters  which  I  think  are  receiving  a  great 
deal  of  study,  and  I  can  assure  the— 

An  hon.  member:  Has  the  hon.  minister 
not  had  a  chance  to  look  at  the  report  filed 
this  morning  and  read  what  the  director  of 
ARF  says? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  assure  the  hon. 
member  that  these  matters  are  of  concern 
to  us.  With  reference  to  the  two  points 
raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville,  the  amendment  to  section  2  of 
The  Liquor  Control  Act  is  broad  enough 
that  it  could  cover  all  types  of  duty-free 
shops  at  airports,  at  border  crossing  points, 
and  it  will  await  our  experience  in  this 
initial  store  to  see  what  direction  we  move 
on  from  there. 
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As  is  presently  the  case  where  there  are 
communities  within  Ontario  which  are  on 
standard  time  vis-a-vis  their  neighbouring 
communities  which  are  on  daylight  saving 
time,  we  do  not  know  what  the  answer  to 
that  is. 

We  did,  however,  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  to  extend  the  hours  for  the  whole  of 
the  province  to  meet  this  particular  problem 
is  not  the  solution  at  the  present  time.  The 
matter  will  still  be  very  much  in  our  minds 
because  we  are  aware  of  the  problems  that 
are  created,  especially  at  border  crossing 
points  and  vis-a-vis  our  visitors. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  hon. 
minister  permit  a  question?  Does  he  agree 
or  not  that  the  setting  of  prices  for  alcoholic 
beverages  ought  to  be  more  a  matter  of 
public  health  interest  than  revenue? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  an  expert  in  the  matter.  I  have  seen 
material  and  points  of  view  put  forth  that 
the  pricing  of  alcoholic  beverages  could  be 
related  to  consumption,  the  same  as  the 
availability  is  related  to  consumption.  I 
think  experience  has  shown  that  if  we  re- 
move the  lower-price  beverage,  people  just 
move  up  into  the  higher  bracket,  perhaps 
with  greater  difficulty,  but  they  do  move 
into  that  area. 

Mr.  Peacock:  That  is  why  the  minister 
keeps  raising  the  prices.  People  still  buy  and 
they  still  pay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  is,  perhaps,  a 
direct  relationship  between  the  pricing  of 
all  beverages.  If  you  raise  the  price  of  one 
out  of  balance  with  the  other  then  there  is 
a  shift  laterally  from  beverage  to  beverage. 
My  conversations  with  the  chairman  of  the 
board  heretofore,  and  in  the  future  will  be 
based  on  the  relationship  between  the  use 
of  the  pricing  mechanism  vis-a-vis  the  ex- 
perience of  the  Alcoholism  and  Drug  Addic- 
tion Foundation  studies. 


Mr.  Peacock:  The  conversations  should 
be  with  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Did  the  other  one  go  to  third 
reading? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  other  one  went  to 
Committee  of  the  Whole.  I  would  be  pleased 
to  have  this  bill  go  there  though,  because 
last  night  it  was  determined  the  other  bill 
would  go  to  the  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  They  should  go  together. 
Committee  of  the  Whole,  then. 

Agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  fifth  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  to  the  motion  that 
this  House  approve  in  general  the  budgetary 
policy  of  the   government. 


ON  THE  BUDGET 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Mr.  Speaker, 
when  I  adjourned  the  debate  a  few  nights 
ago  I  was  discussing  the  factors  involved  in 
the  unemployment  situation  that  we  find 
ourselves  in  today.  I  referred,  of  course,  to 
the  actions  of  the  federal  government  in  its 
anti-inflationary  programme,  which  is  one 
important  factor  in  producing  unemployment. 

I  referred  to  the  fact  that  the  cost  of  gov- 
ernment itsef  was  a  factor  in  creating  unem- 
ployment. The  very  large  withdrawal  from 
the  private  sector  of  moneys  which  are  non- 
productive has  a  great  bearing  on  the  un- 
employment situation. 

I  also  referred  to  the  fact  that  the  rapidly 
growing  labour  force  and  its  implications 
have  had  a  bearing  also  on  the  unemploy- 
ment situation.  I  particularly  referred  at  that 
time  to  the  rather  significant  reduction  in 
the  number  of  men  unemployed.  It  was 
35,000  lower  than  last  year,  December  last 
year;  at  the  same  time  the  number  of  em- 
ployed women  rose  by  9,000.  It  shows  the 
trend  in  today's   economic  society. 

I  also  pointed  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
greatest  unemployiment  was  in  the  younger 
group,  particularly  in  the  14-to-19  age 
group.  This,  of  course,  reflects  the  lack  of 
education  to  a  major  degree.  Also,  the  fact 
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that  our  cost  of  production  has  risen  con- 
siderably in  comparison  with  other  countries 
—the  fact  is  we  have  a  very  large  amount  of 
increased  imports  which  are  driving  many  of 
our  own  products  oflF  the  market. 

I  think  this  is  a  very  important  factor. 
Certainly,  our  failure  to  compete  in  the 
markets  of  the  world  has  been  a  major  con- 
tributing factor. 

I  also  referred  to  the  burden  of  taxation 
imposed  on  Canadian  citizens  in  order  to 
provide  the  costly  social  programmes  which 
we  have  in  the  province  and  in  the  country 
and  which  is  another  contributing  factor. 

I  particularly  referred,  I  think,  to  the 
corporation  tax  in  the  country,  and  I  am 
pleased  to  see  that  the  federal  administra- 
tion is  taking  steps— although  over  a  period 
of  time;  there  is  no  guarantee  that  it  will 
actually  become  a  reality-^which  will  reduce 
the  corporation  tax  to  I  beieve  it  is  46  per 
cent.  This  brings  us  more  in  line  with  the 
United  States  where  the  tax  is  45  per  cent. 

I  think  I  pointed  out  the  very  significant 
increase  in  the  civil  service,  particularly  in 
Ottawa.  Here  is  another  group  in  our  society 
which  is  not  in  the  private  sector  and  which 
does  not  produce  the  jobs  that  private  enter- 
prise in  the  private  field  does,  and  this  has 
been  an  important  factor.  The  greater  that 
civil  service  payroll  becomes,  the  greater 
burden  it  is  going  to  be  on  society  and  it 
is  also  going  to  have  an  effect  on  our  pro- 
ductivity. 

Now  I  also  referred  to  the  fact  that  strikes 
have  had  a  very  important  bearing,  and  I 
emphasize  the  fact  that  it  is  time  that  labour 
and  management  got  together  in  his  con- 
nection in  the  interests  of  the  nation  itself 
and  came  to  some  realization  as  to  what  is 
concerned,  as  far  as  our  competitive  position 
in  world  markets  is  concerned. 

Social  changes  have  had  their  effect,  Mr. 
Speaker.  For  example  the  anti-cigarette 
campaign  has  affected  the  united  counties 
of  Northumberland  and  Durham.  It  was 
announced  a  short  time  ago  that  17  farmers 
in  that  area  did  not  plant  this  year,  and  the 
result  has  been  a  considerable  loss  of  em- 
ployment; not  significant  when  you  take  it 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  province  as 
a  whole,  but  at  the  local  area  it  does  mean 
that  many  jobs  are  lost  to  many  individuals 
who  in  the  past  have  depended  upon  that 
industry  for  seasonal  employment. 

I  might  also  mention— and  this  is  an  im- 
portant but  perhaps  not  a  very  significant 
factor,  but  it  tends  to  show  us  what  is  hap- 


pening in  our  society— social  legislation.  An 
example  of  this  would  be  workmen's  com- 
pensation. We  all  realize  that  this  is  a  real 
necessity;  we  must  have  protection  for  our 
workers.  But  the  fact  remains,  and  this  has 
been  brought  to  my  attention  on  many  oc- 
casions by  men  seeking  employment  through 
my  assistance,  that  because  of  back  injury, 
because  of  some  illness  they  have  had,  they 
are  unable  to  get  work,  because  industry, 
in  a  large  number  of  cases  today,  is  requiring 
a  physical  examination  and  at  all  costs  they 
are  going  to  try  to  avoid  any  potential  com- 
pensation case. 

I  point  this  out  simply  for  the  fact  that  it 
does  have  a  bearing  and  I  would  suggest 
that  perhaps  people  who  are  incapacitated 
to  a  degree  should  have  the  opportunity  for 
employment.  We  have,  to  a  great  degree, 
enabled  the  older  group  now  to  find  more 
job  opportunities.  But  there  is  a  very  large 
group  of  people  who,  because  of  physical 
disabilities,  maybe  minor,  but  disabilities 
that  might  lead  in  the  future  to  more  serious 
physical  problems,  are  denied  the  right  to 
work  because  of  that  condition.  I  would  sug- 
gest that  the  costs,  instead  of  being  applied 
to  individual  industries  as  they  are  now, 
might  be  spread  over  the  whole  industrial 
field.  This  might  encourage  industry  to  hire 
more  of  these  individuals  and  give  them  the 
opportunity  for  useful  work. 

The  question  arises,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  we 
living  beyond  our  means?  It  is  a  strange 
situation,  for  on  the  one  hand  labour  has 
sought  and  obtained  to  a  major  degree— and 
to  a  great  degree  it  has  been  justified— 
wages  considerably  higher  than  in  other 
countries  of  the  world.  They  based  their 
standard  of  living  on  this  income.  Corpora- 
tions have  enjoyed  substantial  profits  and 
they  base  their  expansion  programmes  and 
development  on  those  profits.  And  business 
in  general,  with  certain  exceptions,  includ- 
ing the  small  businessman,  has  all  benefitted 
to  a  degree  from  the  price  increases,  but 
they  have  had  a  very  serious  impact  on  our 
employment  problem. 

In  conclusion,  may  I  simply  state,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  results  of  this  merry-go- 
round,  shall  I  call  it,  has  increased  unem- 
ployment. The  resulting  costs  have  been 
borne  to  a  great  extent  by  the  provincial  and 
the  municipal  governments  and  by  the 
people  in  general.  It  is  a  burden  which  is 
becoming  quite  excessive  and  I  say,  very 
sincerely,  it  is  time  we  all  studied  the  fac- 
tors which  are  involved  in  the  unemploy- 
ment situation   and   not  always   attack   gov- 
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ernments,  regardless  of  what  government  it 
may  be.  We  are  all  responsible  to  the  degree 
for  the  unemployment  situation  today,  so  let 
us  see  if  we  cannot  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  When  I 
rose  3^/^  years  ago  to  give  my  first  budget 
speech  I  noticed  that  I  did  not  have  a 
quorum.  Three  and  one  half  years  have  gone 
by  and  I  still  do  not  have  a  quorum. 

I  would  like  to  call  a  quorum  so  that  I 
can  give  my  budget  speech  to  at  least  a 
minimum  of  the  members  of  this  House. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  In  the 
absence  of  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  (Mr. 
Sargent). 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  the  absence  of  the  mem- 
l)er  for  Grey-Bruce  on  both  occasions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  will  have  a  quorum  count 
and  I  will  be  pleased  to  note  that  at  this 
time,  after  calling  for  a  quorum,  we  will  be 
having  the  member  for  High  Park  remain  with 
us. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  That  is  a 
pretty  good  idea. 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  Let  us  get  in  our 

seats. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  Clerk  now  make  his 
count,  counting  only  those  members  in  their 
own  seats? 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  count  is  21, 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  quorum  being  present,  the 
member  for  High  Park  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Shulmajn:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  On 
this,  the  last  occasion,  I  am  afraid,  in  which 
I  shall  have  the  pleasure  of  addressing  you, 
sir,  I  shall  attempt  to  be  as  non-provocative 
as  is  possible  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Go  ahead, 
we  do  not  mind. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  feel  it  is  sort  of  a  memor- 
able occasion,  because  in  addition  to  being  the 
last  chance  which  I  shall  have  to  address 
you,  I  believe  it  is  probably  the  last  chance 
I  will  have  to  address  any  Legislature  from 
the  opposition  benches. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  We  will  all 
still  be  together. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (York  Mills):  He  said  he 
was  not  going  to  be  provocative. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Shulman:  I  believe  I  have  a  reason- 
able chance  of  re-election,  sir,  and  if  I  do 
manage  to  eke  out  High  Park  riding  again, 
or  whatever  riding  I  should  happen  to  run 
in,  and  do  come  back  here,  I  presume  that  I 
will  be  sitting  in  one  of  the  seats,  perhaps  the 
one  held  by  the  minister  from  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
(Mr.  Wishart),  or  the  one  held  by  the  minister 
from  St.  George  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence).  In 
any  case,  I  shall  attempt- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Or  the  one  held  by  the  member  for  Don 
Mills 

Mr.  Shulman:  When  I  sit  over  there,  I  shall 
attempt  to  remember  the  errors  that  I  have 
observed  over  the  past  four  years  here  and  I 
will  do  my  best  not  to  repeat  them. 

Today,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  speak 
on  a  matter  of  philosophy.  I  have  taken  a 
lesson  from  the  member  for  Lakeshore  (Mr. 
Lawlor)  and  I  have  heard  his  speeches  for 
four  years  and  I  must  confess  I  have  been 
impressed.  He  uses  big  words  and  he  speaks 
in  round  phrases  and  each  day  after  he  speaks, 
I  leave  dazed,  impressed,  overwhelmed— not 
quite  understanding,  but  very  impressed.  To- 
day I  would  like  to  follow  his  lead  and  I 
want  to  discuss  a  principle  of  philosophy— and 
the  principle  I  will  discuss  is  called  the  Peter 
principle. 

Mr.  Randall:  Take  his  speeches  to  a  Chinese 
laundryman  and  get  them  translated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  hon.  member  can  have 
them  translate  this  one  too. 

For  those  of  you  who  are  not  aware  of  the 
Peter  principle,  this  is  a  very  famous  principle 
which  was  pronounced  just  a  year  ago  by  a 
famous  Canadian,  Dr.  Lawrence  J.  Peter,  and 
the  Peter  principle  says  that  in  every  level  of 
business  and  government,  but  especially  gov- 
ernment, every  man  rises  to  his  own  level  of 
incompetence. 

In  other  words,  if  you  do  your  job  compe- 
tently and  well,  you  will  be  promoted.  Then, 
if  you  do  that  job  competently  and  well,  you 
will  be  promoted.  And  you  will  continue  to 
be  promoted  until  you  reach  a  level  at  which 
you  are  incompetent.  And  because  you  are 
incompetent  you  will  not  be  promoted  from 
that  and  you  will  keep  that  job  forever. 

This  Peter  principle  has  been  proven  time 
and  time  again  to  be  absolutely  valid,  it  never 
fails.  But  looking  around  the  Legislature, 
which  I  am  doing  now,  and  which  I  have 
been  doing  for  four  years,  I  see  that  the 
Peter  principle,  which  is  that  everyone  rises 
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to  his  own  level  of  incompetence,  is  carried 
out  here  perfectly. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
And  the  member  looks  in  a  mirror  now  and 
then. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  I  want  to  give  you  two 
examples  of  how  this  works. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Does  the  hon.  member 
get  any  promotions? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  here  a  copy  of  the 
Peter  principle,  as  enunciated  by  Dr.  Peter— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  should  have  got 
promoted  out  of  his  job. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Peter  principle  reads: 

In  time,  every  post  tends  to  be  occupied 
by  an  employee  who  is  incompetent  to 
carry  out  his  duties. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  is  not 
properly  dressed.  He  should  be  wearing  his 
dunce  cap. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  describes  how  it  works  in 
the  Legislature.  I  would  just  like  to  quote 
this  very  briefly  before  we  go  to  specific 
examples  which  I  see  in  front  of  me: 

In  a  political  party,  competence  in  one 
rank  is  a  requisite  for  promotion  to  the 
next.  A  competent  door-to-door  canvasser 
becomes  eligible  for  promotion;  he  may  be 
allowed  to  organize  a  team  of  canvassers. 
The  inefiFective  or  obnoxious  canvasser  con- 
tinues knocking  on  doors,  alienating  voters. 
A  fast  envelope  stuffer  may  expect  to 
become  captain  of  an  envelope-stuffing 
team;  an  incompetent  envelope  stuffer  will 
remain  slowly  and  awkwardly  stuffing  en- 
velopes, putting  two  leaflets  in  some,  none 
in  others,  folding  the  leaflets  wrongly, 
dropping  them  on  the  floor,  and  so  on,  as 
long  as  he  stays  with  the  party. 

A  competent  fund  raiser  may  be  pro- 
moted to  the  committee  which  nominates 
the  candidate.  Although  he  was  a  good 
beggar,  he  may  not  be  a  competent  judge 
of  men  as  lawmakers  and  may  support  an 
incompetent  candidate. 

Even  if  a  majority  of  the  nominating 
committee  consists  of  competent  judges  of 
men,  it  will  select  a  candidate  not  for 
his  potential  wisdom  as  a  legislator,  but  on 
his  presumed  ability  to  win  elections. 

In  bygone  days,  when  great  public  meet- 
ings decided  the  results  of  elections,  and 
iwhen  public  speaking  was  a  higher  art,  a 


spellbinding  orator  might  hope  for  nomina- 
tion by  a  party  and  the  best  orator  among 
the  candidates  might  win  the  seat.  But,  of 
course,  the  ability  to  charm,  to  amuse,  to 
inflame  with  voice  and  gesture  did  not  nec- 
essarily carry  with  it  the  ability  to  think, 
to  debate  and  to  vote  wisely  in  the  nation's 
business. 

With  the  development  of  electronic  cam- 
paigning a  party  may  give  its  nomination 
to  the  man  who  looks  best  on  TV,  but  the 
ability  to  impress— with  the  aid  of  makeup 
and  lighting— an  attractive  image  on  a  fluor- 
escent screen  is  no  guarantee  of  competent 
performance  in  the  legislature. 

Many  a  man,  under  the  old  and  the  new 
systems,  has  made  the  upward  step  from 
candidate  to  legislature,  only  to  achieve  his 
level  of  incompetence. 

The  legislature  itself  is  a  hierarchy.  An 
elected  representative  who  proves  incom- 
petent as  a  rank-and-file  member  will  ob- 
tain no  promotion.  He  will  remain  a  back 
bencher. 

But  a  competent  rank-and-file  legislator 
is  eligible  for  promotion  to  the  cabinet. 
At  this  rank,  the  promotee  will  probably 
prove  to  be  incompetent  and  so  he  will 
remain  in  the  cabinet. 

If,  perchance,  the  promotee  should  prove 
to  be  competent  as  a  cabinet  member  he 
also  will  be  promoted  to  prime  minister 
where,  undoubtedly,  be  will  then  reach 
his  level  of  incompetence. 

That  is  the  theory. 

Mr.  Randall:  Now  the  members  opposite 
know  why  they  have  been  in  the  opposition 
all  these  years.  They  have  reached  the  level 
of  their  incompetence. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Has 
the  member  forgotten  about  Manitoba  and 
Saskatchewan  and  Middlesex  South  and 
Brant?  Get  up  to  date. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Actually  the  hon.  member 
for  York  South  has  been  promoted.  He  came 
in  as  the  leader  of  two;  he  then  became  the 
leader  of  six,  then  the  leader  of  nine  and 
then  the  leader  of  21.  He  has  been  promoted 
constantly. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  furthermore  I  am 
still  in  the  front  benches. 

Mr.  RandaU:  Now  he  is  on  the  way  down. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Out  he  went  with  a  knife  in  his  back. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  To  give  specific  examples: 
Adolph  Hitler  was  a  great  paperhanger. 
Unfortunately,  he  got  promoted.  He  became 
the  leader  of  a  nation  and  he  was  very 
incompetent  at  that  level.  Back  here  in 
Canada  we  had  a  wonderfully  competent 
back-bencher.  His  name  was  Diefenbaker. 
He  was  tremendously  competent.  Unfortun- 
ately, he  was  promoted  till  he  reached  his 
level  of  incompetence,  which  is  Prime  Min- 
ister. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  was  a  cor- 
oner who  got  elected  to  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  was  a  promotion.  There 
are  still  more  promotions  to  come. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  was  the  end. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  hopeful  that  my  level 
of  incompetence  has  not  yet  been  reached, 
but  I  am  also  hopeful  I  will  reach  that  level 
within  the  next  two  or  three  years.  I  look  to 
my  right,  and  here  we  find  the  great  ex- 
amples of  the  Peter  principle.  I  can  see,  for 
example— well  there  are  not  too  many  to  see; 
at  the  moment  there  are  only  three  Liberals 
here— But,  if  I  think  of  the  Liberal  members, 
I  can  think  of  a  great  hotel  worker,  hotel 
owner  and  businessman  who  was  tremendous- 
ly competent  as  a  businessman  and  as  a 
hotel  owner  in  his  little  town.  Because  he  was 
so  competent,  he  was  promoted  to  candidate. 
He  was  competent  as  a  candidate,  so  he  was 
promoted  and  he  became  a  member  of  the 
House,  where  he  has  reached  his  level  of 
incompetence  and  where  he  will  remain 
forever.  He  can  never  go  any  further. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Is  that  the  absentee 
member  who  was  complaining  about  atten- 
dance in  the  House? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  believe  that  is  the  man. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Just  a  week  ago  this  morning. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  would  like  to  point  to  the 
member  for  Downsview  (Mr.  Singer).  I  must 
say  he  was  a  very  competent— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:   Very  fascinating. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —member  of  this  Legislature. 
Then,  unfortunately,  he  became  promoted  to 
deputy  leader  and  as  deputy  leader  he  had 
to  sit  in  the  front  beside  the  member  for 
Brant  (Mr.  Nixon)  and  when  the  member  for 
Brant  was  not  there  he  had  to  ask  questions 
in  his  inimitable  way.  We  discovered,  to  our 
embarrassment  and  to  the  apparent  embar- 
rassment  of   the    Liberal    Party    and   to    the 


embarrassment  of  everyone,  that  he,  at  that 
point,  had  reached  his  level  of  incompetence, 
which  is  encouraging  because  we  know  that 
he  will  never  become  the  Leader  of  the 
Liberal  Party,  which  is  good  for  the  Liberal 
Party.  But  he  exemplifies  the  theory. 

Now  take  the  member  for  Brant,  there  has 
never  been  a  more  competent  member  of  this 
House.  I  say  this  without  hesitation— I  am 
glad  to  give  this  compliment  to  the  member 
for  Brant.  He  was  a  good  deputy  leader 
and  then  he  was  promoted  to  become  the 
Leader  of  the  Liberal  Party  where  he  has 
reached  his  level  of  incompetence. 

Mr.  Randall:  Bob,  stop  reading  the  comics 
will  you. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  this  is  as  high  as  he 
will  go  unfortunately;  by  the  theory,  once 
you  reach  your  level  of  incompetence  you 
stay  there  forever. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  prefer  to  leave  it  to  the 
electors;  I  am  not  going  to  accept  your  judge- 
ment. I  never  was  deputy  leader. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  said  in  the  paper  you 
were. 

Mr.  Nixon:  You  better  do  your  research 
yourself. 

An  hon.  member:  He  was  a  good  farmer. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  he  was  also  a  good 
farmer,  that  is  why  he  was  promoted  to  be 
a  candidate. 

As  I  look  across  to  the  government  benches, 
of  course,  the  member  for— 

Mr.  Peacock:  Are  you  not  going  to  tell  us 
about  Stephen? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  will  come  to  Stephen  soon. 
Yes,  Stephen  was  a  very  good  back-bencher. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Period.  Mr.  What- 
is-his-name? 

Mr.  Shulman:  As  I  look  at  the  members 
across  from  me,  of  course,  the  member  for 
St.  Andrew-St.  Patrick  (Mr.  Grossman)  is  the 
perfect  example  of  the  Peter  principle.  He 
was  a  good  member  of  this  Legislature— he 
was,  1  must  admit  reluctantly.  I  hate  to  admit 
it  because  I  was  tangling  horns  with  him— 
he  was  a  competent  minister  of  reform  in- 
stitutions. I  did  not  like  everything  he  did, 
I  did  not  like  a  lot  of  the  things  he  did  not 
do,  and  we  fought  constantly;  but  he  did  a 
better  job  at  that  than  any  of  his  prede- 
cessors had  ever  done. 
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And  then,  unfortunately,  disaster  struck: 
Because  he  was  competent  at  the  job,  he  was 
promoted  to  be  the  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development,  and  at  that  point  he  finally 
reached  his  level  of  incompetence,  and  this 
has  become  terribly,  painfully  obvious  to  all 
of  us  here  in  this  House. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Including  the  cabinet 
members. 

Mr.  Shuhnan:  Yes.  The  trouble  is  once  you 
have  reached  your  level  of  incompetence  as 
a  member  of  the  team  in  the  House,  this 
tends  to  hurt  all  the  other  members  of  the 
team.  So  in  politics,  unlike  business,  where 
it  can  continue  for  ever,  as  you  reach  your 
level  of  incompetence  ultimately  the  whole 
team  collapses— even  though  many  of  them 
may  still  be  at  their  level  of  competence— 
which  produces  changes  in  government;  be- 
cause of  course  government  changes  do  not 
occur  because  of  anything  the  opposition 
does,  they  occur  because  of  the  Peter  Prin- 
ciple. Government  constantly  promotes  its 
members  until  they  all  reach  their  level  of 
incompetence. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Sounds  like  the 
member  is  uneasy  in  that  team. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  have  not  had  time  yet 
to  find  out  who  would  have  reached  their 
level  of  incompetence  over  here,  and  who 
have  yet  room  to  move. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  would  not  blame 
you.  I  want  you  to  know  that  the  other  mem- 
ibers  of  your  team- 
Mr.  Shulman:  I  look  across  the  House  and 
I  see  the  member  for  Scarborough  North  (Mr. 
Wells).  He  of  course  is  the  perfect  exponent 
of  the  Peter  Principle.  He  was  a  competent 
member  of  the  Legislature,  he  proved  a  very, 
very  good  member  of  the  cabinet  without 
portfolio.  He  did  all  the  things  that  a  mem- 
ber of  the  cabinet  without  portfolio  does:  he 
opened  bridges,  he  went  to  teas.  And  then 
disaster  struck— he  was  promoted  to  Minister 
of  Health,  and  by  mutual  agreement,  I  am 
sure  he  would  agree  with  me,  at  that  point 
he  exemplified  the  Peter  Principle  and  he 
reached  his  level  of  incompetence.  Well 
thank  goodness  there  was  a  change  in  govern- 
ment and  he  was  saved.  He  was  moved  back 
down  again  and  we  are  not  sure  yet  at 
what  point  he  is  in  the  Peter  Principle. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family   Servdces):   Very   competent. 

Mr.  Peacock:  It  has  not  restored  you  to 
competence. 


Mr.  Shulman:  But  the  person  that  I  really 
wanted  to  talk  about  today,  the  person  that 
I  have  come  in  here  to  talk  about,  is  the 
Attorney  General  of  this  province.  The  mem- 
ber for  St.  George,  because  he- 
Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  I  knew  he 
would  get  to  you. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —and  it  is  not  apparent  as 
yet  to  many  people  but  I  hope  it  will  be  soon 
—he  is  the  perfect  example  of  the  Peter 
principle. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Another  one  yet. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Here  was  a  man— and  we 
worked  closely  together  many  years  ago.  We 
were  in  the  same  Conservative  organization 
as  I  recall  it,  and  I  believe  we  had  some 
commerce  at  that  time. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Some  people  are  bright 
enough  to  move  up  and  out. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  was  a  Young  Consers'a- 
tive  and  he  was  very  Conser\'ative  and  he 
was  a  very  impressive  up-and-comer.  We 
fought  in  the  same  campaign  trying  to  elect 
Kelso  Roberts  as  the  Prime  Minister  of  this 
province,  the  leader  of  the  Conservative 
Party.  What  we  did  not  realize  at  that  time 
was  that  he  had  already,  as  Attorney  General, 
reached  his  level  of  incompetence.  And  so, 
of  course,  once  you  reach  your  level  of  in- 
competence it  is  impossible  to  be  promoted 
any  further  up.  We  were  not  aware  of  that. 
The  Peter  principle  has  not  been  expounded. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Past  tense. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  in  any  case,  the  mem- 
ber for  St.  George— he  was  not  the  member 
for  St.  George  then— was  a  very  impressive 
young  man,  and  because  of  that  he  was  pro- 
moted and  became  the  member  for  St. 
George. 

An  hon.  member:  A  good  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  was  probably  the  most 
impressive  and  intelligent  member  of  the 
Legislature.  Because  of  that,  despite  his 
maverick  personality  and  his  independent 
strain  of  mind,  which  he  has,  despite  these 
qualities— and  these  are  qualities  that  usually 
keep  a  man  out  of  the  cabinet,  but  despite 
these  qualities  the  member  for  St.  George 
ultimately— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  How  does  the  mem- 
ber know? 

Mr.  Shulman:  —and  finally  became  pro- 
moted  and   became   the    Minister   of  Mines 
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and  the  Minister  of  Northern  Affairs,  at  both 
of  which  jobs  he  appeared  to  be  very  com- 
petent. I  am  going  to  have  some  comments 
about  that  a  httle  later.  We  have  some  evi- 
dence before  us  today  that  perhaps  he  was 
not  as  competent  as  we  all  believed.  In  any 
case,  he  was  relatively  competent  and  as  a 
result  of  that  he  was  promoted.  He  tried 
to  get  a  little  above  his  level  of  competence, 
but  in  any  case  at  the  present  time  he  was 
promoted  and  has  become  the  Attorney 
General  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Good  point.  The  member 
will  be  leader  in  the  next  election. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  at  this  point,  although 
no  one  else  may  be  aware  of  it,  the  minister 
has  reached  his  level  of  incompetence  and 
■there  is  no  way  that  he  is  going  to  go  any 
further.  I  would  like  to  detail,  at  some 
length- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Why? 

Mr.  Shulman:  —the  evidence  of  his  in- 
competence, because  I  truly  believe  that  if 
there  is  any  man  in  this  House  who  has 
been  put  in  a  position  above  his  capabilities 
he  is  the  member  for  St.  George. 

When  the  member  for  St.  George  came 
in,  I  was  very  pleased  that  he  was  Attorney 
General.  His  was  one  of  the  two  promotions 
that  excited  and  pleased  us.  He  and  the  new 
Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence) 
came  in  like  a  new  wave.  The  men  who  had 
held  both  of  their  jobs  before  had  obviously 
reached  their  level  of  incompetence— the  At- 
torneys General  going  back  for  a  number 
of  years— the  Ministers  of  Health  going  back 
even  further.  We  have  not  had  a  competent 
Minister  of  Health  since  prior  to  the  days 
of  Mackinnon  Phillips.  As  far  as  Attorneys 
General  go,  I  look  back  on  the  late  lamented 
previous    Attorneys    General. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria-Haliburton): 
Do  they  ever  ask  the  member  to  come  back 
and  speak  a  second  time  any  place? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Would  the  member  speak 
louder?  I   cannot  hear  the   interjection. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  I  asked  if  they  ever 
ask  the  member  to  come  back  and  speak  a 
second  time  any  place? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  I  believe  the  Con- 
servative organization  in  Oakville  has  asked 
me  several  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  W^lls:  If  the  member  got  $1,000. 


Mr.  Shulman:  We  will  come  to  that  very 
shortly. 

An  hon.  member:  Have  you  ever  asked 
him  to  come  back  after  he  has  spoken? 

Another  hon.  member.  That  was  the  worst 
speech  he  ever  made. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  they  are  happy  to  pay 
me  $1,000  to  speak.  How  much  is  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  North  paid  to  speak? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:   I  speak  for  nothing. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  know,  and  that  is  what  it 
is  worth. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  walked  into 
that  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  get  invited  back. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  guess  the  minister  does  not  eat 
much. 

Mr.  Shulman:  When  the  member  for  St. 
George  became  the  Attorney  General,  we 
were  very  pleased.  We  were  excited.  We 
thought,  "Here  is  a  man  who  is  really  inter- 
ested. He  will  see  that  justice  is  brought  in." 
It  is  a  big  job.  Nobody  denies  it  is  a  big  job. 
I  used  to  be  very  friendly  with  the  man  who 
was  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Price)  of  this 
province  back  in  1931.  I  can  very  well  re- 
member him  saying  to  me:  "Morton,  I  know 
that  you  are  going  to  go  into  politics.  Let  me 
give  one  one  piece  of  advice.  Do  not  become 
Attorney  General.  That  is  the  graveyard  of 
all  political  hopes." 

Mr.  Peacock:  How  old  was  the  member 
then? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  26. 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  thought  perhaps  you  were 
at  his  knee. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  he  said:  "Never  has  a 
man  gone  into  politics  and  became  an  Attor- 
ney General  and  ever  proceeded  further.  It  is 
the  end.  It  is  too  big  a  job  for  any  man  who 
has  ever  come  into  politics." 

We  thought  perhaps  when  the  member  for 
St.  George  got  the  job  there  would  be  an 
exception.  Sad  to  say  there  has  been  no 
exception.  When  he  first  came  in,  he  said  he 
was  willing  to  listen.  I  remember  we  brought 
up  this  new  bill  that  was  drawn  up  by 
•Gonservatives,  Liberals  and  NDPers,  the 
compensation  for  the  innocent  bill- 
Mr.  Randall:  Is  the  hon.  member  going  to 
be  the  next  Attorney  General? 
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Mr.  Shulman:  His  first  reaction  was,  **Yes, 
I  will  look  at  it.  Yes  I  will  listen,"  You  know, 
I  thought,  God,  here  is  a  man  with  an  open 
mind.  We  are  going  to  have  good  things 
happen  in  the  Attorney  General's  department. 
And  he  kept  his  open  mind  for  about  three 
weeks.  Then  we  watched  him  gradually  go 
downhill  since  then,  and  I  think  he  reached 
the  apogee  of  his  fall  on  May  7  of  this  year. 
At  that  time  I  asked  the  minister  several 
questions  in  the  House,  and  his  answers  were 
quite  interesting.  I  just  wish  to  read  them 
into  the  record  before  I  go  on  to  new  mat- 
ters involving  the  Attorney  General;  this  is 
on  May  7,  page  1335: 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Attorney  General:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  Mr. 
Reford  Francotie  was  found  not  guilty  at  his  trial 
yesterday,  is  there  any  way  that  the  Attorney  General 
or  the  government  can  extend  some  compensation  to 
this  man  for  the  10  days  which  he  served  in  jail? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Latorence:  No,  not  that  I  am  aware 
of,   Mr.    Speaker. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Would  the  Attorney  General  agree 
that  there  should  perhaps  be  a  change  in  policy  so 
that  this  type  of  case  will  be  compensated  in  future? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  am  not  willing  to 
agree  to  a  blanket  general  endorsement  such  as  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  sorry  the  Attorney  General 
does  not  feel  that  people  who  are  punished  unfairly 
should    be   compensated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  a  new  question  of  the  At- 
torney General,  Mr.  Speaker.  What  steps  is  the 
department  or  the  government  taking  about  those 
persons  who  have  lost  large  sums  of  money  as  a 
result  of  embezzlement  by  lawyers?  I  am  referring 
specifically  to  the  Sidney  Caplan  case  where 
$556,000  was  embezzled,  and  in  which  the  Law 
Society  is  unable  to  make  compensation  because 
its  regulations  allow  compensation  only  to  a  maxi- 
mum  of   $50,000  per   lawyer. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  will  have  to  take  that  as 
notice,  but  may  I  do  so  on  my  understanding  at  the 
moment  that  we  are  doing  nothing  about  that  and, 
if  there  is  any  change,  I  will  certainly  take  it  as 
notice    and    report   back    to   the   House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  As  a  supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  Attorney  General  agree 
with  me  that  in  future  the  government  should 
change  its  policy  so  that  this  type  of  case  will  be 
compensated    in    future? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  would  not  agree 
to  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  a  further  question  of  the 
Attorney  General,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  view  of  the 
many  requests  from  the  police  of  Toronto  that  the 
detoxification  centre  which  was  shut  by  the  Con- 
servative government  be  opened  up  again,  what 
steps  is  the  Attorney  General's  department  taking 
to  make  sure  that  this  is  done? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  the  hon.  member  had 
been  here  earlier  this  week,  he  would  have  heard 
that  I  indicated  this  matter  is  under  very  active 
consideration. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  delighted,  Mr.  Speaker.  What 
is    being    done? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  indicated  that  it  is 
being  very  actively  considered  and  policy  will  be 
announced   here   in  due   course   at   the   proper  time. 


Mr.  Shulnum:  I  have  a  further  question  of  the 
Attorney  General— my  final  question,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Has  the  Attorney  General  decided  to  order  a  new 
inquest  in  the  North  Bay  case  in  which  the  coroner 
permitted  his  brother  to  act  for  one  of  the  interested 
parties? 

Hon.   A.  F.   Lawrence:   No. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  that  the  policy  of  the  Attorney 
General? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  the  policy  in  this 
case,  yes. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  exchange,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. 

Mr.  Randall:  Point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
The  hon.  member  would  not  speak  because 
we  did  not  have  a  quorum.  I  notice  only 
three  members  of  the  ND  Party.  Do  you  not 
think  we  should  summon  a  quorum? 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  still  have  a  quorum,  do 
we  not? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  we  have  a  quorum. 

Mr.  Randall:  I  do  not  believe  we  have. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  The  NDP  has  only  two 
members. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Two  of  the  member's  support- 
ers to  listen. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  put  this 
on  the  record.  My  colleagues,  who  I  believe 
take  some  pleasure  in  hearing  my  speeches, 
have  had  the  pleasure  of  hearing  this  in  ad- 
vance. It  is  only  for  the  member  for  Don 
Mills  and  his  colleagues,  who  have  not  had 
the  opportunity  of  hearing  this  wisdom,  that 
I  am  going  to  the  trouble  of  repeating  it. 

Mr.  Randall:  I  think  it  is  so  good  that  the 
member's  own  people  should  listen  to  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  blame  them 
for  reading  the  hon.  member's  speeches  in 
advance. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  somewhat  disillusioned, 
Mr.  Speaker,  by  the  answers  given  by  the 
Attorney  General,  but  I  had  not  completely 
given  up  hope  at  that  point.  However,  there 
have  been  several  further  incidents  which 
complete  the  picture  which  I  have  now  form- 
ed of  the  views  of  the  Attorney  General  as  to 
justice  and  the  administration  of  same  in  this 
province. 

On  May  10  of  this  year,  I  received  certain 
documents  from  the  Windsor  police  depart- 
ment which  I  took  to  the  Attorney  General. 
These  documents— and  I  have  the  originals 
here-^re  labelled  "Prosecutor's  Report,"  and 
what  they  are  in  effect  are  two  i)TOsecutor's 
reports,  one  filled  out  on  May  3,  1971;  the 
other  filled  out  on  May  6,  1971,  which  in- 
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volves  shoplifting  in  the  Woolco  department 
store  in  Windsor. 

On  May  3,  1971,  a  16-year-old  boy  was 
arrested  in  the  Woolco  store  in  Windsor 
for  shoplifting  a  $4  belt.  The  police  were 
called;  a  constable  arrived.  I  do  not  know 
if  his  name  is  of  any  interest,  I  can  find 
it  on  the  report  here  somewhere.  In  any 
case,  a  constable  arrived  from  the  Windsor 
police  department.  The  lad  was  charged 
with  stealing  a  $4  belt  by  the  store,  and 
tliat  is  the  policy  in  Windsor.  The  store  lays 
the  charges  and  the  police  carry  out  the 
arrest  and  prosecute  it,  and  it  is  noted  on 
the  back  of  this  prosecutor's  report:  "Police 
called  and  responded.  Boy  charged.  Sum- 
mons  returned   May   18,    1971." 

By  some  chance,  exactly  three  days  later, 
a  young  girl— I  am  not  going  to  use  her 
name— a  16-year-old  girl  was  arrested  in  the 
same  store,  having  shoplifted  to  the  extent 
of  $15.25.  The  same  police  officer,  by  chance, 
responded  from  the  police  department,  but 
no  charge  was  laid,  and  there  is  written 
across  the  bottom  of  the  report  the  name 
of  a  certain  official  and  then:  "So-and-so's 
daughter.  Charges  not  pressed  or  laid. 
Initialled  J.W.P." 

Tlie  reason  those  charges  were  not  laid 
in  this  case— and  it  is  exactly  the  same  case, 
the  same  store,  the  same  police  officer— is 
that  the  security  officer  in  charge  of  the 
store  was  called  in  after  the  girl  had  been 
apprehended  and  said,  "I  have  just  re- 
ceived a  phone  call  from  city  hall.  It  would 
be  best  for  us  if  we  do  not  proceed  with 
these  charges." 

I  took  this  evidence  over  to  the  Attorney 
General  and  he  said,  "That  upsets  me  just 
as  much  as  it  upsets  you.  I  do  not  approve 
of  this  sort  of  thing.  I  am  certainly  going 
to  look  into  this."  Two  weeks  went  by 
and  I  did  not  hear  anything  more  from  the 
Attorney  General,  but  I  did  get  a  phone 
call  from  a  reporter  in  Windsor  who  said, 
"The  Crown  attorney  down  here  has  issued 
a  statement  on  the  basis  of  the  complaint 
tiiat  you  made  to  the  Attorney  General." 

Let  me  say  I  made  that  complaint  only 
to  the  Attorney  General  and  told  no  one 
else  about  it.  His  department  leaks  hke  a 
sieve. 

Finally,  I  went  back  to  the  Attorney 
General  and  said,  "How  come  the  press 
know  all  about  the  investigation  and  you 
do  not?"  He  said,  "I  have  not  received  a 
report  yet  but  I  will  inquire."  He  came  back 
to  me  and  said,   "There  is  really  nothing  I 


can  do  because  in  these  cases  charges  are 
not  laid  by  the  police  department.  The 
charges  are  laid  by  the  stores  and  they  de- 
cided in  this  case  not  to  lay  the  charges, 
so   there  is   really   nothing  wrong." 

I  said,  "Should  you  not  be  asking  the  ques- 
tion who  phoned  from  city  hall  saying  that 
charges  should  not  be  laid?"  He  said,  "Yes, 
I  will  ask  that  question.  I  wish  I  had  thought 
of  that." 

A  few  days  went  by,  and  I  went  over  and 
asked  him  again  and  he  said,  "Yes,  I  did 
find  out  and  there  was  no  undue  pressure 
put  on  by  anyone  except  the  father  of  the 
girl."  It  is  true,  he  did  phone  the  store  and 
he  certainly  phoned  everybody  else  in  the 
administration  of  justice  in  the  Windsor  area. 
The  Attorney  General  said,  "Look,  what  can 
I  do?  It  is  not  as  though  it  was  the  chief 
of  police  who  phoned  down  and  said  not 
to  prosecute.   It  was   just  her  father." 

He  said,  "I  do  not  really  see  that  there 
is  any  action  that  I  can  take."  And  no  action 
vi'as  taken.  It  did  not  enter  his  mind  at  any 
time  that  perhaps  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice in  Windsor  should  be  the  same  for  a 
boy,  without  connections,  who  steals  $4,  as 
it  is  for  a  girl,  with  connections,  w*ho  steals 
$16.  It  is  the  same  situation. 

It  never  entered  his  mind  that  perhaps 
the  police  should  lay  charges  in  this  case 
and  no  charges  were  laid  and  he  did  not  do 
anything.  He  said  "I  really  do  not  see  that 
I  can  do  anything."  So  we  go  on  in  the 
same  way.  If  you  have  connections,  if  you 
are  wealthy  in  this  province,  it  does  not 
matter  who  the  Conservative  Attorney  Gen- 
eral is.  If  you  know  how  to  make  the  right 
phone  calls  you  do  not  get  charged. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  you  do  not  have 
cormections,  if  you  are  not  wealthy,  then  the 
administration  of  justice  will  follow  its 
proper  course.  It  is  not  just  in  the  field 
of  the  administration  of  justice  and  the 
IDolice  that  the  Attorney  General  has  failed  us. 

The  case  that  I  think  upsets  me  most  that 
has  come  up  since  I  liave  been  the  Attorney 
General's  critic  is  that  of  a  woman  by  the 
name  of  Elizabeth  Pesch.  She  died  on  April 
26,  1971.  There  has  been  a  great  upset 
in  the  Oakville  area  about  this  case  be- 
cause, for  reasons  which  we  have  been  un- 
able to  determine,  the  Attorney  General 
and  the  coroner's  office  have  refused  to  hold 
an  inquest. 

I  have  here  an  editorial  dated  Wednesday, 
May  12,  1971,  in  the  Daily  Journal-Record, 
which  is  headed  "Inquest  is  Needed."  It  is 
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a  very  lengthy  editorial  and  I  do  not  want 
to  read  the  whole  thing,  but  I  am  going  to 
read  a  brief  part  of  it  because  they  start 
at  the  bottom  half  of  the  inquest  and  they 
say: 

Here   are   some   items   which  we    think 

could  be  explored  during  an  inquest  into 

this  particular  death: 

Was  Mrs.  Pesch  released  from  the  Oak- 
ville-Trafalgar  Memorial  Hospital  in  a 
condition  which  left  her  with  little  ability 
to  control  her  actions,  specifically,  little 
ability  to  control  a  cigarette  which  appar- 
ently started  the  fire  in  which  she  died? 

Mrs.  Pesch  had  been  taken  to  Oakville- 
Trafalgar  Memorial  Hospital  for  emergency 
treatment  of  head  lacerations  earlier  that 
morning.  She  was  released.  Soon  after  she 
returned  to  the  Ontario  Street  apartment, 
the  fire  started. 

What  minimtun  examination  should  be 
required,  what  precautions  can  be  taken  at 
the  emergency  section  of  the  hospital  to 
ensure  a  patient  is  capable  of  taking  care 
of  herself  upon  being  released?  If  the  fire, 
and  Mrs.  Pesch's  death,  was  due  to  her 
inability  to  function  properly,  this  could  be 
a  factor. 

Was  there  anything  deficient  in  the  con- 
struction and/or  materials  either  of  the 
apartment  building  or  the  furnishings  with- 
in the  apartment  which  may  have  led  to  a 
fire  which  some  of  the  observers  called 
extremely  intense,  considering  the  short 
span  of  time  the  fire  was  estimated  to  be 
burning?  Damage  to  the  hallway  and  other 
rooms  did  occur,  despite  apparently  quick 
work  by  the  fire  department. 

The  idea  here  is  somewhat  comparable 
to  examining  the  construction  of  the  brand 
of  automobile,  the  quality  of  construction 
and  design  of  the  road,  etc.,  after  a  fatal 
road  accident. 

Would  the  requirement  for  number  and 
placement  of  fire  extinguishers  be  found 
lacking  if  the  case  was  studied  to  see  what 
the  time  lapse  was  between  alarm  and  ar- 
rival of  a  tenant  with  a  fire  extinguisher? 
Could  it  have  been  a  shorter  time  lapse? 
The  fire  was  burning  with  such  intensity  by 
the  time  the  tenant  arrived  that  he  felt  it 
would  do  no  good  to  use  it. 

These  are  all  items  which  could  very 
well  be  explained  quietly  and  reasonably. 
We  hope  we  do  not  appear  to  be  blowing 
horns  needlessly.  We  feel  an  inquest  into 


this  fire  could  turn  up  something  of  value, 
perhaps  a  reconmiendation  which  could 
help  prevent  a  similar  death  in  the  future. 

We  urge  you  to  order  an  inquest. 

If  ever  there  was  a  case  that  called  for  an 
inquest  it  is  the  Pesch  death.  If  we  determin- 
ed one  thing  in  these  years  of  aggravation  in 
fighting  through  the  coroner's  office,  it  was 
that  the  purpose  of  inquests  is  to  satisfy  the 
public  as  to  what  happened,  first  of  all,  but 
more  important  to  bring  out  recommendations 
to  prevent  similar  deaths  in  the  future. 

I  wrote  to  the  Attorney  General.  I  was  a 
little  disillusioned  the  way  he  had  handled 
the  Arnold  case,  in  which  the  coroner  allowed 
his  brother,  a  lawyer,  to  act  for  the  firm  that 
was  involved,  but  I  had  not  given  up  hope 
completely.  On  June  7—1  am  sorry,  I  wrote 
him  earlier— on  May  14  I  rose  in  the  House 
and  asked  him  whether  an  inquest  would  be 
held.  On  June  3  he  replied  no  to  me,  and  the 
final  paragraph  of  his  letter  which  apparently 
pretty  well  sums  it  up  states: 

The  officials  have  satisfied  themselves 
that  the  in-hospital  care  was  correct;  that 
it  is  also  clear  as  to  the  cause  of  Mrs. 
Pesch's  death,  and  that  for  this  reason  there 
is  no  useful  purpose  to  be  served  by  the 
holding  of  an  inquest  in  this  case. 

Yours  very  truly, 

A.  F.  Lawrence, 
Minister  of  Justice  and 
Attorney  General. 

Those  words  strike  me.  The  officials  have 
satisfied  themselves.  We  are  right  back  to 
Smirle  Lawson  days  when  the  officials  satis- 
fied themselves  and  the  public  be  damned. 
The  minister  uses  different  words.  He  says 
they  have  no  right  to  know. 

I  still  thought  perhaps  one  of  his  staff  had 
written  this  letter  and  he  had  just  signed  it 
without  knowing  what  he  had  signed,  so  I 
wrote  him  back  on  June  7. 

Dear  Mr.  Minister: 

To  say  I  am  bitterly  disappointed  by  your 
letter  of  June  3  is  an  understatement.  May 
I  refer  you  once  again  to  the  Oakville  Daily 
Journal-Record  editorial  May  12  which 
raised  some  half  dozen  points  of  anxiety 
to  the  people  of  Oakville  and  of  which 
your  letter  answered  only  one. 

Surely  it  is  not  enough  to  say  officials 
have  satisfied  themselves.  It  has  been  my 
experience  that  all  too  often  officials  are 
not  always  correct. 
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I  request  that  you  reconsider  your 

lion. 

Yours   sincerely, 
Morton  Shulman 


de- 


cision 


And  he  replied  to  me  again.  His  letter  is 
dated  June  17  and  I  quote  it: 

Re:    Mrs.    Elizabeth    Pesch 

Dear  Morty: 

I  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  letter  of 
June  7  in  which  you  refer  to  my  letter  to 
you  of  June  3  related  to  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Elizabeth  Pesch. 

This  letter  was  reviewed  as  a  result  of 
your  request  and  there  would  appear  to 
be  no  reason  for  considering  this  matter 
further  unless  there  is  additional  evidence 
which  has  not  been  considered  by  the 
police   and  the  investigating  coroner. 

There  has  been  no  suggestion  that  there 
are  in  existence  facts  which  have  often 
been  considered  by  the  authorities  and  I 
am  therefore  considering  this  matter 
closed. 

Yours  very  tridy, 

Allan  F.  Lawrence, 
Minister  of  Justice   and 
Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Peacock:  He  has  not  been  addressed 
like  that  before  by  any  member  of  that 
government. 

Hon,  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We   do  it  all  the 

time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Attorney  General  did 
not  take  very  long  to  learn  from  his  prede- 
cessor how  to  close  one's  mind. 

He  is  satisfied.  The  officials  are  satisfied. 
The  only  people  who  are  not  satisfied  are  the 
thousands  of  people  who  live  in  Oakville 
who  have  heard  the  case,  who  have  read  the 
case,  and  the  press  in  Oakville  who  know 
there  are  some  questions  that  have  not  been 
answered,  or  if  they  have  been  answered, 
nobody  has  told  them  what  the  answers  are. 

What  happened  here?  Could  we  do  things 
to  prevent  a  similar  death?  The  minister 
apparently  does  not  care.  He  is  not  willing 
to  look  into  it.  God  knows  why. 

I  will  tell  you  why.  It  is  not  that  he  has 
looked  into  it.  It  is  because  somewhere  lower 
down  in  his  department  some  damn  fool  has 
made  the  wrong  decision  and  he  has  fallen 
into  the  Tory  trap.  When  someone  in  a 
department  makes  a  decision  you  back  him 
up  all  the  way,  right  or  wrong.  That  is  the 
trap  his  predecessor  fell  into.  It  is  the  trap 


that  so  many  of  the  ministers  fall  into.  There 
is  only  one  minister  who  has  not  fallen  into 
that  trap  and  that  is  why  he  has  not  had 
trouble  yet,  and  that  is  the  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence). 

He  is  the  only  one  of  the  bunch  of  you 
with  an  open  mind— and  perhaps  the  Minister 
of  Labour  there  (Mr.  Carton);  there  has  not 
been  time  to  find  out  about  him.  He  is  the 
only  one.  All  right. 

That,  unfortunately,  is  not  the  sum  and 
substance  of  it.  There  are  many  more.  In 
Oakville  particularly  there  have  been  com- 
plaints in  the  press  about  the  way  the  courts 
are  run. 

I  have  here  an  article  dated  just  June  12 
complaining  bitterly  of  the  way  the  proce- 
dures of  the  small  claims  court  are  done.  It 
is  headed:  "A  Judge  Under  Attack."  And  yet 
they  have  already  given  up  in  Oakville  be- 
cause their  complaints  are  not  being  listened 
to.  The  lawyers  are  complaining.  The  papers 
are  complaining.  The  people  who  go  into 
tliat  court  are  complaining,  but  nothing  is 
being  done. 

I  have  another  complaint  about  the  gun 
licences  that  are  issued  in  this  province.  I 
asked  the  minister  about  that  in  the  House 
weeks  ago;  nothing  has  been  done.  We  still 
have— hiow  many  thousand,  let  me  see— 
10,227  permits  issued  in  the  year  1969; 
10,227  permits  to  carry  concealed  weapons 
issued  by  the  registrar  of  the  Ontario  Provin- 
cial Police  in  1969,  and  he  does  not  issue 
them  all. 

Why  in  the  world  do  that  number  of 
people  have  to  carry  concealed  guns  in  this 
province?  Surely  there  are  not  that  many  who 
are  having  their  lives  threatened? 

We  have  the  problem  of  organized  crime 
which  his  predecessor  refused  to  face.  The 
police  commission  has  recommended  and 
recommended  and  recommended  that  a  royal 
commission  be  held  into  this  problem.  The 
minister— I  asked  him— has  refused  again.  The 
police  commission  is  ready.  They  have  the 
material  all  prepared.  He  will  not  do  it. 

The  minister  has  been  a  failure  as  the 
Attorney  General,  but  there  came  into  my 
hands— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  is  a  failure  all  right.  He 
has  proven  the  Peter  principle.  He  has  risen 
to  his  level  of  incompetence. 

A  failure  he  has  been,  but  never  before 
have  I  had  occasion  to  believe  that  he  was 
dishonest.  But  today,  material  has  come  into 
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my  hands  which  really  causes  me  great  dis- 
may. 

I  have  here  a  letter,  signed  by  the  Attorney 
General,  dated  September  17,  1970.  It  was 
handed  to  me  by  the  member  for  Sudbury 
East  (Mr.  Martel).  It  is  addressed  to  the 
United  Steelworkers  of  America,  of  Sudbury, 
Ontario.  And  it  is  in  reply  to  correspondence 
that  was  sent  to  him  and  I  want  to  read  the 
last  paragraph  in  this  letter,  because  this  is 
a  very  interesting  paragraph. 

In  respect  of  the  latest  reference  in 
your  letter  concerning  my  commitments 
with  the  company,  the  accusation  is  so 
ridiculous,  no  comment  is   necessary. 

And  now,  I  want  to  read  you  his  letter,  line 
by  line,  and  I  want  to  compare  it  with  a  con- 
fidential memorandum  which  I  have  in  front 
of  me,  prepared  by  the  International  Nickel 
Company  of  Canada,  and  I  will  read  it,  line 
by  line.  Starting  on  page  1  of  the  letter, 
signed  by  the  Attorney  General.  The  first 
sentence  is: 

Due  to  the  nature  of  roasting  and  smelt- 
ing operations  and  despite  thorough  and 
continuing  maintenance  procedures,  condi- 
tions involving  high  SO2  readings  do  occur 
from  time  to  time  in  areas  of  the  roaster 
building. 

The  first  line  in  a  confidential  memorandum 
prepared  by  the  International  Nickel  Com- 
pany reads: 

Due  to  the  nature  of  roasting  and  smelt- 
ing operations,  and  despite  thorough  and 
continuing  maintenance  procedures,  condi- 
tions involving  high  SO2  readings  do  occur 
from  time  to  time  in  the  areas  of  our 
roaster  building. 

The  next  line  reads  as  follows— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  A  great 
independent  example.  Talk  about  being  in 
the  arms  of  Incol 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:   I  have  even  used 

Mr.  Falkowski's— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure  you  have.  Talk  about  mine 
safety. 

Mr.  Shuln^n:  The  next  sentence  of  his 
letter  reads  as  follows— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Was  it  wrong? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  knows?  Who  will  ever 
know? 


Mr.  Shulman:  How  would  the  minister 
know  when  he  is  using  their  handouts  as  his 
material? 

Hon.    A.    F.    Lawrence:    I    was    using    all 
three- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Next  sentence: 

As  the  process  is  continuous  and  is  not 
amenable  to  frequent  starting  and  stop- 
ping without  the  danger  of  damage  to 
installations,  it  is  necessary  to  keep  equip- 
ment operating,  despite  these  conditions. 

Second  sentence  in  the  confidential  memor- 
andum reads  as  follows: 

As  the  process  is  continuous  and  is  not 
amenable  to  frequent  starting  and  stopping 
without  danger  of  damage  to  installations, 
it  is  necessary  to  keep  equipment  operating 
despite  the  conditions. 

Third  sentence  in  the  hon.  Attorney  General's 
letter: 

The  occurrence  of  these  conditions  is  not 
continuous,  however,  despite  claims  to  the 
contrary  and  this  is  indicated  in  readings 
obtained  today  by  our  SO2  monitor. 

Third   sentence    in    the    International   Nickel 

report: 

The  occurrence  of  these  conditions  is  not 
continuous,  however,  despite  claims  to  the 
contrary,  and  we  feel  that  this  will  be 
evident  when  the  readings  obtained  by  the 
department  monitor  become  available. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Charlie  McCarthy! 

Mr.  Shulman:  Fourth  sentence— and  we  are 
now  into  the  second  paragraph  of  the  Attor- 
ney General's  letter. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Just  an  echo. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  fourth  sentence: 

This  company's  policy,  as  previously 
stated,  is  that  none  of  its  employees  is 
required  or  permitted  to  work  in  an  atmos- 
phere which  might  be  dangerous  to  his 
health,  without  adequate  protection. 

The  confidential  memorandum  reads: 

Company  policy  is  that  none  of  its  em- 
ployees is  required  or  permitted  to  work 
in  an  atmosphere  which  might  be  danger- 
ous to  his  health  without  adequate  protec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Changed  one  word  this  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Second  sentence  in  this  para- 
graph of  the  Attorney  General's— 
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Mr.  Peacock:  Did  the  minister  not  say,  "I 
was  advised"? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  really  took  that 
job  seriously. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  second  sentence: 

In  keeping  with  this  policy,  the  following 
action  is  taken  when  a  high  SO2  condition 
occurs. 

Second  sentence  of  the  confidential  memor- 
andum from  International  Nickel: 

In  keeping  with  this  policy,  the  following 

action  is  taken  when  a  high  SO2  condition 

occurs. 

Next  sentence   from   the   Attorney   General's 

letter: 

(1)  The  source  is  located  and  all  practical 
preventive  measures  are  taken  as  quickly 
as  possible  to  stop  the  escape  of  SO2  or 
provide  extra  ventilation  to  the  disperser. 

In  the  confidential  memorandum: 

(1)  The  source  is  located  and  all  practical 
preventative  measures  are  taken  as  quickly 
as  possible  to  stop  the  escape  of  SO2  or 
provide  extra  ventilation  to  disperser. 

I  continue,  the  Attorney  General's  letter: 

(2)  Every  man  is  provided  with  the  best 
procurable  approved  respirator  and  encour- 
aged to  use  it. 

From  the  confidential  memorandum: 

Every  man  is  provided  with  the  best 
procurable  approved  respirator  and  encom:- 
aged  to  use  it 

From  the  Attorney  General- 
Mr.   Lewis:   The  minister  is  a   front  man 
for  the  industry. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  request  of  me 
was,  what  is  the  company  doing  about  it. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Could  the  minister  not  have 
said  he  was  advised? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Attorney  General: 

These  respirators  give  adequate  protection 
to  the  respiratory  system  in  any  concentra- 
tion of  SO2  which  might  be  encountered  in 
the  operation. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Then  he  blames  me, 
denigrating  the  words  of  my  officials. 

Mr.   Shulman:   The  confidential  memoran- 
dum reads: 

These  respirators  give  adequate  protection 
to  the  respiratory  system  in  any  concentra- 


tion of  SO2  which  might  be  encountered  in 
the  operation. 

He  goes  on  like  this  for  three  pages  and  I 
will  not  take  the  time  now.  There  is  not  a 
word  except  that  where  they  say  "we,"  he 
changed  it  to  "company."  That  is  the  only 
change.  He  has  not  done  any  investigation. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No.  There  are  other 
changes.  The  member  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  wrong?  Then  I  will 
read  it.  I  will  read  the  rest  of  it  then. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Read  the  part  where 
they  say  that  the  department's  monitors  do  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  I  will  leave  nothing 
out. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  has 
already  read  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  From  the  Attorney  General's 
letter: 

(3)  When  an  SO2  condition  is  severe  or 
prolonged  the  men  are  given  adequate 
relief  to  enable  them  to  get  out  of  the 
imcomfortable  condition  to  fresh  air. 

From  the  confidential  memorandum: 

(3)  When  an  SO2  condition  is  severe  or 
prolonged  the  men  are  given  adequate 
relief  to  enable  them  to  get  out  of  the 
uncomfortable  conditions  to  fresh  air. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Did  the  minister  never 
question  Inco  throughout  his  entire  tenancy? 
He  never  questioned;  he  just  threw  himself 
at  their  feet. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  goes  on  in  his  letter: 
All  the  employees  mentioned— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Did  his  colleagues  ques- 
tion the  size  of  the  political  contribution  they 
made? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Did  they  what? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Question  the  size  of  the 
political  contribution  they  made? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  question  political 
contributions! 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  ahead  of  his 
12-man  fund-raising  machine.  Macaulay,  I 
think  you  know  him,  is  up  at  Inco  today. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Attorney  General  goes 
on  in  his  letter: 

All    the    employees    mentioned    in    the 
complaints  were  interviewed.  Most  of  these 
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complainants  appeared  satisfied  with  their 
treatment,  with  one  or  two  exceptions  the 
following  consensus  emerged. 

From  the  confidential  memorandimi: 

All  the  employees  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaints were  interviewed  in  your  presence. 
Most  of  these— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  But  there  is  a 
change. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Quoting: 

—complainants  appeared  satisfied  with 
their  treatment.  With  one  or  two  excep- 
tions the  following  general  opinions 
emerged: 

"In  your  presence,"  of  course,  does  not 
refer  to  the  Attorney  General,  it  refers  to 
Mr.  E.  B.  Wright,  P.Eng.  From  the  Attorney 
General's  letter: 

1.  There  has  been  a  notable  improve- 
ment in  SO2  conditions  in  the  area  con- 
cerned and  this  is  continuing  due  to  re- 
pairs and  renovations  to  the  building  and 
installations  that  have  been  and  are  being 
made. 

From   the   confidential  memorandum: 

There  has  been  a  notable  improvement 
in  SO2  conditions  in  the  area  concerned 
and  this  is  continuing  due  to  repairs  and 
renovations  to  the  building  and  instal- 
lations which  have  been  and  are  being 
made. 

From  the  Attorney  General's  letter: 

Steps  are  taken  to  remedy  uncomfort- 
able conditions  promptly  as   they  arise. 

From  the  confidential  memorandum: 

Steps  are  taken  to  remedy  uncomfort- 
able conditions  promptiy  as   they  arise. 

From   the   Attorney   General's    letter: 

2.  The  respirators  provided  give  us 
satisfactory  protection  and  no  trouble  is 
encountered  in  obtaining  adjustment  or 
changes  to  suit  the  comfort  of  individual 
employee. 

Employees  is  spelled  wrongly— it  says  "to 
suit  the  comfort  of  individual  employee." 
But  now,  here  we  have  from  the  confidential 
memorandum: 

The  respirators  provided  give  satisfac- 
tory protection  and  no  trouble  is  encoun- 
tered in  obtaining  adjustments  or  changes 
to  suit  the  comfort  of  individual  employee. 

—also   misspelled  by   some   coincidence. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Orderl  The  hon.  member  for 
High  Park  was  quite  properly  following 
standing  rule  16  when  he  declined  to  read 
further.  The  mere  fact  that  the  minister 
invited  him  to,  does  not  allow  us  to  read 
unnecessarily  and  at  great  length  from  docu- 
ments, and  I  would  rule  that  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  entering  into  an  unnecessary  length  of 
reading  from  documents. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  think  the  case  is  made. 
We  need  read  no  further  from  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  need  read  no  further  from 
it.  I  do  not  want  to— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  Speaker's  point  was  that 
the    hon.    member    had    followed    the    rules. 

Mr.   Shulman:   I  accept  the  ruling. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  did  not  in- 
vite him  to.  I  was  merely  pointing  out  that 
there  were  changes.  He  was  misleading  the 
House  in  indicating  that  there  were  no 
changes. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  would  not  want  the  House 
to  think  that  the  Attorney  General  just  copied 
their  letter  and  sent  it  on  to  the  union,  be- 
cause he  did  add  a  contribution  of  his  own. 
And  I  want  to  read  the  important  part  of 
that  contribution  again,  in  case  the  signifi- 
cance of  it  was  missed  by  any  member  of 
the  House.  Let  me  quote  from  the  last  para- 
graph of  the  Attorney  General's  letter— and 
this  is  not  in  a  confidential  memorandum, 
may  I  say: 

In  respect  of  the  latest  reference  in 
your  letter  concerning  my  commitment  with 
the  company,  the  accusation  is  so  ridicu- 
lous ho  comment  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  right.  Believe  me  that 
is  very- 
Mr.    MacDonald:    No    comment   was    cer- 
tainly  safer   in   light   of   subsequent   events. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  wanted  to 
know  what  the  company  was  doing,  so  I 
told  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  certainly  reported  it  faith- 
fully. 

Mr.  Peacock:  But  civil  servants  do  that 
every  day,  we  know. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Some  uncivil 
servants. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  just  wanted  to  point  out 
to  the  Attorney  General  this  was  a  great  new 
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wave  that  went  into  northern  Ontario  to  help 
the  people  up  there  to  bring  in  great  im- 
provements. We  did  not  know  he  was  in 
the  pocket  of  the  company  the  whole  time. 
We  really  believed  the  propaganda  that  came 
out  of  the  north.  Well,  I  do  not  believe  it 
anymore,  Mr.  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  is  this  the 
member's  basis  for  claiming  that  I  was  dis- 
honest? 

Mr.    Shulman:   You   were    dishonest. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Is  this  your  basis 
of- 

Mr.  Shulman:  This  is  the  basis. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  then,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  ask  the  hon.  member  to 
retract  any  imputation  made  on  the  floor 
of  this  House  that  I  was  dishonest.  That 
grieves  me  very,  very  sincerely. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Editorially  you  were. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  I  think  that  previously 
there  was  no  such  imputation.  The  member 
had  made  some  reference  to  dishonesty.  But 
his  answer  to  the  minister's  question  now 
indicates  that  and  I  would  ask  him  to  with- 
draw it  because  it  is  out  of  order  by  the 
rules  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  sir,  the  imputation 
I  made  was  that  to  use  the  company's  ma- 
terial as  his  own  is  dishonest.  If  it  is  against 
the  rules,  I  will  withdraw  it, 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order.  It  is  not 
against  the  rules  to  suggest  that  the  use 
of  the  company's  material  as  though  it  were 
your  own  is  dishonest.  That  is  not  imputing; 
it  does  not  mean  that  you  were  dishonest 
because  of  the  use  of  the  material. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  was  no  im- 
putation that  that  was  my  material.  The  re- 
quest was  "What  is  the  company  doing  about 
it?"  and  tliat  is  exactly  what  I  have  indicated. 
And  for  the  hon.  member  and  for  his  leader 
to  come  in  here  and  indicate  that  any  hon. 
member  of  this  House— any  hon,  member, 
whether  he  is  a  cabinet  minister  or  not— is 
dishonest,  is  pretty  dam  despicable.  And  I 
ask  now,  both  the  leader  of  the  party,  who 
hopefully  is  a  little  more  responsible  than  his 
back-bencher,  I  would  ask  him  to  withdraw 
that  imputation  that  I  am  dishonest,  as  well. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  you  do  not  have  to  with- 
draw that.  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker, 


all  I  have  said  is  that  the  minister  may  draw 
his  own  conclusions,  and  if  the  cap  fits  he 
will  wear  it,  I  guess.  When  material  is  used 
directly  from  a  company's  file  as  part  of  the 
minister's  reply  without  any  indication  at  all 
that  it  is  totally  the  material  of  the  company, 
without  attribution,  well,  I  do  not  know  what 
you  call  it.  If  the  word  "dishonest"  offends 
him  then  I  will  let  him  find  a  better  one. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  merely  asking, 
sir,  that  the  imputation  that  I  was  dishonest— 
which  I  think  is  clearly  against  the  rules  of 
this  House— be  withdrawn  by  the  hon,  mem- 
ber and  by  his  leader. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point 
of  order,  before  you  rule  on  it,  I  have  a  dis- 
tinct recollection  that  one  of  the  main  thrusts 
of  this  minister's  argument  when  he  held  the 
mines  portfolio  was  that  he  was  going  to 
establish  the  inspection  staff  of  his  depart- 
ment on  a  basis  of  integrity— that  they  were 
independent.  And  we  now  have  conclusive 
evidence  that  his  replies  to  the  union  in- 
volved, when  they  inquired  about  certain 
conditions,  were  an  unedited  regurgitation  of 
the  secret  memorandum  of  Inco. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Exactly. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Now,  quite  frankly— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  the  company. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —I  do  not  know  whether 
"dishonest"  is  the  appropriate  description  of 
that,  but  I  can  think  of  a  number  of  other— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  withdraw  it  if 
you  do  not  know. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  do  not  know,  but  I  can 
think  of  a  number  of  others,  Mr.  Speaker— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Because  that  is  a 
serious  allegation  to  make. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —who  have  raised  ques- 
tions as  to  the  integrity  of  the  operation  of 
the  department  and  the  minister,  the  inde- 
pendent integrity.  Now  if  the  minister  likes 
that  better  than  "dishonest"  let  the  one  be 
withdrawn  and  we  will  make  the  other. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right  then,  with- 
draw it  if  you  have  any  scruples  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  accept  "questioning  his 
independent  integrity"  as  a  substitute  for 
"dishonest."  If  that  is  okay  then  I  will  accept 
it. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right,  because 
"dishonest"  is  a  pretty  sneering,  nasty  word. 
And  come  off  it.  All  right,  the  member  for 
Scarl)orough  West  may  not  have  any  reputa- 
tion that  he  wants  preserved,  but  I  do.  And 
I  do  not  think  people  are  elected  to  the 
Legislature  to  have  to  put  up  with  the  sneer- 
ing comment  of  the  hon.  member  who  now 
has  the  honour  to  lead  his  party,  or  the  sneer- 
ing individual  behind  him  either. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  finally  got  to  you. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  So  withdraw,  that  is 
all  I  am  asking  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  point  of  order,  the 
House  does  not  have  to  put  up  with  direct 
contradictions  of  what  the  minister  declares 
to  be  hLs  policy  from  his  own  mouth  and 
letters  which  are  read  into  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  not  direct 
contradiction. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  contradiction.  The 
Attorney  General  says  he  was  independent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Attorney  General  is  de- 
pendent on  the  integrity  of  his  department. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Now  there  has  been 
sufficient  discussion  of  this  matter  and  stand- 
ing rule  16,  to  which  I  refer  again,  expressly 
states  that  these  matters  such  as  we  have 
originally  raised  are  out  of  order.  I  believe 
that  the  member  and  the  minister  have 
accepted  tlie  alternative  wording  which  ap- 
parently suits  the  wishes  of  the  members  on 
the  other  side  of  the  House. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  sir,  with  all 
due  respect,  from  the  hon.  member  who 
originally  made  the  imputation  that  I  was 
dishonest,  I  have  not  had— 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  not  come  to  that  yet. 
The  members  on  the  other  side  have  appar- 
ently accepted  the  alternative  wording,  as 
has  the  minister,  and  if  that  is  so  then  I 
would  ask  that  the  members  in  the  third 
party  withdraw  the  allegation- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Call  us  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  instead  of  the  derogatory  de- 
scription of  "third  party." 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  New  Democratic  Party— 
and  it  is  quite  satisfactory  to  me— restore  a 
little  decorum  to  the  House  again  by  follow- 


ing the  rules  and  withdrawing  the  dishonesty 
imputation. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  withdraw  the  word,  sir,  if 
it  is  against  the  rules. 

Mr.  Ben:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  been  sitting  back  here— I 
was  not  going  to  participate  while  these  two 
parties  were  throwing  sticks  and  stones  at 
each  other— but  the  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  had  the  courtesy  to  show  me  the  cor- 
respondence that  he  is  quoting.  I  am  afraid 
that  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  did  not 
read  into  it  what  the  hon.  leader  of  the 
NDP  and  the  former  leader  have  made  of 
this. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  has  not 
objected  to  what  we  read  there. 

Mr.  Ben:  Just  a  minute,  as  I  gather,  from 
what  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  showed 
me,  the  one  letter  was  dated  in  July  and 
was  an  open  letter  which  was  addressed  to 
the  mining  engineer  of  The  Department  of 
Mines. 


Mr.    Shulman:    It   was   marked   "confiden- 


tial. 


Mr.  Ben:  It  was  addressed  to  The  Depart- 
ment of  Mines.  I  did  not  see  the  word  "con- 
fidential" on  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  did  not  see  it;  I 

could  not  tell  you. 

Mr.  Ben:  The  second  letter  was  the  one 
from  the  minister  to  Mr.  Falkowsld.  Obvi- 
ously what  must  have  happened  is  that  the 
hon.  minister  wrote  to  the  engineer  and  said, 
"This  question  has  been  raised  in  the  House; 
get  me  answers  for  it."  He  wrote  to  Inco. 
Inco  wrote  him  an  answer  back.  The  engi- 
neer wrote  to  the  minister  and  the  minister 
wrote  to  Falkowski. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber not  join  the  minister's  staflE? 

Mr.  Ben:  All  right,  but  when  they  start 
casting  innuendoes  at  each  other— both  the 
hon.  minister  against  the  people  on  this  side 
and  the  people  on  this  side  against  the  hon. 
minister— then  I  must  take  objection  to  it, 
because  it  reflects  on  every  member  of  this 
House— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  not  casting 
innuendoes.  I  have  not  even  had  the  courtesy 
of  being  shown  the  material. 
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Mr.  Ben:  —so  I  think  all  of  them  should 
speak  more  or  less  to  the  record.  I  do  not 
think  there  was  anything  confidential  about 
that  letter.  The  minister  was  guilty  of  pla- 
giarism, but  he  was  guilty  of  plagiarism  of 
what  the  engineer  obviously  wrote  to  him, 
so  let  us  not  tlirow  mud  around  this  place 
because  we  are  all  going  to  get  splattered 
with  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  All  morning  all  we 
have  listened  to  is  character  assassination. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  plagiarism  is  per- 
haps a  more  serious  accusation.  In  any  case, 
I  did  not  come  here  either  to  praise  or  criti- 
cize the  minister,  I  came  here  to  bury  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  getting  close  to  the 
adjournment.  Would  the  member  so  time  his 
remarks  so  at  an  appropriate  time  he  will 
move  the  adjournment  of  the  debate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:   Did  he  withdraw? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Sure  he  did.  Where  was 
the  minister? 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  accepted, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  no  longer 
the  hatchet  man  up  in  Ottawa. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I  am  not  the  one 

behind  the   member— real   character  assassin- 
ation. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  are  a  lot  of  char- 
acters over  there  to  be  assassinated  with  their 
own  evidence.  The  member  talks  like 
Thatcher. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  talks 
like  the  old  Donald  MacDonald. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  major  reason  I  read 
this  into  the  record— I  had  not  seen  it  before 
today  quite  frankly— was  because  it  added  a 
punctuation  to  the  comments  I  made  earlier. 
Basically  my  criticism  of  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral are  not  what  he  did  or  did  not  do  as 
the  Minister  of  Mines;  my  criticism  of  the 
Attorney  General  is  the  fact  that  he  has  been 
a  failure  as  the  Attorney  General.  We  need 
a  man  of  broad  vision;  we  need  a  man  of 
humility,  kindness,  gentleness— all  of  which 
we  expected  from  him,  and  he  has  failed  us. 
This  is  a  bitter  disappointment  to  me,  be- 
cause this  is  the  department  which  is  of  the 
greatest  interest  to  me;  this  is  the  department 
which  in  effect  brought  me  into  politics.  I 
had  hoped  his  actions  as  Attorney  General 


would  have  allowed  me  to  lea\  e  politics  with 
honour.  He  has  failed  me. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  will  just  help  the 
member  leave  politics   then. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  the  minister  had  been 
able  to  do  in  The  Department  of  the  Attor- 
ney General  what  his  colleague  has  done  in 
The  Department  of  Health,  I  would  feel  no 
further  need  to  be  in  this  House,  because 
this  is  where  the  two  grave  deficiences  were. 
We  still  have  one  grave  deficiency.  He  is  the 
big  disappointment  of   the   House. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Oh  now,  do  not 
blame  me  for  keeping  the  member  here, 
please!  I  have  enough  of  a  burden  to  carry. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  not 
intended  to  do  any  campaigning  in  this  cam- 
paign outside  of  my  own  riding  of  High 
Park,  but  I  have  decided  to  make  a  change. 
I  am  going  to  make  a  great  effort  to  see  that 
we  have  a  very  special  candidate  in  the 
riding  of  St.  George  who  can  win  that  riding, 
and  I  am  going  to  spend  a  great  deal  of  time 
personally  in  that  riding  and  no  other  riding 
other  than  my  own  to  make  sure  that  after 
the  next  election,  regardless  of  who  forms 
the  government— I  suspect  it  will  probably  be 
us,  for  good  or  for  bad— regardless  of  who 
it  is,  that— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —regardless  of  who  it  is,  we 
will  have  an  Attorney  General  who  will  give 
us  the  qualities  that  are  necessary  for  the 
proper  administration  of  justice  in  this  prov- 
ince. 

It  is  the  proper  time  for  me  to  move  the 
adjournment  of  the  debate,  and  I  will  do  so. 

Mr.  Shulman  moves  the  adjournment  of 
the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister  will 
know  the  candidate  in  St.  George  in  about 
48  hours,  and  he  is  going  to  run  all  the  way. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  already  know. 

Mr.  Peacock:  He  will  not  be  from  High 
fark. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjoumment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  12:55  o'clock, 
p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon,  in  the  east 
gallery,  we  have  students  from  St.  Rita's 
Catholic  School  in  Toronto  and  members 
of  the  Young  Voyageurs;  and  in  both  gal- 
leries students  from  Willowfield  Gardens 
Public  School  in  Scarborough. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  make  a 
short  statement  with  reference  to  the  release 
of  the  North  Georgian  Bay  Recreational  Re- 
serve summary  report. 

In  1963  the  government  of  Ontario  passed 
an  Act  which  gave  special  recognition  to 
the  growing  needs  for  recreational  land  in 
this  province.  The  Act  established  the  North 
Georgian  Bay  Recreational  Reserve. 

This  reserve  is  a  4,000  square  mile  area 
of  land  and  water  which  extends  from  near 
Parry  Sound  in  the  south  to  close  to  Blind 
River  in  the  west  and  to  Lake  Nipissing  in 
the  east.  It  includes  about  160  miles  of  Great 
Lakes  shoreline. 

The  area  contains  several  unique  and 
attractive  recreation  features.  Included  are 
the  excellent  boating  waters  of  the  North 
Channel  and  Georgian  Bay,  the  canoeing 
area  of  Killamey  Provincial  Park  and  the 
cottaging  areas  such  as  McGregor  Bay  and 
Pointe  au  Baril. 

The  reserve  is  also  unique  because  it  is 
the  last  easily  accessible  large  block  of  Great 
Lakes  shoreline  still  in  public  ownership.  The 
bulk  of  Ontario's  population  is  only  one-half 
day's  drive  from  the  area. 

While  the  reserve  is  very  attractive  for 
recreation,  it  is  also  very  fragile  and  could 
easily  be  damaged  by  improper  use.  There- 
fore, a  comprehensive  plan  to  develop  the 
area  and  protect  its  environment  was  neces- 
sary. This  need  was  recognized  by  the  govern- 
ment and  the  Act  provided  that  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests  prepare  a  plan.  Such 
a  plan  has  now  been  completed  and  a  sum- 
mary of  it  is  available  to  the  public. 


Monday,  June  28,  1971 
Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

FARM  MARKETING  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Agriculture  and  Food:  Can  he  ex- 
plain to  the  House  Ontario's  position  with 
regard  to  our  farm  marketing  legislation  now 
that  somewhat  similar  legislation  has  been 
ruled  ultra  vires  or  unconstitutional  in  the 
reference  from  Manitoba  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  not 
seen  the  report  of  the  findings  of  the  Su- 
preme Court.  I  have  just  heard  reference 
made  to  the  fact  that  the  Supreme  Court 
has  issued  a  negative  decision  as  far  as  the 
Manitoba  application  was  concerned. 

I  would  point  out  with  respect  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  application  of  the  Manitoba 
government  to  the  Supreme  Court  was  based 
on  a  purely  hypothetical  situation.  There  was 
no  actual  fact  within  the  matter.  The  situ- 
ation, insofar  as  the  Province  of  Ontario  and 
our  farm  marketing  legislation  is  concerned, 
is  quite  different  from  that  which  was  re- 
ferred by  the  Manitoba  government  to  the 
Supreme  Court.  I  have  no  further  comment 
to  make,  other  than  to  say  that  until  we 
hear  differently,  we  have  no  intention  of 
changing  our  Act. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  could  tell 
the  House  specifically  what  argument  was 
put  forward  by  the  representatives  from  the 
Province  of  Ontario  who  did  attend  the 
hearings,  I  understand  on  instruction  either 
from  the  minister  directly  or  through  the 
Attorney  General   (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  I  understand  it,  to 
sum  up  briefly,  it  was  to  support  the  position 
that  the  Manitoba  government  had  advanced 
but  it  was  not  a  position  similar  to  that 
which  pertains  in  Ontario.  Our  representa- 
tive, as  I  understand  it  from  the  Attorney 
General's  branch,  who  was  representing  the 
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Province  of  Ontario  was  supporting  the  Mani- 
toba position.  We  were  not  debating  the 
Ontario  position.   They   are   diflFerent. 

There  is  an  entirely  different  aspect  and 
a  different  connotation  entirely  placed  upon 
the  way  our  bill  functions  and  their  pro- 
posal, which  was  similar  to  what  is  going 
on  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  The  Quebec 
and  Manitoba  situations  were  similar  to 
some  degree— to  a  much  greater  degree  than 
pertains  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  will  permit 
two  further  supplementaries,  I  wonder  if  the 
minister  can  make  it  clear  in  what  way  On- 
tario's legislation  differs  from  that  put  for- 
ward on  a  hypothetical  basis  by  Manitoba? 
Is  he  aware  that  Manitoba's  legislation  was 
put  forward  to  correspond  almost  identically 
with  the  legal  position  of  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  which  had  been  approved  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  that  province;  and  is  he 
aware  of  these  ramifications,  which  doubdess 
will  have  some  impact  in  Ontario  whether 
or  not  the  minister  believes  the  situations 
are  identical? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  is  quite  a  sub- 
stantial difference  between  the  application  of 
the  Quebec  legislation  and  the  Ontario  legis- 
lation. 

As  I  mentioned  earlier,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Manitoba  test  case  to  the  Supreme  Court  was 
a  purely  hypothetical  case.  They  have  no 
marketing  plan. 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  has  that  got  to  do  with 
it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  has  a  great  deal  to 
do  with  it. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  The  Su- 
preme Court  did  not  think  it  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  member  is  talking 
about  something  tliat  does  not  actually  exist. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Except  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Except  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  which  the  provinces- 
Mr.  Nixon:  —where  it  substantially  exists  in 
exactly  that  form. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Now  my  hon.  friend 
does  not  need  to  get  himself  exercised. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  He  does.  With 
answers  like  that  he  does. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  was 
given  the  opportunity  to  ask  the  question. 
Now  he  might  give  the  minister  the  oppor- 
tunity to  answer. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Do  the  answers  have  to 
be  so  stupid? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Samia  really 
has  not  added  anything  to  the  discussion. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  He 
never  does! 

Mr.  J.  R.  Simonett  (Frontenac-Addington): 
What  does  he  know  about  farming?  What 
does  he  know  about  anything? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  re- 
spect to  my  hon.  friend  from  Sarnia,  if  my 
answer  appears  to  be  stupid,  so  be  it. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It  does  not  appear  to  be 
stupid.  It  is  stupid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Very  well,  if  it  is,  then 
why  answer  the  question,   Mr.   Speaker? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
may  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  if  he  is  pleased  that  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada  is  so  concerned  with  the  viability 
of  our  great  nation?  May  I  ask  that,  because 
the  minister  was  not— 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  gather  that  is  an  ex- 
pression of  opinion  rather  than  a  question. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  have  three  supplementaries  of 
the  minister. 

One,  is  he  aware  that  the  argument  ad- 
vanced by  Ontario  that  the  Supreme  Court 
should  not  consider  the  Manitoba  legislation 
because  it  was  hypothetical  was  discarded 
and  refused  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No;  I  am  not  aware  of 
that.  As  I  said,  I  have  not  seen  the  state- 
ment handed  down  by  the  Supreme  Court. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  counsel  could  have  told 
the  minister  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  not  seen  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  second  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  this:  Is  the  minister  prepared  now 
to  advise  those  people  in  Ontario  who  have 
made  seizures  of  broilers  under  the  Ontario 
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legislation  how  they  can  be  protected  from 
suits  for  damages,  which  will  undoubtedly 
arise  against  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker;  be- 
cause as  I  said  earlier,  the  legislation,  which 
was  debated  before  the  Supreme  Court  is 
not  what  we  have  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  third  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  this:  Is  the  minister  prepared  to 
go  along  with  the  opinion  advanced  by  Mr. 
Jed  Baldwin,  the  Conservative  House  leader 
in  the  federal  government,  who  suggested 
the  time  had  now  come  for  all  of  the  de- 
partments of  agriculture,  provincial  and 
federal,  to  get  together  and  agree  on  some 
eflFective  legislation  which  would  protect  all 
the  farmers  in  Canada? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  not 
seen  the  quotation  nor  had  I  heard  it  until 
now. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  What  does 
the  minister  do  on  his  weekends? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  But  I  would  simply  say 
that  we  would  be  more  than  pleased  to  do 
that.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  as  I  advised  the 
House  last  week,  there  will  be  a  meeting 
convened  the  second  or  third  week  in  July  in 
Alberta  which  will  deal  with  this  very  matter. 
I  am  hopeful  that  the  federal  House  will 
see  fit  to  pass  Bill  C-176  in  some  respect  at 
least,  even  on  a  commodity-by-commodity 
basis  Mr.  Speaker,  which  will  permit  us  to 
have  some  type  of  national  marketing  legis- 
lation. 

Consistent  with  that  statement,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  the  amendment  that  I  moved  to 
The  Farm  Products  Marketing  Act,  intro- 
duced last  week  in  this  House,  which  will 
permit  our  government  to  co-ordinate  mar- 
keting on  a  national  basis  with  the  federal 
government  under  Bill  C-176.  We  are  in 
complete  accordance  with  that  proposal.  I 
only  wish  I  could  see  more  active  indication 
in  the  House  of  Commons  that  that  will  be 
done. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  is  prepared 
to  erode  the  nation. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  prepared  to  in- 
struct his  friends  in  Ottawa  to  support  the 
bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  I  sure  am,  and 
have. 


TREASURER'S  TASK  FORCE 
ON  ECONOMIC  NATIONALISM 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Premier:  Can  he  indicate  to  the  House  what 
sort  of  guidelines  or  timetable  he  has  given 
the  one-man  task  force  which  in  the  person 
of  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  is  going 
to  look  over  government  policy  with  regard 
to  economic  nationalism?  Does  the  six-month 
period  which  was  indicated  in  the  announce- 
ments made  by  the  Treasurer,  or  made  by 
the  Premier  in  that  connection,  mean  that 
further  legislation,  regulation  or  enactment 
will  be  precluded  until  the  Treasurer  has 
given  his  report  to  the  ministry? 

Hon.   W.   G.  Davis  (Prime   Minister):    Mr. 

Speaker,  I  think  the  answer  to  that  question 
is  kind  of  obvious.  We  have  already  imple- 
mented two  or  three  matters  as  they  relate 
to  the  publishing  industry  prior  to  the  con- 
vening of  the  conference. 

The  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development 
(Mr.  Grossman)  has  introduced  two  or  three 
new  policies  with  respect  to  Canadian  par- 
ticipation in  Canadian  industry  that  were 
not  related  to  the  conference,  so  nothing 
that  the  conference,  or  the  task  force  that 
will  be  responsible  for  assembling  various 
ideas  and  thoughts  might  develop,  will  pre- 
clude this  government  from  doing  anything. 

This  is  a  vehicle,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  enable 
us  to  continue  the  discussion  that  has  been 
initiated,  the  kind  of  discussion  that  we  felt 
was  constructive  and  helpful.  But  certainly 
as  a  government,  if  we  find  areas  in  which 
we  should  move  as  far  as  policy  is  concerned, 
the  length  of  time  it  is  in  deliberation,  or 
whatever  the  task  force  might  develop  dur- 
ing that  period  of  time,  does  not  preclude 
this  government  from  doing  anything. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  the  Premier  prepared  to  have  the  task 
force  consider  the  implementation  of  a 
foreign  investment  review  board,  which  seems 
to  be  well  received  by  all  concerned  with 
the  problem.  In  that  way,  would  the  Premier 
not  agree,  the  administration  in  the  province 
would  have  forewarning  more  ample  than 
has  been  the  case  in  the  past  of  the  kind 
of  investments  which  may  be  deleterious  to 
the  strength  of  our  province  and  our  nation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  if 
one  really  looks  at  this,  particularly  after 
the  discussions  of  last  week,  that  if  there 
were  to  be  this  form  of  review  board— 
and  I  am  not  saying  that  there  should  not 
be— it   is    obvious    to    me    at   least   that   this 
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should  have  federal  application.  It  would 
be  pretty  difficult  to  have  this  kind  of  review 
board  dealing  with  situations  only  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  where  we  may  be 
dealing  with  industries  that  are  Canadian- 
based  but  having  their  areas  of  business 
extending  beyond  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
I  certainly  do  not  want  to  see  industry  in 
this  province  prejudiced,  and  I  would  like 
to  think  that  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
does  not,  so  that  any  sort  of  review  board 
should  be  national  in  character. 

This  is  just  a  personal  opinion,  without 
a  careful  personal  analysis  of  it.  I  would 
also  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  nothing  in 
the  terms  of  reference  as  they  relate  to  the 
kind  of  discussion  that  will  be  going  on  for 
the  next  period  of  time  that  would  preclude 
the  task  force  from  considering  the  possi- 
bility of  such  a  review  board.  But  I  do 
emphasize— and  this  is  strictly  a  personal 
reaction— there  is  great  merit,  in  my  view, 
in  considering  this  on  a  national  basis  rather 
than  on  a  provincial  basis,  which  would  be 
quite  in  keeping  with  the  philosophy  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Samia. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  basis  of 
the  Premier's  answer,  if  I  may  have  a  further 
supplementary,  would  be  not  agree  that  it 
would  be  quite  possible  for  the  kind  of 
investment  which  should  come  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  provincial  government  to 
be  reviewed  by  a  provincial  board,  whether 
or  not  a  national  board  is  in  operation? 

As  a  matter  of  fact  it  might  sound  the 
same  sort  of  alarms  that  the  royal  commission 
on  publishing  has  provided  twice  for  the 
government. 

Hon.  Mr.   Davis:   Mr.   Speaker,   I   am  not 
interested  in  sounding  alarms.  This   govern- 
ment is  here  to  provide  leadership- 
Mr.   T.   Reid:   The  Prime   Minister  would 
not  be  able  to  hear  it  if  it  went  off. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  not  to  provide 
alarms  or  bells.  I  will  leave  that  up  to  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  and  the  leader  of 
the  new  left  over  there.  I  do  not  see  him 
today. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Where  did 
the  Prime  Minister  get  that  terminology? 
That  is  a  new  coinage  is  it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Radical  left— pro-Laxer, 
anti-Laxer— who  knows,  some  day  ex-Laxer! 
Who  knows  in  just  what  direction  it  is 
going! 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  never  really  quite 
sure  where  they  are. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Gradual  shift 
in  emphasis. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  Thatcher  found 
it.   Thatcher  tried  that;  it  did  not  work. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
Prime  Minister  takes  a  long  time  to  learn. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  really  do  not  know  how 
that  got  into  this  discussion.  Where  was  I 
before  I  deviated  somewhat? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say  that  all  of  these 
matters  are  areas  for  consideration,  and  cer- 
tainly there  is  not  going  to  be  any  precipitate 
determination  by  this  government. 

I  think  it  is  abundantly  clear  from  the  dis- 
cussions last  week,  certainly  at  the  confer- 
ence, that  there  is  no  question  this  matter  is 
complex;  it  goes  to  the  very  roots  of  our 
economic  growth  in  this  province- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Oh  that  is  ridiculous.  They 
made  it  complex.  We  took  a  quite  liberal 
approach  to  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  in  this  country,  and 
any  government  that  did  not  act  in  a  com- 
pletely rational,  logical  way  in  this  matter,  I 
think,  would  be  acting  with  total  disregard  for 
responsibility. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peterborough 
has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  I  have  a 
supplementary.  I  wonder  if  I  could  inquire  of 
the  Prime  Minister- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  independence  of  the 
country  disappears  down  the  drain  while  the 
Prime  Minister  ponders  the  matter. 

Hon.    C.    S.    MacNaughton    (Minister    of 

Transportation   and  Communications):    Is  he 
going  to  give  us  the  "Ex-Lax"  now? 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the 
Prime  Minister  a  little  more  about  the  specifics 
of  the  task  force  and  its  inquiry. 

Does  the  provincial  Treasurer  expect  to 
carry  on  open  hearings?  Is  there  going  to  be 
some  degree  of  research  available  to  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer?  Will  there  be  submissions 
from  more  interested  people  such  as  those  who 
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were  on  the  book  list  at  tlie  conference,  but 
did  not  get  to  go  to  the  conference? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Go  to  the  mem- 
ber's conference? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  will  not  get 
into  the  last  part  of  the  question:  I  would  be 
led  astray  again. 

I  would  say  that  there  are  no  limitations  at 
this  moment.  From  the  standpoint  of  struc- 
ture and  administration  there  was  the  sugges- 
tion that  it  be  related  to  the  activities  of  the 
Ontario  Economic  Council.  As  I  reflect  upon 
the  deliberations  of  last  week,  quite  frankly 
1  think  there  is  great  merit  in  the  Ontario 
Economic  Council  becoming  more  involved 
for  purposes  of  research  and  analysis  of  some 
of  the  material  that  is  provided. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  the  Prime  Minister 
will  certainly  get  an  enlightened  right-wing 
approach. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  To  say  whether  or  not 
there  will  be  further  public  hearings  and  so 
on,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  very  premature 
to  make  this  sort  of  determination. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South 
has  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  The  min- 
isters have  heard  of  the  Herb  Gray  study? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  a  further  supple- 
mentary for  Prime  Minister  "William  Thatcher 
Davis." 

In  precisely  what  areas  does  the  Prime 
Minister  think  that  a  further  study  might  turn 
up  new  information  and  guidelines  beyond  all 
the  public  and  private  studies  that  have  taken 
place  in  the  last  decade? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  mem- 
ber for  York  South  had  found  himself  avail- 
able to  listen  to  some  of  the  summations  on 
Friday  afternoon,  he  perhaps  might  have  had 
some  insight- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  1  was  not  invited. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  a  non-answer  if 
ever  there  was  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —into  some  of  those 
matters  that  those  who  participated  felt 
needed  further  analysis. 

I  even  sensed,  as  I  watched  certain  things 
on  Charmel  19— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Two  of  them  want  no 
action,  like  the  Premier.  That  is  why  they 
want  another  study. 


Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  great  medium, 
whereby  we  were  enlightened  as  to  some 
aspects  of  it— that  one  Mr.  Keirans  made  life 
very  difficult,  I  think,  on  the  30-year  purchase 
of  certain  Crown  assets  that  this  party  over 
here  wants  at  least  to  turn  into  nationalized 
situations.  There  were  a  number  of  them, 
and  I  thought  it  very  intriguing  that  at  last 
the  New  Democratic  Party  has  come  down 
four  square  on  the  side  of  the  Waffle  group. 
This  was  quite  a  revelation  to  me,  but  that  is 
quite  incidental. 

Mr,  MacDonald:  Again  he  is  not  learning; 
"William  Thatcher  Davis"  is  not  learning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well  come  on!  Who  is 
trying  to  kid  who?  All  one  has  to  do  is  look 
at  the  structure  of  the  conference  and  one 
knows  very  well  the  New  Democratic  Party 
has  now  successfully  identified  itself  with  the 
economic  policies  of  the  Waffle  group.  It  is 
quite  obvious, 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  Premier  is  trying  to 
kid  us.   That  is  a  very  appropriate  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no 
question  w'hatsoever  that  the  impact  of  many 
of  the  suggestions  that  came  out  of  the  con- 
ference last  week— the  economic  impact,  the 
cost,  the  effect  that  would  take  place  right 
across  Canada— all  of  these  things  have  to  be 
analysed  in  great  detail  so  that  we  know  in 
fact  what  we  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
East  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  Can  I  ask 
the  Premier  whether  the  Minister  of  Univer- 
sity Affairs  (Mr,  White)  in  particular  will  be  a 
full  member  of  this  task  force  so  that  we  can 
look  into  the  question  of  the  de^anadianiza- 
tion  of  the  universities  in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minister 
of  University  Affairs  has  just  as  strong  views 
about  these  matters  as  anyone  else,  including 
the  member  for  Scarborough  East;  and  so  has 
the  Prime  Minister. 

I  can  recall  sending  out  a  letter  not  too 
many  weeks  ago  related  to  this  particular 
situation.  I  think  the  direction  that  this  gov- 
ernment has  taken  in  the  academic  community 
and  with  respect  to  the  publishing  industry 
indicates  very  clearly— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  desire  on  the  part 
of  this  govemanent  in  the  field  of  oduciiiion— 
elementary,  secondary  and  postsecondary— that 
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there  is  a  recognized  Canadian  input  and  in- 
volvement; even  bias,  if  one  may  wish  to  use 
this  term,  and  in  this  area  I  do.  This,  with- 
out any  question,  is  the  approach  taken  by 
this  government. 

I  also  say  to  the  member  for  Scarborough 
East,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I,  as  did  others,  made 
the  observation  that  I  think  is  totally  relevant 
in  today's  society,  and  that  is  that  nothing 
we  do  should  cut  ourselves  oflF  from  the  in- 
tellectual input,  the  ideas,  the  creative  cap- 
acity of  people  who  may  be  south  of  the 
border.  They  may  be  in  the  UK,  Western 
Europe,  Japan— you  name  it.  For  any  policy 
to  be  developed  that  would  isolate  the  people 
in  this  province  or  this  country  from  that  kind 
of,  shall  we  say  intellectual  involvement, 
would  be  very  foolish  indeed. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Independeikce  does  not 
mean  isolation,  and  the  Premier  knows  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  great 
respect  there  are  certain  tendencies  involving 
—this  is  not  a  debate,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minis- 
ter of  University  Affairs,  to  be  precise,  to  be 
definitive  — 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  a  change! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —certainly  will  have  some 
very  real  involvement,  as  will  the  rest  of  us 
on  this  side  of  the  House,  in  determining 
government  policy  in  this  area. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  apprehensive  as  he 
listens  to  you. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  Minis- 
ter of  University  AflFairs  bring  into  his  dis- 
cussions with  his  hon.  colleague,  the  provin- 
cial Treasurer- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  this  is  not  a  ques- 
to  ask  the  Prime  Minister.  He  cannot  answer 
for  the  Minister  of  University  Affairs. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  —arguments  better  than  simply 
the  straw  man  type  of  argument  the  Premier 
likes  to  set  up.  Will  it  be  a  reasonable 
approach? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  A  straw  man  can  be 
knocked  down  every  day  of  the  week. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  He  can  be  knocked  down  with 
a  pin  cushion! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Windsor 
West  a  supplementary? 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


TRANSFER  OF  HEAVY  WATER 

Mr.  Nixon:  One  more  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Re- 
sources Management:  Is  there  a  plan  at  On- 
tario Hydro  to  remove  some  of  the  heavy 
water  from  Douglas  Point  and  the  Rolphton 
installation  in  order  to  bring  the  reactors  at 
Pickering  on  line  according  to  schedule? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  What  installation?  I 
was  not  sure- 
Mr.  Nixon:  The  reactor  installation  at 
Douglas  Point  and  the  one  at  Rolphton  so  that 
there  is  enough  heavy  water  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  plan  to  change  or  transfer  water 
from  either  Rolphton  or  Douglas  Point  to 
Pickering.  It  is  still  our  hope,  of  course,  that 
there  will  be  suflBcient  quantities  of  heavy 
water  available  for  the  third  and  fourth  units 
whenever  they  are  brought  into  stream. 

For  example,  the  plant  at  Port  Hawkesbury, 
the  Canadian  General  Electric  plant  there,  is 
now  again  in  production  after  a  short  shut- 
down. I  am  hoping  that  there  will  not  be  any 
great  lack  of  supply  by  the  end  of  this  year 
when  we  are  looking  at  units  three  and  four. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Can  the  minister  assure  us  the  plans  for  the 
second  and  third  units  of  Pickering  went  for- 
ward with  the  assurance  of  Atomic  Energy  of 
Canada  that  the  required  heavy  water  would 
be  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Certainly  at  the  time  the 
plant  went  on,  when  the  first  units  were 
brought  on  earlier  this  year,  it  was  felt 
there  would  be  suflBcient  quantity. 

Now  there  is  some  concern  because  of  the 
partial  shutdown  of  the  plant  in  Port  Hawkes- 
bury, Nova  Scotia;  the  delay  in  getting  the 
deuterium  plant  back  in  production  again; 
and  the  greater  demand  from  the  Quebec 
plant  as  well  as  Douglas  Point. 

There  is,  as  the  hon.  member  knows  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  world  shortage  of  heavy  water 
and  there  is  still  a  possibility— I  want  to  make 
that  clear— that  the  shortage  may,  in  fact, 
delay  the  operations  of  units  three  and  four 
either  later  this  year  or  early  next  year. 
However,  certain  commissioning  tests  can 
proceed  with  ordinary  water,  which  is  re- 
quired in  any  event  in  bringing  units  on 
stream.  We  hope  by  that  time  that  the  need 
for  heavy  water  will  be  met  for  the  whole  of 
the  Pickering  plant. 
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Mr.     Speaker:     The    member    for    Peter- 
borough. 


ONTARIO  HYDRO  ADVERTISING 
FOR  ENGINEERS  ABROAD 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  I  could  direct 
a  question  to  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Re- 
sources Management. 

Could  the  minister  indicate  why  Ontario 
Hydro  would  be  advertising  a  job  for  senior 
engineer,  isotopes,  in  a  Toronto  location  at 
an  initial  salary  of  $18,000  a  year,  in  the 
American  chemical  society  publication? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  sort 
of  an  extension  of  the  hon.  member's  previous 
question  where— 

Mr.  Pitman:  That  was  in  Great  Britain. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  That  is  right.  This  is  for 
the  same  purpose,  the  same  reason.  Hydro 
feels  it  needs  very  highly  trained  and  highly 
technical  engineers  for  its  nuclear  power 
operation   and   some    of   its    thermal   plants. 

This  advertisement,  of  course,  is  also  avail- 
able and  published  in  Ontario  and  all  over 
Canada;  but  we  do  publish  them  outside  of 
Canada  in  the  event  that  the  necessary  per- 
sonnel do  not  come  forward  from  our  own 
province. 

Mr.  Pitman:  If  I  might  ask  a  supplemen- 
tary: What  specific  steps  has  Ontario  Hydro 
made  to  see  whether  those  kinds  of  training 
are  available  to  Ontario  engineers  before  such 
advertisements  are  even  entered  into? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  type  of 
training  that  is  required  is  over  and  above 
that  which  could  be  received  at  our  uni\'er- 
sities.  It  is  sort  of  on-the-job  type  of  training 
and  expertise  that  is  required  for  this  par- 
ticular type  of  engineer.  You  might  say  it  is 
like  a  law  student  who,  after  getting  his 
degree,  has  to  put  in  a  certain  period  of 
articling.  This  is  to  some  degree  what  is  re- 
quired for  these  engineers;  they  have  to  have 
had  some  experience  in  either  thermal  or 
nuclear  power  plants. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Can  they  not  get  it  at  Ontario 
Hydro? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  the  hon,  member 
touched  on  the  point.  There  are  other  engi- 
neers whom  we  are  hiring  continuously  within 
Ontario  and  whom  we  are  training;  but 
there  are  also  those  engineers  that  we  require, 
with    further    experience    and    expertise    for 


some  of  our  new  plants,  for  whom  we  are 
advertising  outside  of  the  province. 

We  are  not  really  denying  anybody  in 
Ontario  an  opportunity  to  work  with  Hydro. 
These  are  very  highly  trained  individuals  we 
are  looking  for;  and  if  we  do  not  find  them 
within  this  province,  I  think  it  is  only  natural 
that  if  we  are  going  to  keep  this  programme 
going  we  have  to  find  them  somewhere. 


OWNERSHIP  AND  SALE 
OF  CROWN  LAND 

Mr.  Pitman:  If  I  might  direct  a  question 
to  the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests:  Could 
the  minister  indicate  whether  he  has  sold 
any  Ontario  public  land  under  his  jurisdiction 
since  he  made  the  announcement  in  the 
House  during  the  Speech  from  the  Throne 
that  all  further  arrangements  for  Ontario 
public  land  would  be  on  the  basis  of  a  leas- 
ing arrangement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bnmelle:  To  the  best  of  my 
knowledge,  Mr.  Speaker,  no  cottage  lands 
have  been  sold  since  the  announcement  was 
made  some  time  ago. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  could 
explain  about  the  land  which  was  sold  in 
Tyendinaga  township  by  order-in-council 
1771,  some  76  acres  of  public  land,  at  a  cost 
of  $2.50  per  acre?  Is  part  of  the  land  in  On- 
tario designated  as  cottage  land  and  the  rest 
can  be  sold  at  will  by  the  minister  at  any 
time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  in- 
dicated earlier,  no  cottage  land  had  been 
sold.  However,  there  is  no  restriction  on 
other  disposition  of  Crown  land  for,  say,  a 
person  who  wishes  to  build  a  house  on  Crown 
land  within  or  outside  of  municipalities.  There 
are  no  restrictions  on  the  disposition  of  Crown 
land  for  such  purposes. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Would  land  that  was  on  a 
river— on  the  Salmon  River  in  Hastings 
county  in  southern  Ontario— not  be  regarded 
as  cottage  land? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
be  pleased  to  get  the  information  for  the 
hon.  member. 


MEDICARE  PREMIUMS 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  would  like  to  direct  a 
question  of  the  provincial  Treasurer.  Is  the 
provincial  Treasurer  aware  of  the  fact  that 
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in  view  of  very  high  Medicare  premiums 
which  Ontario  workers  are  going  to  be 
paying,  are  paying  now— the  highest  in 
Canada— they  will,  in  turn,  be  paying  higher 
income  tax  as  the  result  of  the  Benson 
budget?  I  just  wonder  if  the  provincial 
Treasurer  is  aware  of  this  and  what  steps 
he  will  take  to  bring  this  to  the  attention 
of  Mr.  Benson  himself? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  I  am 
aware  of  this,  Mr.  Speaker, 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  has 
any  plans  for  representing  the  Ontario 
workers  before  the  federal  government  or 
lowering  the  Medicare  premiums  in  Ontario 
so  that  they  will  not  have  to  pay  these  high 
income  taxes? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Those  are  two 
possibilities,   Mr.    Speaker. 


EMPLOYMENT  STANDARDS  ACT 

Mr.  Pitman:  That  was  not  a  very  helpful 
exchange. 

I  wonder  if  I  could  direct  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour.  Is  the  minister  aware 
that  an  employee  can  be  required  under 
The  Employment  Standards  Act  to  make 
use  of  the  seniority  system  in  a  plant  and 
be  thus  forced  to  take  a  job  at  considerably 
lower  wages;  and  if  he  refusies  to  take  the 
job  on  that  basis  can  be  assessed  a  penalty 
by  the  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission? 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  I 
am  not  aware  of  that,  Mr,  Speaker,  but  I 
will   check  into  it. 


EDUCATIONAL  COURSES  AT  CAATS 

Mr.  Pitman:  One  last  question,  Mr, 
Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I  could  direct  a  ques- 
tion to  the  Minister  of  University  Affairs. 
Is  he  aware  of  the  fact  that  Wayne  Univer- 
sity is  apparently  going  to  be  offering  edu- 
cational courses  at  St,  Clair  College  of 
Applied  Arts  and  Technology,  also  apparently 
in  London?  Could  he  indicate  why  these 
educational  courses  are  necessary  in  view 
of  the  work  that  is  being  done  by  the 
universities,  by  the  teachers'  colleges  and 
by  the  Ontario  Institute  for  Studies  in  Edu- 
cation in  Ontario? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  approved 
certain   educational   courses    for   the   univer- 


sities to  offer.  I  think  rather  than  offer  some 
kind  of  general  answer  I  will  get  a  specific 
reply  for  the  hon.  member  and  make  a 
statement  on  the  subject  tomorrow  or  the 
next  day. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Could  the  minister  give  a 
specific  answer  indicating  the  nature  of  the 
courses,  the  number  of  people  who  will  be 
taking  them  and  what  qualifications  they 
will  be  given? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
WalkervUle. 


SWITCHING   JULY    1    HOLIDAY 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Treasurer. 

Is  the  Treasurer  aware  that  civil  service 
regulations  do  not  permit  the  switching  of 
the  Thursday,  July  1,  holiday  to  Friday  for 
the  employees  so  that  they  could  have  a 
long  weekend?  Is  the  minister  considering 
giving  the  employees  an  extra  day  off  so 
that  they  could  have  this  long  weekend; 
and  to  give  that  extra  day  off  he  would 
probably  require  some  special  ruling  or 
decree? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  was  not  aware 
that  the  regulations  prohibited  that  kind  of 
a  switch. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  plan  on  giving 
civil  servants  the  Friday  off? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  had  not  taken  that 
under  consideration.  From  my  own  knowl- 
edge of  certain  members  of  my  staff,  I  find 
that  there  seems  to  be  a  number  of  them 
talking  about  taking  a  day  of  their  holidays 
on  Friday,  which  seems  to  be  a  reasonable 
thing  to  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 


PUBLICATION  ON 
HUNTER   SAFETY  TRAINING 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Lands 
and  Forests.  Is  the  minister  aware  that  in 
the  publication  put  out  by  his  department, 
"Why  Hunter  Safety  Training?"  appear  two 
sentences,  and  I  quote: 
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The  sport  of  shooting  ranks  historically 
as  one  of  the  continent's  first  recreational 
pursuits.  It  was  bom  of  the  basic  human 
need  of  our  pioneers  for  food,  clothing 
and  communal  defence  against  beasts  and 
savages? 

Who    are    the    savages    referred    to    in    that 
article  put  out  by  the  minister's  department? 

Mr.  O.  F.  Villeneuve  (Glengarry):  The 
NDP. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:   NDP! 

Mr.  Peacock:  The  minister  is  cruel. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Would  the  member 
mind  repeating  that  question? 

Mr.  Stokes:  There  is  a  publication  put 
out  by  the  minister's  department,  "Why 
Hunter  Safety  Training?"  The  first  two  sen- 
tences read  as  follows: 

The  sport  of  shooting  ranks  historically 
as  one  of  the  continent's  first  recreational 
pursuits.  It  was  bom  of  the  basic  human 
need  of  our  pioneers  for  food,  clothing 
and  communal  defence  against  beasts  and 
savages. 

Who   are  the   savages  referred  to? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  a  good  question. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  It  is  the 
opposition. 

An  Hon.  member:  Savage  beasts! 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Against  beasts  and 
savages? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Beasts  and  savages,  yes!  Who 
are  the  savages? 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  is  per- 
fectly right  to  decline  to  answer. 

An  hon.  member:  Thunder  Bay. 

An  hon.  member:  The  irrational  NDP. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  minister's  silence  is 
eloquent. 

Mr.  Stokes:  As  a  supplementary  then,  will 
the  minister  take  steps  either  to  clarify  it  in 
the  minds  of  the  public  or  have  it  taken  out 
of   the   book   completely? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Or  withdraw  the  book. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  will  be  pleased  to 
look  into  it,  Mr.  Speaker. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex-Kent. 
An  hon.  member:  The  minister  is  ashamed. 

WRECKED  CAR  HAULAGE  MONOPOLY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  and  At- 
torney General:  Is  the  Attorney  General 
aware  that  the  provincial  police  in  some 
areas  of  the  province  have  only  one  wreck- 
ing company  haul  all  cars  away  from  acci- 
dents instead  of  letting  other  companies 
share  in  the  business? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Jus- 
tice ) :   I  will  take  that  as  notice. 

WINDSOR  CIVIC  STRIKE 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Man- 
agement respecting  the  strike  of  the  em- 
ployees of  the  city  of  Windsor:  Has  the 
minister  sent  employees  of  the  Ontario  Water 
Resources  Commission  to  Windsor  to  manage 
essential  services  at  the  sewage  treatment 
plant  in  place  of  employees  who  volunteered 
to  continue  these  services  during  the  strike? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  supplemen- 
tary personnel  from  OWRC  are  prepared  to 
go  to  Windsor  to  man  the  sewage  disposal 
plant  in  the  event  there  are  not  suflBcient 
men  or  people  available  there. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplemen- 
tary question:  In  light  of  the  refusal  of  the 
city  of  Windsor  to  accept  the  offer  of  volun- 
tary staffing  by  the  regular  employees,  will 
the  minister  then  send  his  so-called  supple- 
mentary OWRC  staff  when  Windsor  city 
employees  are  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there 
are  personnel  who  will  voluntarily  do  the 
job  to  make  sure  that  the  plant  works  prop- 
erly, there  would  be  no  reason,  in  my  opinion, 
to  send  personnel  from  OWRC. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside. 


POLLUTION   THREAT  TO  ALGONQUIN 
PARK  LAKES 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside): 
A  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management  regarding  the  pollu- 
tion  danger   threatening  lakes   in  Algonquin 
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Provincial  Park  caused  by  the  lagoon  at  the 
portage  store  on  Canoe  Lake:  Why  is  the 
$100,000  lagoon,  which  is  supposed  to  be 
large  enough  for  a  community  of  3,500 
people,  proving  inadequate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minister 
of  Lands  and  Forests  is  prepared,  apparently, 
to  answer  this  question.  If  the  member  wishes, 
eitlier  he  or  I  could  reply  to  it.  Does  the 
member  want  me  to  go  ahead?  I  have  a 
statement  which  was  made  to  the  news- 
papers over  the  weekend. 

The  lagoon  was  constructed  according  to 
specifications  that  meet  all  our  requirements, 
both  from  the  point  of  view  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Health  and  OWRC,  There  has  been 
an  occasion  when  there  is  a  heavy  runoff 
of  rainwater  from  a  hill  into  the  lagoon  and 
this  has  caused  an  overflow  into  the  lake. 
To  prevent  a  recurrence  an  embankment 
has  been  constructed  to  divert  the  natural 
rainfall   nmoff. 

Sometimes,  because  of  the  problems  that 
were  referred  to  over  the  weekend,  there 
has  been  a  failure  of  the  pumping  station  i.o 
regulate  this  particular  diversion.  At  this 
time,  as  the  House  went  in  this  afternoon, 
pumping  from  the  lagoon  was  taking  place 
and  OWRC  personnel  are  on  the  site.  The 
absorption  into  the  soil  during  the  present 
irrigation  operations  is  one  of  the  methods 
of  preventing  leakage  or  spillage  from  the 
lagoon. 

So  all  I  can  say  at  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  the  problem  of  spillage  is  being 
corrected.  There  is  new  pumping  equip- 
ment up  there;  the  lagoon  is  being  rein- 
forced. 

One  of  the  problems  that  created  this 
rather  unfortunate  situation  is  that  some  of 
the  camps  in  the  area  were  aggravating 
the  situation.  The  camps  have  been  re- 
quested to  correct  their  problems  and  there- 
fore that  will  affect,  of  course,  the  condition 
of  the  lagoon  generally.  Further  inspection 
will  be  made  of  these  camp  sites,  to  see  if 
any  septic  systems  are  overloaded,  so  the 
problem  that  occurred  over  the  weekend 
will  not  recur  this  summer. 

Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary:  Have  many 
tests  of  the  water  in  the  lake  been  made 
recently? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  part  of  the 
news  release  over  the  weekend  indicated 
that  there  had  been  some  sampling  which 
was  not  acceptable. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
A  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sarnia  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  A.  W.  Downer  (Dufi'erin-Simcoe):  Oh, 
I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Unless  it  is  a  point  of  order. 
Is  it  a  point  of  order?  Then,  the  member  for 
Sarnia  will  carry  on  and  then  the  member 
for  Dufferin-Simcoe. 


POSSIBILITY  OF  ACTION 
AGAINST  CITY  OF  CLEVELAND 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Energy  and  Resources  Management:  In 
the  context  of  the  comments  of  the  Prime 
Minister  last  week  in  Sudbury  as  to  the 
concern  of  this  government  in  connection 
with  the  protection  of  public  good  in  the 
ecological  field,  as  exemplified  by  the  action 
against  Dow  Chemical  of  Canada  Limited, 
would  the  minister  advise  what  action  this 
government  is  going  to  take  against  the 
city  of  Cleveland  for  spewing  millions  of 
gallons  of  raw  sewage  into  Lake  Ontario- 
Lake  Erie  rather— and  adversely  affecting 
the  people  who  live  on  such  lakes? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  least  he  can  do  is  sue 
them  for  $100  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  from  what  I 
have  read  about  the  Cleveland  situation,  this 
was  an  accident,  a  breakdown  in  the  plant- 
Mr.  Nixon:  No  accident! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  And  as  soon  as  it  was  dis- 
covered, of  course,  some  emergency  steps 
were  taken  to  correct  it.  I  would  assume  that 
it  is  quite  possible  that  some  action  will  be 
taken  within  the  United  States  against  that 
city.  I  do  not  think  there  is  really  any  strong 
analogy  between  the  Dow  situation  and 
Cleveland. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  are  not  going  to  do  the 
brave  thing  again? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of 
supplementary,  do  I  take  it  from  the  answer 
of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources 
Management  that  he  is  making  no  represen- 
tations at  aU  in  connection  with  this  albeit 
impermanent  type  of  situation— the  continued 
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difficulties  experienced  by  the  people  who  hve 
on  Lake  Erie  with  the  city  of  Cleveland,  and 
more  important  the  State  of  Ohio? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Well  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
so  happy  to  learn  that  Cleveland  had  a  sew- 
age treatment  plant— I  am  still  trying  to 
recover  from  that.  I  did  not  realize  they  had 
one. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  When  did  the  minister 
learn  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Over  the  weekend. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Did  the  minister  attend  that 
conference  up  at  the  Inn  on  the  Park? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

The  hon.  minister  will  answer  the  question 
if  the  member  will  give  him  the  courtesy 
so  that  he  may  do  so. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Quite  right,  sir. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  At  that  conference,  never 
once  did  the  people  from  Ohio  ever  claim 
that  Cleveland  had  a  sewage  treatment  plant. 
All  I  am  saying,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  I  have 
asked  my  officials  at  OWRC  to  get  all  the 
information  about  this  plant  to  make  sure 
that  it  is  an  accidental  breakdown.  If  it  is 
not,  we  may  sue. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Duflerin- 
Simcoe. 


POLICE  SUPERVISION 
OF  ROCK  FESTIVALS 

Mr.  Downer:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Justice:  Has  the  minister  anything  to  re- 
port as  to  the  prevention  of  the  rock  festival 
scheduled  for  July  1  in  Mulmur  township? 
The  local  council  and  the  local  people  are 
vehementiy  opposed  to  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
was  an  order-in-council  passed  last  week  by 
.the  Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council  desig- 
nating the  area  in  Mulmur  township  as  a 
police  designated  area.  This,  hopefully,  will 
permit  us  to  recover  the  police  costs  after 
the   event. 

Mr.  Singer:  More  successfully  than  we  did 
last  year? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  High  Park? 
Mr.  Singer:  A  supplementary. 
Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary. 


Mr.  Singer:  Will  the  order-in-council  that 
was  passed  be  a  little  more  helpful  to  the 
government  than  the  similar  efforts  it  made 
last  year  that  the  minister  was  going  to  look 
up  and  answer?  He  never  did. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  on  the  basis 
of  the  same  type  of  order-in-council  last 
year,  it  has  been  possible  to  sue— my  hon. 
friends  rather  laughingly  refer  to  it  as  a 
people  action,  but  maybe  that  is  what  it  is— 
to  sue  the  promoters  of  that  particular  rock 
festival.  Again  this  year  we  probably  will 
be  doing  the  same  thing— if  we  cannot  collect 
in  advance. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  They  are  going  to  have 
many  writs  going  over  there. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
could  the  minister  advise  the  House  of  the 
present  status  of  the  action  that  he  just  men- 
tioned? A  few  months  ago  he  could  not  tell 
me  what  was  happening. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  will  get  a  recent 
report  from  my  advisers  and  inform  the  hon. 
member. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  what  he  said  last  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  there  a  writ  issued? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  My  understanding  is 
that  there  is  a  writ  issued,  yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  the  minister  had  better 
check  again. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
High  Park  has  the  floor. 


REASONS  FOR  RESIGNATION 
OF  PROBATION  OFFICER 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  question  of 
the  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Speaker:  What 
action  has  the  Attorney  General  taken  in  light 
of  the  reasons  given  in  the  resignation  of  his 
probation  officer,  R.  E.  Trimmer,  in  which 
she  claimed  that  (1)  service  to  probationers  is 
placed  at  the  bottom  of  the  minister's  prior- 
ities; and  (2)  his  department  does  not  evidence 
a  deep  commitment  to  people  in  its  functions 
and  administration  but  is  rather  subject  to 
tokenism  and  functional  efficiency? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  have  not  heard  of 
those  reasons.  I  will  take  that  question  as 
notice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nipis- 
sing. 
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LEASING  OF  CROWN  LANDS 
FOR  COTTAGE  SITES 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  A  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests:  When  will 
the  minister  make  available  to  the  district 
oflBces  the  prescribed  forms  for  the  leasing  of 
the  Crown  cottage  sites,  for  which  many 
people  are  waiting  across  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  believe  those  are  in 
the  regulations  of  the  Ontario  Gazette,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  I  would  be  pleased  to  send  the 
hon.  member  a  copy  of  the  statement. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  As  a  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  regulations  were  in  the  Gazette 
on  June  19,  but  the  district  oflBces  have  not 
received  the  prescribed  forms  to  carry  out 
the  process  of  leasing,  and  this  is  the  ques- 
tion: When  will  they  receive  the  forms  and 
go  ahead  with  the  leasing  of  the  cottage  lots? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  believe  that  anyone 
can  go  to  a  district  oflBce  now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  they  have  the  forms. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 


TRADE  CONVENTION  CENTRE 
IN  HAMILTON 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Premier.  Are  the 
recent  statements  of  Mr.  Jack  McNee  in 
Hamilton  with  regard  to  the  government  be- 
ing prepared  to  make  money  available  to 
build  a  trade  convention  centre  in  the  city,  to 
be  considered  a  change  in  government  policy 
over  the  statements  that  were  made  over  the 
last  two  years?  If  so,  when  can  we  expect 
the  money  to  be  made  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
be  no  finality  with  respect  to  the  matter 
raised  by  the  hon.  member.  I  would  only 
point  out  to  him  that  with  this  government, 
if  there  are  reasons,  if  there  is  merit  in  making 
alterations  in  policies  we  do  so;  but  there 
has  been  nothing  finalized  with  respect  to  the 
city  of  Hamilton  and  the  trade  and  convention 
centre. 

Mr.  Deans:  By  way  of  supplementary  ques- 
tion, would  it  be  reasonable  to  assume  there 
has  been  a  change  in  government  policy  and 
that  any  decision  which  will  be  made  will 
not  be  made  by  way  of  an  announcement  on 
the  eve  of  the  election,  as  was  the  previous 
offer? 


Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  were 
the  hon.  member  I  would  not  assume  too 
much, 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  not  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  I  would  just  say  to 
him  there  have  been  discussions  and  there  is 
no  finality  to  the  situation  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period  has 
now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  presented  the  fourth 
annual  report,  1970,  of  the  Ontario  Law  Re- 
form Commission. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  printed  copies 
of  the  report  will  be  available  to  the  hon. 
members  as  soon  as  they  are  received  in  my 
oflfice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  notwith- 
standing the  general  order  of  April  8,  this 
House  will  sit  on  Wednesday  next,  June  30, 
at  10  o'clock,  a.m.,  and  will  adjourn  at  1 
o'clock,  p.m.,  until  Monday,  July  5. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 


HIGHWAY  IMPROVEMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  High- 
way Improvement  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  amend- 
ments to  The  Highway  Improvement  Act 
which  have  just  been  introduced  by  the  Min- 
ister of  Transportation  and  Communications 
have  far-reaching  effects  for  the  transportation 
needs  of  this  province.  They  will  shape  public 
transportation  systems  in  the  final  decades  of 
this  century  and  have  a  profound  impact  on 
our  lives  and  those  of  our  children. 

The  amendments  give  substance  to  a  num- 
ber of  statements  made  during  the  course  of 
the  last  eight  months.  Among  many  things, 
tlie  bill  introduces  a  new  dimension  to  the 
historic  provincial-municipal  partnership  es- 
tablished by  The  Improvement  of  Public 
Highways  Act,  which  was  the  forerunner  of 
The  Highway  Improvement  Act  and  which 
was  passed  70  years  ago  this  year. 
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There  will  be  a  change  of  name  for  the  Act. 
One  of  the  amendments  presented  today  will 
create  The  Public  Transportation  and  High- 
way Improvement  Act.  When  taken  in  con- 
junction with  the  recent  creation  of  The 
Department  of  Transportation  and  Communi- 
cations, this  change  is  a  clear  indication  of 
the  government's  determination  to  approach 
the  total  transportation  problems  of  this  prov- 
ince dn  a  broad  and  unified  manner.  All  modes 
and  facilities  for  the  transportation  of  people 
and  goods  will  be  utilized  in  their  most  effec- 
tive and  eflScient  role  to  meet  our  future 
transportation  needs. 

Another  amendment  recognizes  the  matur- 
ity of  our  municipal  partners  and  the  pro- 
fessionalism of  their  road  superintendents. 
This  is  in  no  small  degree  related  to  the  edu- 
cational programme  provided  for  municipal 
employees  in  recent  years  by  the  former  De- 
partment of  Highways  and  the  Ontario  Good 
Roads  Association. 

In  recognition  of  these  facts,  the  re- 
quirement of  ministerial  approval  of  bylaws 
appointing  county  or  township  road  super- 
intendents or  altering  their  salaries  and 
allowances,  will  be  removed  from  the  Act. 
Complete  control  in  these  matters  will  be  left 
to  the  discretion  and  good  sense  of  municipal 
councils. 

In  addition,  the  historic  procedure  of  ap- 
proving road  and  street  expenditure  bylaws 
of  a  municipality  will  be  replaced  by  a 
.simpler  administrative  method  of  allocating 
funds.  This  new  method,  while  reducing  the 
administrative  work  load  of  both  municipali- 
ties and  The  Department  of  Transportation 
and  Commtmications,  continues  the  practice 
of  allowing  supplementary  allocations  of  funds 
at  the  request  of  a  municipality. 

A  further  improvement  in  the  provincial- 
municipal  relationship  will  result  from  the 
increase  of  advance  payment  of  funds  to  all 
the  municipalities.  In  place  of  one  advance 
payment  in  May  of  25  per  cent  of  subsidies 
paid  in  previous  years,  two  payments  will  be 
made,  each  of  30  per  cent  of  the  funds  ini- 
tially allocated  to  a  municipality  in  any  year. 
The  first  one  will  be  made  on  or  shortly  after 
April  1,  and  the  second  on  or  shortly  after 
July  1. 

As  the  hon,  members  are  aware,  many 
municipalities  from  time  to  time  arrange  pub- 
lic festivities  and  celebrations  of  one  nature 
or  another.  These  affairs  often  occur  on  the 
public  streets  and  require  the  use  of  these 
streets  solely  for  pedestrians.  Another  pro- 
posed amendment  to  the  Act  will  allow  these 
streets,  or  part  of  the  King's  highway,  lo  be 


closed  to  all  vehicular  traflBc  for  up  to  72 
hours  with  the  approval  of  the  minister. 

While  it  is  not  a  matter  for  legislative 
amendment,  I  am  also  pleased  to  inform  the 
House  that  in  a  related  situation  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  has 
established  a  policy  of  providing  normal  road 
subsidies  for  works  on  adjacent  streets  re- 
quired to  facilitate  the  construction  of  pedes- 
trian malls. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  two  concrete  ex- 
amples of  how  the  government  is  directing 
the  new  Department  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  into  a  new  mould  which  is 
more  sensitive  to  people  as  people,  not  just 
people  as  owners  of  automobiles. 

Mr.  Singer:  Here  we  go  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  recognize 
the  member  for  Downsview  has  no  interest  in 
people.  Be  that  as  it  may,  that  is  his  preroga- 
tive. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  right,  1  like  the  auto- 
mobile that  runs  by  itself.  Those  automobiles 
travel  on  their  own. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Another  amendment  in- 
troduced today,  Mr.  Speaker,  adds  a  new 
section  dealing  with  the  allocation  and  pay- 
ment of  funds  to  district,  metropolitan  and 
regional  govermnents,  extending  to  them  the 
same  provisions  as  will  apply  to  other  munici- 
X>alities. 

In  keeping  with  the  promise  in  my  state- 
ment to  the  House  of  June  3,  we  propose  an 
amendment  to  the  existing  provisions  dealing 
with  subway  construction.  The  items  of  con- 
struction eligible  for  assistance  are  broadened 
to  include  all  the  normal  elements  of  subway 
or  other  rapid  transit  construction,  including: 

The  planning  and  design  of  a  subway;  the 
acquisition  of  land  required  for  the  subway 
right-of-way,  stations  and  yards;  clearing  the 
subway  of  obstructions  from  subway  rights- 
of-way;  taking  up,  removing  or  changing  the 
location  of  public  utilities;  constructing  tun- 
nels, stations  and  other  structures  incidental 
to  the  subway;  constructing  the  roadbed  for 
the  subway,  including  the  under-drainage, 
tracks,  rails  or  other  surface  or  facility  upon 
which  to  operate  the  subway  trains  or 
vehicles;  subway  cars  and  other  rolling  stock; 
constructing  storage  and  maintenance  yards 
or  depots  for  subway  cars  and  other  rolling 
stock;  constructing  power,  conditioning  and 
distribution  systems;  constructing  train  con- 
trol, signalling  and  safety  systems;  construct- 
ing communications  and  surveillance  systems; 
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and  such  other  equipment,  works  or  services 
required  for  or  in  connection  with  the  sub- 
way as  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  may  approve. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  draw  to  the 
attention  of  the  House  that  these  provisions 
have  been  drawn  in  such  a  way  as  to  encour- 
age the  use  of  new  modes  and  new  technology 
as  they  are  developed  and  prove  their  worth- 
Mr.  Peacock:  That  one  was  developed  in 
Toronto.  What  about  the  other  kinds  for 
the  other  communities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —promising  new  ideas  and 
concepts  related  to  better  ways  of  providing 
transportation  for  large  numbers  of  people 
as  exist  today. 

A  great  deal  of  developmental  work  is 
underway  in  several  countries.  The  staff  of 
The  Department  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications is  in  close  and  almost  constant 
touch  with  these  developments.  We  propose 
to  take  advantage  of  them  with  all  possible 
haste  commensurate  with  our  objective  of 
providing  safe,  rapid  and  economical  trans- 
portation for  all  communities  in  Ontario. 

This  amendment,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  be  of 
tremendous  specific  benefit  to  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  the  Toronto  Transit  Commission. 
In  monetary  terms,  at  the  very  least  it  will 
almost  double  the  1971  provincial  contribu- 
tion to  the  Yonge  Street  subway. 

I  invite  the  senior  ofiBcials  of  both  these 
organizations  to  meet,  either  independently  or 
jointly,  with  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications  to  discuss  this  matter  in 
detail. 

The  hon.  members  will  note  that  no  refer- 
ence is  made  to  the  Spadina  rapid  transit 
facilities.  May  I  make  it  abundantly  clear  that 
our  purpose  in  doing  this  is  only  to  remove 
any  bias  with  regard  to  the  choice  of  location 
of  a  rapid  transit  facility  in  this  corridor.  We 
do  support,  and  will  assist  financially,  a  rapid 
transit  facility  in  this  general  location.  As  soon 
as  a  determination  is  made  by  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  the  Toronto  Transit  Commission 
of  the  most  appropriate  route  for  a  subway, 
or  other  transit  facility,  we  are  prepared  to 
designate  it  under  the  provisions  of  this 
amendment. 

This,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  one  measure,  but  only 
one  measure,  of  our  determination  to  assist  in 
the  development  of  attractive  economical  and 
viable  alternatives  to  the  automobile  in  con- 
gested urban  areas.  We  do  not  restrict  this 
to  Metropolitan  Toronto.  These  provisions  are 
province-wide  and  can  be  utilized  in  appro- 


priate  and   practical   fashion  by  all  of  our 
cities  requiring  rapid  transit  facilities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  amendment  to  this 
Act  adds  a  new  dimension  to  the  historic  pro- 
vincial-municipal partnership  to  which  I  re- 
ferred at  the  beginning  of  my  remarks.  This 
amendment  fulfils  a  promise  made  in  the 
Speech  from  the  Throne  to  create  a  system  of 
financial  assistance  to  the  municipalities  for 
all  other  municipally  supported  pubHc  trans- 
portation, in  addition  to  subways. 

As  members  of  this  House  know,  we  have 
assisted  urban  municipalities  for  many  years 
in  studies  of  their  road  transportation  needs. 
Last  year  The  Highway  Improvement  Act 
was  amended  to  allow  the  study  of  all  or  any 
part  of  their  total  transportation  needs.  I  am 
pleased  to  report  that  10  municipalities  are 
now  engaged  in  long-range  total  transporta- 
tion studies  with  the  department.  Three  have 
completed  short-term  operational  studies  of 
their  local  public  transportation  systems.  A 
further  11  now  have  studies  under  way  and 
we  expect  that  within  a  few  weeks  five  or  six 
others  will  decide  upon  conducting  such  a 
study. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to  intro- 
duce an  immediate  cash  flow  for  local  public 
transportation.  It  is,  in  a  sense,  a  transitional 
step  designed  to  provide  immediate  assistance 
for  viable  alternatives  to  the  private  motor 
vehicle  and  to  encourage  municipaUties  to 
view  public  transportation  as  a  better  alter- 
native to  spending  ever-increasing  funds  for 
road  improvements,  where  traffic  congestion 
creates  tremendous  needs  on  the  one  hand 
and  continuing  discomfort  and  frustration  for 
both  motorists  and  property  owners  on  the 
other. 

As  we  and  our  municipal  partners  gain 
more  experience  in  this  new  approach  to 
urban  transportation  problems  and  as  long- 
range  total  transportation  studies  and  supple- 
mentary studies  of  various  forms  are  com- 
pleted we  may  find  that  refinements  to  this 
legislation  are  desirable.  And  this  we  will  do. 
It  is  the  firm  intention  of  this  government  to 
actively  seek  and  encourage  the  use  of  prac- 
tical and  economical  forms  of  public  trans- 
portation, wherever  these  have  apphcation. 

Most  important,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  legislation 
introduced  today  is  a  sound  example  of  the 
earnest  desire  of  the  government  to  encour- 
age the  use  of  public  transportation,  wherever 
such  is  a  viable  alternative,  to  meet  urban 
transportation  needs. 

In  drafting  this  legislation,  the  govern- 
ment has   sought   to   be   all-embracing   with 
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respect  to  the  actual  net  costs  of  providing 
public  transportation.  The  legislation  applies 
equally  to  all  of  the  municipalities,  although 
there  are  obviously  a  great  many  in  which 
it  will  not  have  a  practical  application  for 
many  years.  The  bill  places  municipal  public 
transportation  expenditures  on  a  basis  equal 
in  every  way  with  municipal  road  expendi- 
tures. We  trust  that  this  neutrality  will 
remove  any  incentive  to  bias  municipal 
transportation  expenditures  toward  road  im- 
provements which  may  have  existed  hereto- 
fore. 

The  government  is  confident  that  this 
extension  of  financial  assistance  to  include 
municipal  public  transportation  expenditures 
will  stimulate  new  and  objective  appraisals 
by  municipal  governments  of  the  role  which 
public  transportation  can  play  in  their  muni- 
cipalities. We  expect  that  this  extension  of 
financial  assistance  will  create  a  new  and 
broader  sense  of  direct  responsibility  for  all 
modes  of  transportation  in  the  minds  of 
responsible  municipal  officials.  The  broad 
effect  of  this  amendment  will  be  to  encour- 
age an  integrating  and  unifying  approach 
on  the  part  of  the  municipal  governments 
of  our  urban  and  urbanizing  areas  to  the 
proper  utilization  of  all  modes  of  and  facili- 
ties  for  transportation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  landmark  legislation 
which  I  am  pleased  to  commend  to  all 
members   of   this   House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Labour. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Very 
fuzzy  landmark  legislation,   very  fuzzy! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


INDUSTRIAL  SAFETY  ACT,    1971 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  provide  for  the 
Protection  of  Persons  in  Industrial  Estab- 
lishments. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
will  establish  a  more  effective  base  upon 
which  the  accident  prevention  programme 
for  the  protection  of  all  employees  in  indus- 
trial establishments  in  Ontario  can  be 
founded. 

It  is  generally  accepted  that  compliance 
with  and  enforcement  of  legislation  do  not 
in  themselves  provide  the  total  answer  to 
the  problem  of  accidents  but  are  only  two 
of  a  number  of  tools  which,  if  used  together 


and  in  concert,  can  achieve  a  solid  impact 
on  the  problem  and  hopefully  produce  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  accidents,  with 
their  accompanying  costs  in  injury,  pain 
and  distress,  both  physical  and  economic. 
This  can  only  result  if  the  Act  is  well  con- 
structed, readily  understood  and  establishes 
standards  of  conduct  and  responsibilities  that 
reflect  the  decent  attitudes  of  our  society. 

The  bill  is  the  result  of  a  continuing 
review  of  the  operations  of  The  Industrial 
Safety  Act,  1964,  and  the  regulations  there- 
under, by  the  industrial  safety  branch  of 
the  department  and  by  a  large  number  of 
groups  and  individuals  who  contributed  from 
their  knowledge  and  experience  to  the  final 
product.  Among  those  groups  was  the  Labour 
Safety  Council  of  Ontario,  which  made  a 
number  of  recommendations  after  reviewing 
submissions  received  from  the  Canadian 
Manufacturers  Association,  Ontario  Federa- 
tion of  Labour,  Industrial  Accident  Preven- 
tion Association  and  many  others. 

The  bill  clearly  establishes  the  parameters 
within  which  enforcement  will  take  place, 
specifically  defines  the  duties,  responsibilities, 
powers,  rights  and  penalties  applicable  to  all 
persons  associated  with  industrial  establish- 
ments and  provides  for  the  making  of  regula- 
tions. The  structure  of  the  Act  is  such  that 
the  regulations  now  can  be  written  as  per- 
formance standards  which  must  be  achieved 
if  the  duties  and  responsibilities  established 
by  the  Act  are  to  be  fulfilled,  while  leaving 
the  precise  means  of  achieving  the  established 
standard  of  protection  as  the  option  most 
suitable  for  each  particular  circumstance. 

The  bill  applies  to  all  industrial  estab- 
lishments in  Ontario,  including  those  of  the 
Crown,  and  provides  for  the  appointment  of 
inspectors  to  enforce  the  requirements  of  the 
legislation  by  ensuring  that  others  fulfil  the 
duties  placed  upon  them.  These  inspectors, 
operating  under  the  direction  of  a  chief  in- 
spector, have  certain  powers  to  enter  prem- 
ises, examine  persons  and  give  directions  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Act.  These  powers  are 
carefully  prescribed  to  ensure  simultaneously 
that  the  rights  of  the  individual  are  not  over- 
ridden. A  system  of  appeals  from  the  direc- 
tion of  an  inspector  is  established  and  for 
this  purpose  additional  powers  are  given 
to  the  chief  inspector  to  assist  him  in  his 
review  of  the  appeal. 

A  basic  assurance  of  the  confidential 
nature  of  all  information  and  other  dis- 
closure is  included  so  that  free  and  unin- 
hibited communication  can  take  place.  How- 
ever,  the   chief  inspector  is   given  authority 
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to  allow  disclosure,  since  it  is  obvious  that 
such  disclosure  can  sometimes  assist  mater- 
ially in  the  basic  objective  of  accident  pre- 
vention and  the  protection  of  people;  but 
the  name  of  an  informant  may  not  be  dis- 
closed, except  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act. 

A  general  protection  of  the  inspector  from 
personal  liability  for  his  actions  under  the 
Act  is  provided  for,  but  this  general  pro- 
tection does  not  extend  to  his  employer,  the 
Crown. 

As  indicated  previously,  the  success  or 
failure  of  the  programme  for  protecting 
people  depends  on  the  responsible  actions  of 
persons  other  than  the  inspectors  and  so 
unique  duties  are  placed  on  the  other  per- 
sons involved  in  operations  in  industrial 
establishments. 

The  owner  is  required  to  ensure  those 
elements  of  the  building  or  structure  which 
he  controls  are  adequate  to  provide  for  the 
protection  of  persons  on  the  premises.  These 
include  exits,  sanitary  facilities,  heating  and 
lighting,  fire  protection  and  structural  ade- 
quacy—generally the  items  which  are  part 
of  the  basic  function  of  the  establishment  no 
matter  what  operations  may  be  carried  on. 

The  employer  has  similar  duties,  but  in 
his  case  these  relate  more  directly  to  the 
matters  and  methods  which  evolve  from  the 
particular  operations  of  his  company.  He  is 
also  required  to  appoint  competent  super- 
vision for  his  employees;  and  since  the  co- 
operation of  all  persons  in  ensuring  compli- 
ance with  and  enforcement  of  the  Act  is  a 
prime  desirable  feature,  disciplining  of  an 
employee  in  connection  with  this  co-operation 
is  forbidden. 

Each  individual  in  an  establishment  is  re- 
quired to  conduct  himself  in  accordance  with 
the  Act,  to  wear  and  use  protective  devices 
or  clothing  and  to  co-operate  with  all  others 
including  owners,  employers,  supervisors  and 
so  on  to  ensure  communication  of  knowledge 
of  defective  equipment  and  so  on. 

The  reporting  of  accidents  will  enable 
statistical  help  for  the  administration  of  the 
accident  prevention  programme  to  be  pro- 
vided. A  number  of  legal  aids  are  made  avail- 
able to  the  enforcing  branch  within  the  con- 
straints of  protecting  the  rights  of  the  in- 
dividual while  allowing  the  proper  func- 
tioning of  the  legal  process  to  proceed  with- 
out unnecessary  complications.  The  maximum 
fine  is  established  at  $10,000  instead  of  ^he 
present  $5,000. 

The  bill  is  designed  to  capture  the  support 
of  the  vast  majority  of  law-abiding,  co-oper- 


ative citizens  in  this  province,  while  providing 
authority  over  the  recalcitrant  minority. 


HANDLING  AND  USE  OF 
HYDROCARBONS 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  an  Act  to  regulate  the  Handling 
and  Use  of  Hydrocarbons. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of 
explanation,  may  I  say  that  this  bill  estab- 
lishes the  machinery  for  carrying  on  and 
improving,  in  co-operation  with  the  regulated 
industries  themselves,  our  programme  which 
provides  for  the  safe  handling  and  use  of 
hydrocarbon  fuels.  It  should  be  noted  that 
this  function,  formerly  part  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Energy  and  Resources  Management, 
was  transferred  to  my  department  by  The 
Energy  Amendment  Act,   1970. 

The  bill  provides  for  the  appointment  of 
inspectors  and  sets  forth  their  powers  and 
responsibilities.  It  also  provides  for  the  pro- 
tection of  an  inspector  from  civil  action 
arising  from  his  duties  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown,  while  at  the  same  time  making  clear 
his  responsibilities  as  an  inspector.  In  no 
way  does  the  bill  relieve  him  of  his  re- 
sponsibilities, nor  does  it  protect  him  from 
departmental  disciplinary  action  in  the  event 
of  negligence. 

The  responsibilities  of  employers  have  been 
given  new  emphasis  in  the  bill.  This  covers 
not  only  their  primary  functions  under  the 
legislation,  but  also  the  responsibilities  to 
implement  the  proper  instruction  and  super- 
vision of  their  employees. 

Particular  attention  will  be  directed  to- 
ward the  operators  of  pipeline  systems  and 
toward  those  who  construct  such  systems. 
The  employees'  prime  responsibiUties  within 
the  scope  of  the  bill  are  also  set  forth  with 
stress  on  those  functions  involving  safe  prac- 
tices and  acceptable  standards  of  personal 
qualification. 

An  area  which  has  caused  some  concern 
in  the  past  has  been  given  increased  em- 
phasis in  the  bill,  and  that  is  the  protection 
from  outside  interference  of  those  pipelines 
used  for  transmitting  and  distributing  hydro- 
carbon fuels.  This  bill  is  expUcit  with  re- 
spect to  both  the  need  for  requesting  and 
the  need  to  provide  adequate  information 
on  the  location  of  underground  piping  before 
the  commencement  of  digging  with  me- 
chanical equipment. 
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In  conclusion,  may  I  point  out  that  in 
the  preparation  of  the  appeals  sections,  full 
consideration  has  been  given  to  the  recom- 
mendations contained  in  the  McRuer  report. 


WORKMEN'S   COMPENSATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr,  Carton  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to,  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
increases  widows'  and  dependents'  pensions 
and  raises  the  maximum  compensation  pay- 
able to  a  workman. 

The  monthly  pensions  will  move  from 
$125  to  $175,  while  the  monthly  pension 
for  dependent  children  will  go  from  $50  to 
$60.  In  the  case  of  orphaned  children,  it 
will  go  from  $60  to  $70. 

We  propose  that  these  changes  be  effec- 
tive August  1,  1971.  They  will  benefit  some 
4,500  widows  and  roughly  4,500  dependent 
children. 

At  the  same  time,  the  bill  will  increase 
the  so-called  income  ceiling  from  the  present 
level  of  $7,000  to  $9,000  on  all  compensa- 
tion   cases   occurring   after   August    1,    1971. 

As  members  are  aware,  an  injured  work- 
man can  receive  from  the  board,  to  replace 
his  lost  wages,  a  payment  up  to  75  per  cent 
of  his  normal  pay.  The  maximum  amount 
he  can  get  is  75  per  cent  of  the  so-called 
income  ceiling.  What  the  amendment  means 
is  that  maximum  compensation  can  be  $6,750, 
instead  of  the  present  $5,200. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  Minister  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs  bill? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs):  Before  the 
orders  of  the  day,  I  wish  to  table  the  answers 
to  the  following  questions,  which  appear  upon 
the  order  paper:  Nos.  1,  15,  16,  24  and  27. 
See  Appendix,  page  3305. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  32nd  order. 
House  in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  A.  E. 
Renter  in  the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
TREASURY  AND  ECONOMICS 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  submit  tliese  esti- 


mates for  the  approval  of  the  House.  I  have 
no  opening  remarks. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): Mr.  Chairman,  the  budget,  on  page 
99,  in  setting  out  some  general  review  of 
increases  in  net  general  expenditure  by  min- 
isterial responsibihty  shows,  as  well  as  any- 
thing can,  the  growth  of  this  department 
in  recent  years. 

In  1967,  it  required  $11,951,000;  the  next 
year,  $12,000,067;  the  following  year,  $13,- 
738,000;  in  1970  to  1971,  $27,811,000;  and 
this  year  it  is  estimated  about  $30,6  mil- 
lion will  be  required. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  discuss  the  bud- 
get itself,  of  course.  We  have  had  other 
opportunities  to  do  that,  but  I  do  want  to 
talk  about  the  growth  of  this  minister's 
responsibilities,  which  I  think  have  taken  a 
quantic  jump  in  the  last  few  weeks  as  the 
former  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  took 
over  the  responsibihty  of  the  Treasury. 

Just  yesterday— I  should  say  Saturday— 
we  were  treated  to  the  announcement  by  the 
head  of  the  government  that  the  Treasurer 
would  have  a  further  responsibility,  and  a 
very  important  one  indeed,  and  that  is  act- 
ing as  a  one-man  task  force  in  establishing 
the  recommendations  that  the  government 
would  act  upon  in  setting  finally  their  policy 
on  economic  and  cultural  nationalism. 

I  have  been  much  struck  by  the  recent  news 
comment,  both  emanating  from  the  conference 
conducted  by  the  ministry  and  also  the  one 
that  had  been  called  by  the  NDP  in  dealing 
with  public  views  on  economic  nationalism. 
It  is  interesting  that  the  government  is  just 
now  moving  to  the  point  where,  after  some 
public  discussion,  it  has  designated  one  min- 
ister of  the  Crown  for  a  special  responsibility 
in  this  connection.  He  has  prudently  said 
publicly  that  it  would  be  at  least  six  months 
before  his  recommendations  will  be  available, 
although  of  course,  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis) 
in  the  House  today  said  that  from  time  to 
time  certain  actions  might  be  forthcoming. 

We  of  the  Liberal  Party  have  a  position 
that  was  entered  into  by  the  party  at  our 
policy  conference  in  January  of  this  year  and, 
Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  want 
to  speak  briefly  about  it,  so  that  I  can  at 
least  make  the  Treasurer  aware  of  our  views 
in  this  important  matter  as  he  gathers  them 
from  other  sources  as  well. 
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In  the  question  period  today  I  mentioned 
the  need  for  a  foreign  investment  review 
board.  This  used  to  be  called  a  takeover 
review  board,  but  surely  the  government  and 
this  Treasurer  should  be  aware  of  the  impli- 
cations of  investment  before  they  reach  the 
proportions  that  might  be  called  takeover. 

It  is  true  the  goverrraient  of  Canada  should 
involve  itself  in  this  as  well,  but  this  govern- 
ment has  certain  specific  responsibilities  in 
areas  to  which  it  has  already  reacted,  in  edu- 
cation publishing  fields  specifically.  They  will 
require  the  kind  of  forewarning  that  will  be 
necessary  to  take  appropriate  and  immediate 
action  as  these  matters  change  from  time  to 
time. 

The  second  matter  pertains  to  The  Depart- 
ment of  Trade  and  Development,  one  which 
has  eff^ectively  lost  powers  as  the  power  of 
the  Treasury  has  increased.  I  want  to  refer 
to  that  a  few  minutes  from  now  and  on  an- 
other basis.  Surely  the  minister  should  be 
aware,  with  the  kind  of  review  that  is  em- 
powered to  him,  that  the  legislation  already 
gives  the  power,  the  authority,  to  The  De- 
partment of  Trade  and  Development  to  in- 
volve private  citizens  in  the  fund-raising  pro- 
grammes which  are  then  directed  toward  the 
substantial  support  of  industry  whether  it  is 
foreign  or  private  in  its  base. 

It  seems  to  me  the  government  ought  to  be 
treating  its  own  legislation  much  more 
seriously  and  empowering  and  instructing  The 
Department  of  Trade  and  Development  to 
make  use  of  private  funds  as  well  as  public 
funds  in  performance  loans  and  the  other 
means  whereby  it  can  strengthen  the  develop- 
ment of  Canadian  and  particularly  Ontario 
industry. 

The  present  incumbent  of  The  Department 
of  Trade  and  Development  (Mr.  Grossman) 
has  never  seen  fit  to  ask  for  a  public— that  is 
to  say,  the  private  develojMnent  of  funds  for 
public  use  in  this  regard.  He  has  restricted 
his  requests  simply  to  an  approach  to  the 
Treasury  Board  about  funds  which  he  thinks 
would  be  suflBcient  to  promote  the  strengthen- 
ing and  development  of  our  own  industries. 

The  whole  matter  of  decentralization  must 
obviously  come  under  the  purview  of  the 
minister  in  his  new  capacity  as  a  one-man  task 
force,  and  perhaps  even  more  important  in 
his  capacity  as  what  really  amoimts  to  the 
chief  planner  in  the  province. 

Last  year,  the  then  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  (Mr.  McKeough)  rejected  the  concept 
that  the  Treasurer  was,  in  fact,  the  chief 
planner;  but  he  was  not  present  in  the  meet- 


ings of  this  committee  since  the  Treasury  esti- 
mates, as  I  recall,  were  referred  to  the  esti- 
mates committee  meeting  elsewhere. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  read  them  all  last 
night. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Since  he  has  now  indicated  he 
has  read  the  responses  of  his  predecessor  he 
will  recall  the  Treasurer  saying  that  he,  in 
fact,  was  the  chief  planner.  He  said  that  in 
the  absence  of  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  who,  in  his  former  capacity,  might 
surely  have  argued  that  contention. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  never!    Never! 

Mr.  Nixon:  No!  Certainly  not  if  he  him- 
self was  Treasurer.  His  predilection  for 
powers  in  planning— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  thought  the  mem- 
ber had  a  very  cogent  discussion. 

Mr.  Nixon:  —and  particularly  the  centraliz- 
ing of  those  powers  will  come  under  very 
careful  review  indeed. 

In  these  parts  of  my  remarks,  when  I  am 
talking  about  this  special  and  new  respon- 
sibility of  the  Treasurer,  I  want  to  recommend 
to  the  Treasurer  his  own  public  pronounce- 
ments on  decentralization.  We  are  not  here 
to  argue  his  decisions  taken  as  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs  in  centralizing  assessment 
and,  if  anything,  in  centralizing  the  power  of 
planning  more  than  it  ever  had  been  before. 

He  is  now  in  a  rather  unique  position 
where  he  can  recommend  to  his  colleagues 
in  government— and  from  a  position,  I  would 
say,  of  some  pre-eminence  which  he  has 
carved  out  for  himself  politically  and  through 
his  personal  abilities— that  this  whole  concept 
of  decentralization  applies  more  strongly  to 
this  administration  than  it  does  to  the  other 
jurisdictions  which  have  come  under  criti- 
cism because  of  their  centralizing  tendencies. 

The  Treasurer,  in  his  formal  remarks  in 
presentation  of  the  budget,  was  particularly 
critical  of  the  government  of  Canada  for 
this  very  matter  and  decentralization  can 
surely  be  established  here  just  as  it  can  be 
at  the  federal  level.  There  is  no  reason,  for 
example,  why  the  head  oflBce  of  Hydro  has 
to  be  maintained  within  a  stone's  throw  of 
the  seat  of  government. 

Another  recommendation  recently  put  for- 
ward by  editorialists  was  that  OHSIP  and 
the  headquarters  of  other  similar  commis- 
sions should  be  decentralized  into  other 
parts  of  the  province  where  they  can  draw 
on    just   as    effective    a    pool    of    labour.    If 
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necessary  they  can  have  as  close  communi- 
cation with  those  areas  for  additional  re- 
search that  might  be  necessary  from  time 
to  time. 

The  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Carton)  has 
just  given  us  some  fairly  important  amend- 
ments to  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
and  it  occurred  to  me  that  even  though  that 
board  is  well  entrenched  in  a  fortress  down 
near  the  lakefront,  still  its  substantial  pur- 
pose does  not  have  to  emanate  from  the 
capital.  There  is  no  reason  why  it  should 
continue  to  do  so  in  the  long  run  and  the 
long  plan  of  the  government. 

Certain  ministries  would  function  far  bet- 
ter if  they  could  divorce  themselves  from 
the  attitudes  that  are  so  characteristic  of  the 
heart  of  downtown  Toronto.  I  mention  The 
Department  of  Lands  and  Forests  since  that 
minister  (Mr.  Brunelle)  is  present,  and  there 
is  The  Department  of  Mines  and  Northern 
Affairs.  Both  of  these,  surely,  should  have 
their  administrative  headquarters  elsewhere. 
I  refer  particularly,  of  course,  to  the  northern 
part  of  the  province.  Both  ministers  are  well 
provided  with  a  fleet  of  aircraft.  They  are 
well  provided  with  instant  communication. 
If  they  could  arrange  with  the  other  minis- 
ters not  to  use  those  aircraft  so  frequently 
for  other  purposes,  then  of  course  they  might 
be  able  to  attend  cabinet  meetings  as  re- 
quired. The  Department  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management  should  be  a  part  of 
the  decentralization  as  well. 

Hon.  R.  Bnmelle  (Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests):  We  are  the  most  decentralized  de- 
partment. 

Mr.  Nixon:  It  may  be  the  most  disorgan- 
ized, but  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  the  most 
decentralized. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  pointed  out  to  you  a  few 
moments  ago  that  since  1967  the  costs  for 
the  general  expenditure  of  The  Department 
of  the  Treasury  have  about  tripled— the 
Treasurer  is  such  a  mathematician  and  so 
careful  in  these  matters  himself.  It  has  gone 
up  from  $11.9  million  to  $30.6  million. 

When  I  first  entered  the  House  in  1962, 
the  hon.  Robert  Macaulay,  who  was  then 
Minister  of  Trade  and  Development,  unless 
we  have  changed  the  name  of  the  department 
since  then— and  that  is  entirely  possible- 
used  to  be  referred  to  as  the  minister  of  all 
departments.  Hardly  a  day  passed  but  that  the 
hon.  Mr.  Macaulay  would  arise  and  with  an 
announcement  indicate  that  through  another 
committee  or  another  study  he  had,  in  fact, 
taken  the   initiative   in   the   development   of 


policy  from  one  of  his  colleagues.  It  got  to 
be  quite  a  joke,  as  he  even  established  his 
primacy  in  situations  involving  Tourism,  Agri- 
culture, Trade  and  Development— which  was 
his  prime  responsibility— and  so  on  through 
all  of  the  government  departments.  It  got  to 
be  a  joke,  as  I  say,  as  we  referred  to  him 
as  minister  of  all  departments. 

Now  the  pendulum  is  swinging,  not  neces- 
sarily back  to  where  it  was,  but  in  another 
direction.  The  Treasury  obviously  has  specific 
responsibilities  for  the  establishment  of  our 
budget.  I  would  say  that  if  we  are  going 
to  add  more  responsibility  to  it,  we  should 
certainly  see  that  The  Department  of 
Revenue,  having  survived  now  going  on  a 
third  year,  should  be  politely  and  painlessly 
done  away  with  and  the  responsibilities  for 
revenue  returned  to  the  Treasury,  where 
they  have  historically  resided  and  where  they 
would  be  again  under  a  Liberal  adminis- 
tration. 

The  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Winkler) 
has  never  indicated  that  his  position  influ- 
ences the  policy  in  any  small  way  for  the 
decisions  made  in  the  budget.  He  is  nothing 
more  than  an  administrative  ofiicer  and  an 
unprofessional  one  at  that,  whose  value  to 
the  net  administration  of  the  gOA'emment  is 
certainly  very  much   in   question. 

It  was  interesting  also  to  note  in  the 
statements  by  the  Treasurer  a  few  weeks 
ago,  that  even  though  The  Deparhnent  of 
Revenue  has  most  recently  been  established 
and  the  former  minister  (Mr.  White)  used  to 
pride  himself  that  it  was  the  most  economic- 
ally administered  department  in  government, 
still  the  announcement  was  made  that  26 
personnel  were  being  moved  from  that  de- 
partment to  other  departments.  Obviously  we 
do  not  need  that  department,  and  it  should 
be  coalesced  with  the  Treasury.  I  beheve 
that  would  be  a  move  that  would  give  rise 
to  some  economy  and  a  more  efiicient  ap- 
proach to  the  control  of  our  fiscal  admin- 
istration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  am  talking  about 
areas  which  should  be  added  to  the  depart- 
ment, there  is  one  other  which  at  least 
recommends  itself  to  me  in  some  particular, 
and  that  is  the  Economic  Council  of  this 
province.  On  Friday  I  believe,  or  Thursday, 
I  asked  a  question  of  The  Department  of 
Trade  and  Development,  which  now  admin- 
isters the  Economic  Council,  as  to  whether 
any  thought  was  to  be  given  to  changing 
the  responsibility  for  the  department,  or  the 
minister  through  which  it  reports,  and  I 
got    a    negative    answer    from    the    present 
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Department  of  Trade  and  Development,   or 
the  minister  of  that  department. 

I  had  thought,  in  my  own  view,  that  the 
Economic  Council  should  come  under  the 
purview  of  the  Treasury.  This  would  be  of 
some  assistance  because  the  Treasurer,  having 
widespread  responsibilities  for  the  economy, 
would  have  this,  as  I  would  say  I  would 
say  one  of  his  most  useful  instruments;  but 
that  very  phrase  gives  me  pause,  because 
if  the  Economic  Council  is  going  to  have 
an  effective  utilization  it  is  not  its  connec- 
tion with  government  but  its  distance  from 
government  which  should  be  emphasized. 

For  that  reason,  I  believe  it  should  be 
taken  out  of  The  Department  of  Trade  and 
Development.  Certain  of  its  officers  should, 
I  suppose,  report  to  the  Treasurer,  through 
the  provincial  economist  who  sits  in  a 
position  to  advise  the  Treasurer.  But  essen- 
tially the  administration  of  the  Economic 
Council,  at  the  very  top,  should  report  only 
through  the  first  minister  himself,  so  that 
in  this  way  their  autonomous  position  can 
be  emphasized.  I  have  always  felt  that  there 
should  be  an  independent  assessment  of  the 
economy  of  this  province  in  a  manner  similar 
to  that  which  has  developed  at  the  federal 
level. 

In  my  view,  I  suppose  once  the  Minister 
of  Finance  for  Canada  stops  trembling  at 
the  charges  and  attacks  from  the  Treasurer 
of  Ontario,  the  next  most  fearsome  approach 
as  far  as  he  is  concerned  would  be  the 
report  of  the  Economic  Council  of  Canada, 
which  is  entered  into  in  a  well-researched  and 
independent  manner.  From  year  to  year  that 
report  causes  more  of  a  stir  in  Canada  than 
at  other  times;  sometimes  they  seem  to  hit 
the  nail  on  the  head  in  their  criticisms  of 
the  government. 

But  surely  this  is  the  kind  of  thing  that 
should  be  available,  not  only  to  the  citizens 
and  taxpayers  of  Ontario,  but  also  to  the 
members  of  this  Legislature.  As  it  is,  the 
Economic  Council  is  somewhat  under  a 
cloud.  Their  researches  have  not  been  spec- 
tacular and  only  of  limited  use,  even  I 
suppose  to  the  officials  of  government. 

From  time  to  time  over  the  years  they 
have  stirred  themselves  to  look  into  the 
problems  of  rural  poverty  in,  I  believe,  five 
specffic  communities  in  western  Ontario 
north.  They  have  undertaken  a  review  of 
the  succession  duty  programme,  which  they 
said  should  be  abandoned  and  which  advice 
the  Treasurer  never  saw  fit  to  follow;  even 
though  he  said  that  he  would  like  to  have 
followed  it,  it  has  not  got  to  that  point  yet. 


The  Economic  Council  then  requires  up- 
grading, a  substantial  upgrading.  I  believe 
that  its  independence  has  to  be  strengthened 
far  more  than  has  been  the  case  before. 
Part  of  it  might  very  well  report  to  the 
chief  economist,  but  more  important  than 
anything  else  should  be  a  policy  to  underpin 
its  autonomy  and  make  its  yearly  report 
something  which  we  are  not  favoured  with 
at  the  present  time— that  is  as  a  criteria  of 
the  economy  of  the  province— and  make  it 
available  on  an  independent  basis  to  the  citi- 
zens and  to  this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  talking  about  the  chang- 
ing responsibilities  of  this  department,  prob- 
ably the  one  that  should  be  divorced  from 
the  Treasury  is  this  position  that  has  been 
taken  by  the  Treasurer's  predecessor  (Mr. 
MacNaughton)  as  the  chief  planner  in  the 
province.  Through  the  regional  development 
branch  there  really  has  been  nothing  but 
confusion  and  trouble  plus  the  expenditure 
of  ever-increasing  amounts  of  public  moneys 
for  programmes  that  have  had  little  or  no 
effect  on  the  planning  decisions  of  this 
province. 

The  Treasurer  was  good  enough  to  send 
me  a  statement  made  by  his  new  chief  of 
the  branch  in  response  to  a  report,  apparently 
erroneous  according  to  the  statement  that 
was  delivered  to  me,  that  was  said  to  have 
been  read  into  the  record  or  referred  to  by 
myself  in  the  House  and  that  appeared  in 
the  Toronto  Globe  and  Mail  of  approxi- 
mately three  weeks  ago.  In  that  report  it 
was  indicated  that  the  new  chief  of  the 
branch  had  made  some  substantial  criticisms 
of  the  regional  development  programme.  He 
said  in  essence  that  they  were  poorly  or- 
ganized and,  to  use  the  words  in  the  press 
report,  if  I  can  recall  them,  that  the  regional 
development  programme  had  not  given  the 
results  that  had  been  expected  and  that  the 
whole  business  was  being  fought  out  again. 

I  recall  on  a  recent  occasion  when  the 
former  chief  of  the  branch,  sitting  in  a 
position  at  the  table,  at  the  feet  of  the 
minister  and  proffering  advice  to  the  former 
minister— much  to  his  assistance,  as  I  recall 
—that  we  were  given  a  page  involving  15 
squares  which  were  properly  numbered  and 
in  small  type  indicated  the  surging  develop- 
ment of  regional  planning  in  this  province. 

I  felt  at  the  time  that  the  Treasurer  was 
less  than  enthusiastic  about  that  approach 
but  he  was  prepared,  as  the  good  man  he  is, 
to  defend  almost  anything  that  the  govern- 
ment had  decided  to  require  him  to  defend. 
It  takes  me  back  to  that  occasion  when  I 


JUNE  28,  1971 


3277 


see  the  present  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications  (Mr.  MacNaughton)  de- 
fending the  Spadina  decision,  which  must 
be  almost  as  difficult  for  him  to  speak 
positively  of  as  was  this  whole  approach  to 
regional  development. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sure  you  would  agree 
with  me,  and  I  do  mean  that  in  a  personal 
sense,  that  the  regional  development  pro- 
gramme in  the  province  has  been  a  failure; 
that  it  has  been  costly;  that  it  has  led  to 
confusion;  that  the  time  has  come  surely  to 
abandon  this  approach  since  the  regional 
development  areas  do  not  coincide  with  those 
areas  which  have  municipal  responsibility. 

Essentially,  this  has  been  the  flaw  from 
the  start.  Essentially,  this  has  been  the  flaw 
from  the  start,  I  would  repeat,  Mr.  Chairman, 
because  there  has  been  no  one  prepared  to 
make  any  sort  of  decision;  and  no  one,  either 
at  the  provincial  or  municipal  level  of  gov- 
ernment, who  would  co-operate  and  partici- 
pate in  this  programme  in  a  way  which  can 
only  be  described  with  that  hackneyed  adjec- 
tive, "meaningful." 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  you  want  to  be 
relieved  of  your  duties  so  that  you  are  not 
going  to  be  associated  with  any  criticism  of 
the  government.  Still,  a  man  with  as  much 
reasonable  experience  in  municipal  affairs 
as  yourself  cannot  help  but  agree  that  the 
regional  development  programme  has  been 
a  substantial  waste  of  money  and  a  waste  of 
time. 

In  spite  of  that,  the  budget  that  is  before 
us  in  the  estimates  for  The  Department  of 
Treasury  and  Economics  calls  for  a  fairly 
substantial  increase  in  the  funds  that  are  to 
be  allocated  for  this  purpose.  Last  year  we 
spent  $1.7  million  and  this  is  up  about  $500,- 
000.  It  must  be  extremely  difficult  for  this  to 
be  justified.  I  cannot  help  but  think  that  the 
increase  was  justified  under  the  former  Treas- 
urer, who  had  made  almost  an  unreasonable 
commitment,  not  only  to  the  programme  of 
regional  development  but  to  the  personnel 
involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  the  time  has  come 
when,  in  the  kind  of  decision  that  the  present 
administration  is  attempting  to  make,  they 
will  make  some  of  the  difficult  approaches 
that  will  require  a  new  concept  of  the  plan- 
ning function  in  this  province.  Surely  the 
broad  base  that  the  Treasurer  announced  in 
criticism  of  the  government  of  Canada,  which 
means  that  they  are  dedicated  to  the  concept 
of  decentralization,  should  be  not  an  argu- 
ment for  a  continuation  of  regional  develop- 
ment along  the  line  that  has  been  experienced, 


but  an  approach  which  would  leave  local 
planning  to  the  counties,  the  areas  which 
have  effectively  co-operated  over  the  past 
number  of  years  or  to  the  regions  which  have 
been  established  with  municipal  authority. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the  regional  devel- 
opment function  should  be  moved  under  a 
broad  planning  responsibility  to  the  office  of 
the  Prime  Minister.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
Municipal  Affairs,  The  Department  of  Treas- 
ury and  The  Department  of  Trade  and  Devel- 
opment would  all  have  an  input,  but  if  we 
are  going  to  get  away  from  the  kind  of  con- 
test among  personalities  that  has  marred  and 
substantially  retarded  the  development  of 
planning  in  this  province,  there  should  be  a 
centralization,  in  at  least  the  concepts,  under 
the  first  minister's  office.  This  would  relieve 
the  Treasurer  of  what  has  in  the  past  been 
not  only  a  substantial  embarrassment  but  a 
continued  and  growing  drain  upon  our  tax 
dollars. 

Another  area,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  I  be- 
lieve should  be  divorced  from  the  Treasurer, 
is  the  whole  office  of  federal-provincial  rela- 
tions. There  is  now  developing  quite  a  strong 
bureaucracy  which  is  designed  to  advise  the 
various  government  ministers  in  tbis  whole 
matter  of  federal-provincial  relations.  Cer- 
tainly the  Treasurer  would  retain  the  normal 
group  of  fiscal  and  financial  advisers  who, 
reporting  from  the  Economic  Council  of  On- 
tario, would  give  him  the  kind  of  ammunition 
which  apparently  he  requires  in  dealing  with 
the  government  of  Canada  on  the  matters 
that  pertain  to  him  directly. 

He  does  not  deal  with  the  government,  but 
only  the  Minister  of  Finance.  Surely,  it  is 
for  the  first  minister  to  have  the  responsibility 
for  overseeing  the  kind  of  review,  the  con- 
tinuing review  of  federal-provincial  relation- 
ships which  has  become  a  part  of  the  Cana- 
dian Confederation  and  which  undoubtedly 
will  be  an  important  part  as  long  as  that 
Confederation  continues.  This  is  one  of  the 
offices  which  is  not  simply  paid  for  by  the 
Treasurer  but  seems  to  be  administered  by 
the  Treasurer.  I  do  not  think  it  reasonably 
should  continue  under  his  purview  and  direc- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  looking  at  the  budget 
that  was  put  before  us  some  weeks  ago,  I 
see  there  are  a  number  of  areas  that  the 
Treasurer  administers  over  which  we  would 
have  little  or  no  policy  control.  Frankly  I 
think  that  this  is  a  bad  way  to  do  business. 
It  means,  for  example,  in  the  matter  of  the 
new  approach  to  land  acquisition,  with  $20 
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million  budgeted  for  that  purpose,  the  Treas- 
urer will  have  to  give  his  final  okay,  I  pre- 
sume, as  it  is  his  responsibility  as  the  minister, 
before  the  funds  are  approved. 

Whether  this  means  he  is  going  to  have 
any  more  particular  influence  on  policy  de- 
cisions in  this  regard  than  any  other  minister 
remains  to  be  seen.  But  knowing  the  Treas- 
urer and  how  acquisitive  he  is  as  far  as  the 
levers  and  strings  of  power  are  concerned  I 
v/ould  venture  to  say  that  like  his  predecessor 
in  this  cabinet  with  the  same  predilections— 
and  I  mean  the  hon.  Robert  Macaulay— that 
he  will  more  and  more  exercise  the  control- 
now  he  is  nodding— and  this  gives  me  real 
pause,  because  surely  in  the  acquisition  of 
lands  the  final  decision  cannot  be  left  to  the 
Treasurer. 

Whether  it  is  in  his  capacity  as  the  diief 
financial  oflBcer  or  the  chief  plaimer,  or  the 
chief  entrepreneur  of  our  relationship  with 
the  government  of  Canada,  or  whatever  other 
of  the  primacies  that  he  has  taken  to  himself; 
surely  this  has  got  to  be  a  mistake,  Mr. 
Chairman!  If  the  Treasurer  is  going  to  make 
the  final  decisions  on  the  matters  for  which 
he  pays  the  bills,  then  we  are  in  real  trouble 
indeed. 

Land  acquisition  itself  means  that  $20 
million  are  going  to  be  expended  in  the 
present  budget  period;  and  he  is  going  to 
make  all  of  the  expenditures  involving  the 
racing  commission  and  the  support— oh  yes,  it 
comes  under  the  budget  here,  and  as  far  as 
we  are  concerned,  even  though  an  order-in- 
council  has  transferred  the  commission,  still 
the  funds  that  are  payable  in  support  of  racing 
and  equine  research  will  for  the  coming  fiscal 
year  at  least  be  answerable  in  this  House  by 
the  Treasurer,  and  so  it  comes  under  this 
discussion. 

The  fist  grows  longer  and  longer.  The  total 
review  of  all  government  organizations  and 
the  efficiency  or  the  productivity  of  those 
organizations  have  been  taken  over  by  the 
Treasurer.  While  we  on  this  side  approve 
the  kind  of  research  that  is  needed  into  the 
e£Bciency  of  government,  it  is  another  case 
where  the  Treasurer  from  his  position  as  re- 
sponsible cabinet  officer,  will  be  able  to 
recommend  and  take  many  of  the  decisions 
affecting  the  overall  policy  of  other  govern- 
ment departments. 

Another  area  is  the  whole  concept  of  de- 
velopmental loans— which  are  payable  to  edu- 
cation; elementary,  secondary  and  post 
secondary;  to  all  of  the  municipalities  and  a 
growing  list— which  is  the  channel  through 
which,    let    us    say,    our    operation    of    the 


revenues  from  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  are 
put  to  use  in  this  province.  The  minister,  in 
indicating  that  all  of  these  areas  will  be 
essentially  areas  over  which  his  policy  de- 
cisions will  be  influential,  shows,  I  believe, 
without  any  equivation  that  the  Treasurer  has 
taken  over  a  substantially  large  area  of  gov- 
ernmental decision  that  used  to  be  shared 
by  other  members  of  this  administration. 

Maybe  they  are  prepared  to  hand  it  all 
over  to  the  new  Treasurer,  Mr.  Chairman,  but 
these  matters  are  on  decentralization  and 
apply  surely  to  the  administration  at  the  inner 
level  as  well  as  they  would  to  the  whole 
administration  in  its  broader  sense. 

The  very  concept  that  the  responsibility  of 
one  department  would  grow  by  a  factor  of 
three  seems  to  me  to  show  the  growth  of 
departmental  responsibility  has  not  been  in 
tune  nor  in  step  with  the  establishment  of  new 
initiatives  on  a  decentralized  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Treasurer,  as  well  as 
having  the  responsibilities  that  I  have  out- 
lined and  commented  on  very  briefly,  must 
manage  the  debt  of  the  province  which  this 
year  is  going  to  move  forward  by  an  amount 
approved— at  least  to  be  approved  by  the 
House— of  close  to  $800  million. 

We  have  discussed  the  advance  of  this 
debt  from  time  to  time  and  it  is  well  under- 
stood that  the  largest  share  of  this  of  course 
is  simply  the  debt  that  we  enter  into  when 
we  accept  our  share  of  the  premiiuns  of  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan  for  use  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

It  is  well  understood  that  these  funds  will 
be  repaid  to  the  government  of  Canada  in 
order  to  fund  the  responsibilities  that  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan  carries  with  it,  to  pay 
the  pensions  to  our  citizens  when  they  be- 
come eligible. 

But  beyond  that  there  will  be  an  increase 
in  the  debt  of  between  $3  million  and  $4 
million  which  will  be  on  a  basis  of  specific 
increased  borrowing  on  the  recommendation 
of  the  Treasurer. 

I  have  felt  for  a  good  long  time  that  if 
we  are  concerned  about  the  influence  of 
foreign  investors  in  the  business  aspects  of 
our  province,  we  should  have  some  concern 
of  the  same  influence  when  the  foreign  in- 
vestors are  asked  to  take  a  major  role  in  the 
financing  of  our  government  operations.  Cer- 
tainly we  on  this  side  want  the  money  to  be 
borrowed  at  the  cheapest  possible  rate  con- 
sonant with  giving  our  own  investors  in  our 
own  province  and  in  our  own  nation  an 
opportunity  to  invest  in  this  sort  of  debenture. 
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The  minister  is  aware  that  at  one  stage- 
fortunately  now  in  the  past  and  I  hope  we 
never  approach  it  again— in  the  name  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  $100  million  was 
borrowed  at  a  rate  of  interest  approaching 
10  per  cent— iJ  believe  9.6  per  cent.  In  ques- 
tioning the  Treasurer  of  the  day— this  was 
Ontario  Hydro  about  one  year  ago;  the  min- 
ister looks  at  me  with  some  puzzlement— ^I 
specifically  asked  the  Treasurer  if  this  sort 
of  investment  would  be  available  to  our  own 
citizens.  He  indicated  that  it  would  not, 
facetiously  adding  that  he  might  be  able  to 
get  a  bit  of  it  for  me  if  I  asked  and  further 
indicating  that  a  citizen  in  this  country  and 
in  this  province  might  be  able  to  avail  himself 
of  this  sort  of  an  investment  through  an 
American  investment  house. 

Surely  this  is  an  approach  that  should  not 
be  continued.  There  have  been  several  bond 
issues,  either  directly  or  on  the  part  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  or  for  Ontario  Hydro 
and  thus  in  the  name  of  the  province,  which 
have  been  entered  into  in  European  markets 
and  in  the  New  York  market.  I  feel  that 
before  we  can  do  this  we  must  be  assured 
that  the  investments  are  available  on  a  con- 
tinuing basis  for  those  people  in  this  prov- 
ince who  wish  to  invest  their  funds,  not 
just  in  a  savings  deposit  of  the  provincial 
savings  office,  but  in  a  debenture  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

It  may  well  be  that  in  the  whole  approach 
to  attracting  the  rather  careful  investors  in 
Ontario  and  Canada  into  investing  in  this 
province,  we  will  have  to  consider  a  kind  of 
savings  bond  approach  which  will  be  cer- 
tainly in  competition  with  national  savings 
bonds  but  still  give  our  own  people  an 
opportunity  to  invest  in  the  growth  potential 
of  this  province. 

Certainly,  I  have  felt  and  it  has  been 
discussed  in  this  House  on  other  occasions, 
even  this  year,  that  through  the  Ontario 
Savings  Office  and  the  programmes  of  The 
Department  of  Trade  and  Development  we 
could  offer  a  programme  that  would  enable 
our  own  investors  some  sort  of  an  assurance 
that  their  savings  could  be  put  to  work  by 
the  province,  and  particularly  by  provincial 
development  industry,  in  a  way  that  would 
give  our  own  investors  the  financial  response 
which  they  seek. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  are  aware  of  the  kind 
of  advice  that  has  been  given  to  our  in- 
vestors, which  has  led  them  in  years  gone 
by  to  invest  more  heavily  in  the  New  York 
market   and  in  American   securities   than   in 


our  own.  That  book,  "How  to  Make  a 
Million,"  was  very  specific  in  that  regard. 
Anyone  who  invested  according  to  the  ad- 
vice in  the  book,  "How  to  Make  a  Million," 
which  recommended  investment  in  the  New 
York  market,  probably  would  have  lost  his 
shirt  because  of  the  collapse  of  that  market 
in  the  last  year.  I  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
you  were  not  attracted  to  any  kind  of  an 
investment  fike  that. 

I  further  believe  that  we  in  this  House, 
and  certainly  the  government  of  Ontario, 
owe  it  to  our  citizens,  our  taxpayers,  to 
provide  an  avenue  so  that  a  reasonable  in- 
vestment can  be  made,  either  in  the  bonds 
of  the  province  or,  at  a  higher  rate  of  re- 
turn and  with  more  risk  involved,  in  the 
kind  of  development  assistance  that,  accord- 
ing to  the  law,  can  be  established  through 
The  Department  of  Trade  and  Development 
in  this  province. 

The  Treasurer,  in  his  responsibilities  this 
year,  has  a  wide  spectrum  of  alternatives 
which  might  even  give  him  some  pause.  He 
can  command  the  advice  which  will  direct 
our  federal-provincial  relationships.  He  has 
been  given  a  special  authority  to  advise  the 
government  on  economic  and  cultural  na- 
tionalism as  it  applies  in  this  province.  He 
is  going  to  direct  the  expenditure  of  $20 
million  especially  earmarked  for  the  acqui- 
sition of  land,  particularly  for  recreational 
purposes.  The  funds  that  are  to  be  voted 
this  afternoon,  or  that  will  be  voted  even- 
tually in  this  estimate,  will  be  directed  toward 
the  support  of  the  Racing  Commission  as 
well  as  the  racing  industry  of  this  province 
and  all  that  is  involved  within  it— the  off- 
track  concept  and  the  alternatives  that  are 
available  to  this  province  to  use  that  as 
a  substantial  source  of  revenue  and  not  just 
as  something  that  is  going  to  increase  the 
profitability  of  investments  made  in  Jockey 
Club  stock  or  the  racetracks  of  this  province 
on  an  independent  and  private  basis. 

He  has  the  responsibilities,  as  well,  for  the 
direction  of  the  regional  development  pro- 
gramme of  this  province,  which  could  have 
been  the  most  important  responsibility  of  all, 
but  which  is  seen  to  be  in  recent  anonths  an 
abject  failure  and  an  area  in  which  the  con- 
tinued expenditure  of  public  funds,  particu- 
larly to  the  extent  of  more  than  $2  million 
this  year,  is  to  be  substantially  questioned. 

All  of  these  areas  mean  that  many  of  the 
ancillary  authorities  which  had  accrued  to 
The  Department  of  Trade  and  Development 
over  the  years  have  been  transferred  into  The 
Department  of  Treasury  and  Economics.   It 
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means  that  this  has  become  the  most  impor- 
tant department  of  government  as  far  as  the 
planning  of  the  community  and  the  kind  of 
research  which  will  lead  to  the  improvement 
of  government  are  concerned.  For  that  reason, 
there  are  many  areas  of  information  which 
we  will  require  from  the  minister  in  the  re- 
view of  his  estimates  which  are  now  before  us. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  It  sounds 
like  a  blueprint  for  a  Liberal  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  Treasury  department  is  a 
veritable  empire  with  branches  whose  re- 
sponsibilities range  from  economic  and  tax- 
ation policies  to  regional  development  in 
other  instances;  from  such  basic  concerns  as 
the  administrative  eflBciency  of  the  whole 
government,  through  to  such  peripheral  con- 
cerns as  control  over  racing. 

I  am  not  going  to  attempt  to  deal  with 
the  detail  of  any  one  of  these.  I  shall  leave 
that  to  consideration  of  the  programmes  for 
the  various  individual  estimates;  and  indeed 
I  am  not  going  to  spend  any  amount  of 
time  on  examining  the  possible  departmental 
reshuffling  that  may  or  may  not  be  advisable 
to  get  a  more  efficient  operation  within  this 
department  or  to  cope  with  the  minister's 
well  known  propensities  for  acquiring  power 
and  exercising  it. 

What  I  want  to  do  in  my  leadoff  for  the 
Treasury  estimates  on  behalf  of  this  party  is 
something  of  an  overview  on  policy.  In  short, 
I  shall  be  concentrating  for  the  most  part  in 
my  leadoff  on  the  section  which  is  known  as 
the  policy  planning  programme. 

Let  me  say  a  brief  word  at  the  outset  about 
the  department  itself.  The  Treasury  Depart- 
ment is  responsible  for  shaping  the  economic, 
fiscal  and  taxation  policies  of  the  government, 
and  on  a  purely  technocratic  level  the  On- 
tario department  is  tolerably  modem.  In 
short,  it  has  the  equipment  to  do  the  job.  It 
is  the  one  provincial  Treasury  department  in 
Canada— Quebec  is  perhaps  another— with  the 
staffing  that  is  adequate  enough  to  do  econ- 
omic analysis  and  planning. 

Unfortunately,  the  full  potential  of  the 
department  is  not  realized  because  it  has  to 
operate  within  a  basic  policy  framework 
which  is  out  of  date.  The  purpose  of  the 
v/hole  exercise  that  goes  on  within  the  Treas- 
ury department  is  not  represented  by  the 
essentially  irrelevant  goal  of  a  balanced  bud- 
get, because  a  balanced  budget  is  a  means 


to  a  far  more  important  end.  Yet  that  is  what 
this  government,  most  old  party  governments, 
are  constantly  preoccupied  with. 

The  purpose  of  the  whole  exercise,  the 
objective  of  the  whole  exercise,  is  rather  to 
achieve  a  balanced  economy.  A  balanced 
economy  is  one  within  which  the  physical, 
the  financial  and  the  human  resources  are 
going  to  be  fully  utilized.  This  is  where  the 
Ontario  Department  of  Treasury  has  failed 
disastrously  in  recent  years. 

It  is  frankly  acknowledged,  because  of  our 
widespread  unemployment  and  under-utiliz- 
ation  of  our  physical  plant,  that  Canada  has 
lost  irrevocably  in  the  past  year  alone  some- 
thing approaching  $4  billion.  Almost  40  per 
cent  of  that  is  lost  within  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  and  since  our  taxation  resources  at 
the  provincial  level  have,  over  the  years, 
averaged  at  about  11  per  cent  of  our  gross 
provincial  product,  that  means  we  have 
simply  blown  between  $150  and  $175  million. 

I  frankly  acknowledge  that  much  of  the 
reason  for  that  failure  to  achieve  a  balanced 
economy  lies  in  the  misconceived  economic 
and  fiscal  policies  of  the  federal  government. 
To  a  considerable  extent  they  are  beyond 
llie  control  of  the  provincial  government, 
even  a  provincial  government  as  large  as  the 
one  we  have  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  But 
this  government,  as  we  have  all  learned  to 
our  painful  experience,  spends  a  great  deal 
of  its  time  blaming  Ottawa  for  all  the  sins, 
the  collective  sins,  some  of  which  are  its 
own. 

I  do  not  propose  to  spend  any  time  again 
this  afternoon  in  bolstering  that  propaganda 
attack  on  Ottawa,  there  is  an  appropriate 
time  to  do  it  and  we  have  done  it.  My  con- 
tention is  that  the  Province  of  Ontario  is 
equally  to  blame,  partly  because  it  has  failed 
to  take  initiatives  that  are  within  its  power, 
at  least  to  counter  the  consequences  of  the 
policies  at  Ottawa,  and  partly  because  its 
analysis  of  and  reaction  to  Ottawa's  policies 
are  riddled  w)ith  Inconsistencies.  All  too  often, 
the  Ontario  government  is  guilty  of  the  same 
mistakes  of  which  it  spends  so  much  time 
accusing  the  government  at  Ottawa. 

Let  us,  for  example,  take  as  an  illustration 
of  the  general  situation,  the  massive  unem- 
ployment that  we  have  experienced  in  this 
country.  Basically  everyone  will  acknowledge, 
as  has  been  pointed  out  so  often  earlier  in 
the  session  this  year,  that  the  responsibility 
and  the  blame  rests  at  Ottawa.  This  govern- 
ment, to  give  it  credit,  anticipated  and  an- 
alysed correctly  the  inadequacies  of  federal 
policy.   A  full  year  and  a  half  ago   it  was 
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pointing  to  tiie  overkill  nature  of  those  federal 
policies.  But  that  being  the  case,  the  govern- 
ment is  doubly  culpable,  because  having 
analysed  the  problem  correctly,  it  then  very 
belatedly— too  little  and  too  late— moved  in 
with  its  own  programmes  to  compensate  for 
it. 

The  result  is  that  in  the  figures  on  unem- 
ployment in  this  country,  it  is  interesting  to 
note  that  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  the  one 
province  which  has  recovered  least— and  it 
has  recovered  least,  I  submit.  It  is  now  still 
coping  with  something  like  180,000  people 
unemployed,  precisely  because  its  own  poli- 
cies to  counter  the  federal  policies  were  so 
inadequate  that  they  have  had  painfully  little 
effect  this  year. 

One  contrasts  it,  for  example,  with  the 
kind  of  enlightened  policies  that  I  think  you 
can  find  in  operation  in  the  neighbouring 
province  of  Manitoba.  They,  too,  anticipated 
rightly  the  consequences  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment's policies,  but  they  took  the  neces- 
sary action  in  very  extensive  provincial  pro- 
grammes of  jab  creation.  Indeed,  it  was  a 
job  creation  programme  that  produced  some 
10,000  to  12,000  jobs  in  the  province  that 
experienced,  at  its  peak,  no  more  than  25,000 
unemployed— in  other  words,  something  like 
a  40  per  cent  reaction  to  the  unemployed. 
Whereas  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
after  going  through  many  escalations  and 
exaggerations  of  its  programme,  they  came 
out  with  what  tiiey  themselves  acknowledged 
to  be  a  job  creation  programme  of  some 
12,000  in  a  province  that  had  over  200,000 
people  out  of  work.  In  short,  a  six  per  cent 
reaction  to  the  unemployed  situation. 

So,  on  unemployment  the  government  is 
very  critical,  but  the  government  is  guilty  of 
not  only  misconceived  policies  but,  in  many 
instances,  no  policies  at  all.  Quite  frankly,  it 
places  me  on  the  horns  of  a  dilemma  to  have 
to  choose  between  a  government  that  acts, 
even  though  they  may  act  wrongly,  wittingly 
or  otherwise,  and  a  government  that  does  not 
act  at  all,  or  acts  so  late  in  the  day  as  to 
have  no  effect  upon  the  situation. 

Let  me  give  you  another  example  of  the 
confusion  and  the  inconsistencies.  I  recall 
being  struck  one  day,  back  on  May  12  of 
this  year,  at  a  statement  that  was  made  by 
Finance  Minister  Benson,  with  regard  to  the 
failure  of  the  various  provinces  to  co-operate 
fully  with  the  federal  government  in  its  anti- 
inflation  programme.  The  result,  argued  Mr. 
Benson,  was  that  it  took  us  a  long  time  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  inflation  in  Canada. 


The  next  day,  quick  as  a  bunny,  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  was  up  in  the  House  to 
argue  that  this  accusation  had  no  validity  as 
far  as  the  Province  of  Ontario  was  concerned. 
It  is  to  be  found  on  page  1513  and  thereafter 
in  Hansard  for  May  13,  1971. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Benson  had  im- 
plied it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  had  implied  that,  had 
he?  Well,  he  had  implied  that  with  regard 
to- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  he  had  not, 
but  the  press  reports  did. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Whether  he  had  or  not,  I 
thought  it  was  a  sort  of  a  general  attack  upon 
all  the  provinces  for  not  having  co-operated, 
but  the  minister  assumed  that  the  cap  fitted 
almost  instantaneously.  His  reaction  was  an 
instinctive  reaction  and  at  the  next  oppor- 
tunity, which  was  before  the  orders  of  the 
day  the  next  day,  he  went  through  a  ration- 
alization. 

He  explained  how  they  had  attempted  to 
work  out  the  programmes.  He  pointed  out 
that  Ontario  did  cut  its  expenditure  estimates 
for  1970-1971  and  this  year  very  much  in  line 
with  the  proposed  guidehnes  with  regard  to 
shared-cost  programmes.  He  went  through 
some  explanations  of  the  efforts  by  the  gov- 
ernment, though  it  was  a  separate  package, 
to  get  a  joint  approach  to  wage  guidehnes. 
He  argued  quite  rightiy  that  die  government 
had  expended  a  great  deal  of  effort  to  im- 
pose those  wage  guidelines  at  least  upon 
public  servants,  if  for  no  other  reason  than 
to  assuage  their  own  conscience,  since  they 
had  done  nothing  to  impose  the  same  effort  to 
control  prices  out  in  the  private  sector  which 
repeatedly  government  spokesmen  say  is  none 
of  their  concern  at  all. 

But  if  there  is  anything  that  intrigues  me, 
Mr.  Chairman,  about  this,  it  is  that  if  the 
provincial  Treasurer  was  so  hasty  in  replying 
to  the  suggestion  that  the  Province  of  On- 
tario had  not  co-operated  fully  with  the 
federal  government  in  its  anti-inflation  pro- 
gramme, the  provincial  Treasurer  cannot  have 
it  both  ways.  If  he  agreed  basically  with  what 
the  federal  government  did,  and  if  as  he 
argues  Ontario  co-operated  fully,  this  govern- 
ment must  accept  a  share  of  the  responsibility 
for  the  consequences  which  we  found  in 
the  massive  unemployment. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (O^awa):  Right! 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  But  is  that  the  line  that 
the  government  espouses  day  in  and  day  out 
in  their  whole  attack  upon  Ottawa? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  a  question  of 
timing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Sure  it  is  a  question  of 
timing. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  question  of  timing 
surely?  Oh,  go  ahead! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Thank  you.  I  shall  go 
ahead   anyway. 

Let  me  turn  to  another  overview  of  go\'- 
emment  policy,  Mr.  Chairman.  This  year  the 
government  contends  that  it  has  piesented 
an  expansionary  budget.  Ironically,  its  in- 
crease in  expenditures  over  last  year  is  only 
10,7  per  cent.  I  say  "ironically"  because  this 
was  an  expansionary  budget.  The  author  of 
it  contended  it  was  expansionary  and  yet 
this  10.7  per  cent  compares  with  the  last 
four  years  of  annual  budgetary  increases 
which,  Mr.  Chairman,  were  18.2  per  cent, 
18.7  per  cent,  21.2  per  cent,  and  26.4  per 
cent. 

During  all  of  those  years  the  government's 
theme  song  was  constantly  one  of  retrench- 
ment. When  they  expand  they  have  an 
expansion  of  the  budget  by  only  10  per 
cent,  but  when  they  retrench  they  have  an 
expansionary  budget  that  ranged  anywhere 
from  18  to  26  per  cent.  And  that  retrench- 
ment of  years  gone  by  was  combined  with  a 
persistent  lament  about  the  evils  of  excessive 
government    expenditure! 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Blah!  Blah! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  have  heard  so  many 
sermons  about  that.  This  was  the  dulcet 
undertone  or  overtone  to  underline  my  com- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman,  in  case  you  thought  one 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Thunder  Bay's  (Mr. 
Stokes)  savages  had  wandered  into  the 
House. 

Last  year,  if  I  may  return  to  my  theme, 
the  government's  lament  about  the  excessive 
expenditures— 

An  hon.  member:  It  was  the  member  for 
Lakeshore 's  savage. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —reached  ludicrous  pro- 
portions—ridiculous heights— when  the  provin- 
cial Treasurer  talked  about  "The  encroach- 
ment of  the  public  sector  on  the  economy," 

What,  one  wonders,  does  that  possibly 
mean?  The  public  sector  particularly  in 
Canada,  ever  since  Confederation  has  been 


a  very  integral  part  of  the  economy.  If  the 
public  sector  has  grown  in  the  post-Keynesian 
world,  it  is  because  governments  have  recog- 
nized that  they  have  an  obligation  to  expand 
the  public  sector  to  compensate  for  what 
the  private  sector  was  unwilling  or  unable 
to  do.  To  talk  about  the  public  sector  en- 
croaching on  the  economy  is  to  speak  in 
doctrinaire  terms  that  are  completely  out 
of  touch  with  the  real  world. 

But,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  sheer  hypocrisy 
to  talk  of  retrenchment  and  the  evils  of 
government  spending  when  the  same  govern- 
ment which  is  doing  the  talking  is  responsible 
in  Ontario,  for  example,  for  budget  increases 
from  $1,456  millions  in  1965-1966,  to  $4,262 
millions  this  year.  In  six  years— six  relatively 
short  years— this  government's  budget  has 
tripled.  While  preaching  restraint  the  govern- 
ment has  been  responsible  for  practising  an 
expansion  of  public  expenditures  so  massi^'e 
as  to  be  absolutely  unprecedented. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Treasurer  talks  out  of 
one  side  of  his  mouth, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well  that  is  the  contni- 
diction,  I  applied  that  description  to  so  much 
of  the  government's  approach  and  attitude 
and  policies,  it  is  contradiction,  I  referred 
to  it  in  the  instance  of  unemployment.  I 
referred  to  it  in  the  government's  reaction 
to  the  Benson  statement  on  May  12.  Then, 
of  course,  they  always  construe  this  into 
sharply  political  overtones.  Indeed,  we  got 
a  little  bit  of  a  sample  of  it  earlier  this 
afternoon  when  "William  Thatcher  Davis" 
was  doing  a  bit  of  tub-thumping,  which  he 
thought  was  going  to  be  effective  politics, 
with  regard  to  the  New  Democratic  Party, 
The  Prime  Minister  was  speaking  in  tones 
that  normally  are  the  ones  we  hear  from  the 
provincial  Treasurer,  because  the  provincial 
Treasurer  is  the  self-appointed  crusader  to 
save  the  Province  of  Ontario  from  socialism. 
He  sought  the  leadership  during  that  cam- 
paign and  did  not  learn  anything  in  the 
results  of  that  regarding  his  misconceived  ap- 
proach; and  now  he  is  pursuing  it  again. 

But  you  know,  while  "William  Thatcher 
Davis"  was  speaking  this  afternoon,  my  col- 
league happened  to  be  reading  the  News 
Chronicle  from  Thunder  Bay,  and  it  was 
rather  appropriate  that  the  first  sentence  in 
their  lead  editorial  reads  as  follows: 

The  stunning  victory  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic forces  in  the  Saskatchewan  elecHon, 
is  a  clear  warning  to  old-line  political 
parties  at  all  levels  that  the  usual  style 
of  politicking  is  no  longer  good  enough. 
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It  speaks  for  itself,  and  we  trust  that  "even 
the  slow  learners  of  the  past  may  catch  on." 

However,  let  me  proceed,  because  I  repeat, 
the  provincial  Treasurer  is  the  past  master 
at  this  game  of  taking  all  of  these  issues  and 
wrapping  them  up  simplistically  into  a  sort 
of  a  political  bundle.  But  his  Prime  Minister, 
the  new  Prime  Minister,  who  used  to  be  much 
more  sophisticated  about  this,  is  reaching 
to  these  depths  too. 

I  was  rather  teased  when  I  got  a  copy  of 
his  speech  when  he  went  out  to  launch  "Tom" 
once  again  at  the  nominating  convention  for 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Social  and  Family  Serv- 
ices (Mr,  Wells)  in  Scarborough  North  on 
April  26.  Listen  to  this,  Mr.  Chairman: 

We  want  the  private  sector  to  help  re- 
solve the  economic  problems  of  the 
moment.  We  believe  that  massive  govern- 
ment spending  is  only  a  short-term  solu- 
tion at  best. 

Now  let  me  pause.  When  this  government  has 
been  increasing  budgets  on  an  average  of 
about  20  per  cent  per  year  over  the  last  five 
years  so  that  there  has  been  tripling  of  the 
budgets  since  1965,  it  comes  as  passing 
strange  that  the  leader  of  the  government, 
and  a  key  person  in  it,  should  be  talking  and 
deploring  massive  government  expansion  in 
its  spending.  However,  I  pick  up  on  his 
speech: 

The  kind  of  approach  suggested  by  our 
socialist  friends  will  not,  in  fact,  resolve 
the  economic  problem  of  Ontario  and  Can- 
ada in  any  short-term,  or  certainly  long- 
term  way.  It  is  necessary  to  point  out  that 
as  we  move  toward  an  election,  more 
people  are  recognizing— 

Well  I  wonder.  That  is  my  comment  en  pas- 
sant. 

—more  people  are  recognizing  that  the 
enlightened  free  enterprise  approach  is 
better  economically  and  socially  for  the 
people  of  this  province.  The  socialists  ap- 
proach their  doctrine  in  a  way  that  will  be 
economically  inhibiting  for  each  one  of  us. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  old  gafbage,  the 
old  shibboleths  they  have  been  uttering  for 
years  and  they  mean  nothing.  It  is  the  old- 
style  politics.  However,  it  is  the  final  para- 
graph that  I  wanted  to  quote  from  the  Prime 
Minister. 

"And  I  make  no  bones  about  it,  Tom,"  said 
he  in  one  of  these  affectionate  and  intimate 
asides.  "I  am  one  of  those— and  I  would  like 
to  think  that  you  support  this  point  of  view—" 
Imagine  asking  Tom  Wells  whether  he  would 


support  this  point  of  view;  there  was  carrying 
coals  to  Newcastle,  "—to  think  that  you  sup- 
port this  point  of  view,  who  will  have  no 
part  of  any  further  encroachment  by  the 
socialists  as  far  as  poHtical  life  in  this  prov- 
ince is  concerned." 

Having  read  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
show  you  just  once  again  how  incredibly 
inconsistent  this  government  is.  Because  about 
six  weeks  later,  the  same  Prime  Minister,  in 
speaking  about  the  general  thrust  of  the  gov- 
ernment in  its  approach  to  business  and  the 
economic  and  taxation  policies,  was  asked  to 
speak  to  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  Peter- 
borough. I  do  not  know  what  had  happened, 
because  something  had  really  provoked  him 
to  facing  the  realities  of  the  world.  He  made 
a  speech  which  I  shall  quote  from  the  Globe 
and  Mail  report  from  Peterborough,  without 
any  interruptions,  because  I  think  the  inter- 
ruptions might  spoil  the  whole  delicate  flow 
of  the  Prime  Minitser's  argument  that  day. 

Premier  William  Davis  last  night  gave 
businessmen  a  mild  scolding  for  holding  on 
to  outdated  and  unrealistic  attitudes  toward 
governments.  Speaking  to  the  Peterborough 
Chamber  of  Commerce,  Mr.  Davis  said  that 
too  many  businessmen  still  believed  that 
governments  should  be  run  on  strict  busi- 
ness principles  and  should  ignore  pressing 
social  problems. 

"Sometimes  I  think  that  the  rhetoric  of 
the  business  community  has  fallen  two  or 
three  decades  behind  the  reality  of  the 
business  practice  and  responsibility.  Often 
the  language  in  briefs  and  submissions  to 
government  sounds  like  a  throw'back  to  the 
days  of  the  robber  barons." 

The  Premier  said  that  he  often  hears 
businessmen  asking  for  various  concessions 
from  government,  while  suggesting  that 
government  should  abandon  outstanding 
social  problems.  "It  is  not  enough  merely 
to  talk  about  cutting  back  on  spending, 
getting  rid  of  the  bureaucrats  and  generally 
blaspheming  big  government.  The  temper 
of  the  times  has  changed." 

Government  today  must  respond  to  a 
wide  variety  of  demands  from  the  public 
and  from  business,  Mr.  Davis  said,  and  can 
no  longer  limit  itself  to  only  a  very  few 
functions.  "Now  we  administer  and  create 
a  range  of  social  programmes  and  concepts 
as  sophisticated  as  those  anywhere  on  earth 
and  our  sessions  of  the  Legislature  continue 
virtually  on  a  year-round  basis.  The  clock 
is  not  going  to  be  turned-  back.  The  days  of 
simple,  uncomplicated  government  are 
gone  forever." 
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Mr.  Davis  told  the  businessmen  and  their 
wives  that  unless  they  realize  this  and  act 
upon  it,  they  will  only  be  hurting  their 
own  interests.  If  private  enterprise  chooses 
to  answer  the  complexities  of  modem  gov- 
ernment with  the  simplifications  of  the 
past,  then  it  will  become  an  accessory  to 
the  very  government  growth  which  it  de- 
plores because  its  alternative  solutions  will 
not  be  taken  seriously. 

The  Premier  said  he  shared  the  bus- 
iness community's  concern  that  the  con- 
tinued growth  of  government  will  distort 
the  social  fabric.  He  called  on  businessmen 
to  work  with  government  to  develop  solu- 
tions to  social  problems  that  would  not 
involve  massive,  universal  and  expensive 
government  programmes. 

Now  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  you  for  one  mo- 
ment to  note  the  different  thrust  of  that  kind 
of  an  argument  to  the  one  that  one  normally 
hears,  from  this  government,  including  the 
provincial  Treasurer.  Let  me  give  another 
example  of  the  inconsistency— in  fact,  how 
the  department  and  this  minister  play  games. 
Maybe  I  should  absolve  the  department  and 
say  this  minister  played  games  with  the 
study  that  the  department  did. 

Back  on  March  9,  in  the  first  speech  the 
minister  gave  when  he  took  over  this  port- 
folio—he was  addressing  the  financial  execu- 
tives institute  here  in  the  city  of  Toronto— he 
announced  that  as  an  illustration  of  the  gov- 
ernment striving  for  greater  efiBciency  in 
administration,  a  study  was  carried  out  under 
the  auspices  of  the  Treasury  Board— "to  re- 
view the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of  our 
various  programmes  of  grants,  loans  and 
subsidies." 

He  noted  that  the  study  had  been  finished 
early  in  1960  and  he  proudly  asserted  that, 
as  a  result,  a  steering  committee,  charged 
with  the  task  of  follovdng  through  on  his 
recommendations  had  been  able  to  report  in 
December  that  more  than  $5.3  million  were 
saved  in  the  current  fiscal  year— presumably 
the  fiscal  year  that  ended  last  March  31. 

Now  I  asked  the  minister  if  he  would 
table  a  copy  of  that  report,  because  it  seemed 
to  me  if  it  was  as  important  and  as  useful 
and  as  effective  a  document  as  the  minister 
suggested  that  perhaps  we  in  the  House 
should  be  privy  to  it.  The  minister  said  no, 
it  fell  into  the  category  of  these  interdepart- 
mental memos  that  are  not  public.  But  he 
did  deign  to  send  me  a  list  of  the  cuts  that 
had  taken  place  to  aggregate  this  $5.3  mil- 
lion; and  I  want  to  draw  them  to  your  atten- 
tion. Mr.  Chairman. 


There  were  seven  different  items  that  were 
components  to  this  $5.3  million  saving.  In- 
terestingly enough  the  first  one,  for  $150,000, 
was  the  elimination  of  bursaries  to  students 
of  agriculture.  The  next  one,  for  $75,000, 
was  the  phasing  out  of  bursaries  to  veterin- 
ary students.  The  third  one,  for  $1  million, 
was  cutting  back  on  capital  grants  for  farm 
development. 

If  I  may  pause  there:  This  so-called  cut- 
back in  programmes— and  it  is  a  good  thing 
I  can  say  this  in  the  presence  of  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart)— from 
a  government  which  presumably  is  a  friend 
of  the  ailing  agricultural  community  and 
doing  something  about  it,  something  like 
$1.25  million  of  the  $5.3  million  were  cut- 
backs to  the  agricultural  community  directly. 

Next  was  "containment  of  library  grants" 
to  the  extent  of  $326  million  affecting  all 
areas,  including  agriculture— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Thousands. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  sorry,  $326,000. 
Now  the  final  two,  Mr.  Chairman— 

An  hon.  member:  Left  vsdth  very  littlel 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  final  two  of  them, 
first,  $3.5  million,  "application  of  the  CAATs 
surpluses  to  1970-1971  grants."  In  short  they 
just  applied  the  surpluses  from  one  year  to 
the  grants  in  the  next  year  and  they  pre- 
sented this  to  the  public  as  being  a  saving— 
$3.5  million  of  the  $5.3  million. 

And  the  final  item,  for  $300,000,  was  inter- 
est saving  on  cash  transfers  to  the  CAATs 
and  Ryerson.  So  that  you  had  close  to  $4 
million  which  was  just  juggling  of  the  ac- 
counts. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One-time  savings. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  carrying  surpluses 
forward  from  one  year  to  another,  and  this 
was  presented  as  the  great  efficiency  achieve- 
ment of  an  interdepartmental  committee 
working  under  the  Treasury  Board.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  kind  of  effort  to  brainwash 
the  public  into  believing  that  something 
really  substantive  is  being  done  is  surely  not 
going  to  wash  it  off. 

Last  year— let  me  conclude  this  portion  of 
my  remarks— a  report  was  made  available  to 
the  federal  and  provincial  governments  on  the 
outlook  for  taxation  and  spending  for  the 
current  two-year  period.  This  report  was 
apparently  compiled  from  information  brought 
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together  by  the  various  provincial  representa- 
tives in  the  federal-provincial  conferences. 
And  these  figures  had  been  submitted  in  the 
first  instance  as  confidential,  and  according 
to  some  news  stories  there  was  a  great  deal 
of  hemming  and  hawing  behind  the  scenes  as 
to  whether  or  not  this  information  should  be 
permitted  to  be  made  public,  but  ultimately 
it  was. 

It  is  interesting  to  read  that  the  only  gov- 
ernment that  sounded  a  modem  note  of  frank- 
ness and  realism  was  the  New  Democratic 
government  of  Manitoba.  Let  me  give  you  an 
example  or  so.  The  majority  report  of  the 
other  provinces— minus  BC,  which  refused  to 
play  ball— plus  the  federal  government,  noted 
with  concern  that  rising  spending  implies  that 
the  government  spending  will  use  a  growing 
proportion  of  the  GNP— up  from  the  current 
34.7  per  cent  to  36.5  per  cent  by  1975. 

Manitoba  dissented  in  these  words: 

The  Manitoba  goverrmient  believes  that 
solutions  to  the  problems  of  urbanization, 
pollution  control  and  regional  disparity  will 
demand  even  further  marked  expansions  in 
public  services  and  commitments  in  the 
years  immediately  ahead,  than  those  indi- 
cated in  these  projections." 

And  thus,  as  Tony  Westfall  pointed  out  when 
he  reported  it  in  a  column,  the  social  demo- 
cratic view  that  expenditures  and  public 
services  must  take  precedence  over  private 
spending  is  heard  once  again  after  a  long 
absence  in  the  highest  councils  of  the  nation. 

And  before  the  provincial  Treasurer  revives 
that  lament  about  how  bad  these  growing 
government  expenditures  are,  let  me  remind 
him  once  again  that  his  government's  actions 
speak  louder  than  words,  and  it  is  about  time 
he  quit  repeating  his  words  ad  nauseam  when 
they  are  not  backed  up  by  the  facts. 

No  government  has  been  responsible  so 
consistently  for  budget  increases  while  preach- 
ing restraint.  Why  does  the  government  try 
to  brainwash  the  public  with  outmoded  con- 
cepts of  free  enterprise? 

A  second  example.  The  provinces  cannot 
deny  their  own  forecasts  of  rapidly  rising 
expenditures  on  essential  services,  but  they  do 
not  want  to  admit  that  this  means  a  growing 
share  of  the  national  wealth  is  going  to  the 
public,  so  the  provincial  majority  including 
Ontario  suggested  quite  realistically  that  Ottar 
wa  could  reduce  its  expenditures  to  offset  the 
needs  of  the  provinces  "without  necessitating 
charmelling  of  a  greater  proportion  of  the 
national  product  into  the  public  sector." 


Once  again  Manitoba  dissented: 

The  Manitoba  government  believes  it  is 
more  important  to  ensure  continuing  sup- 
port for  essential  services  and  development 
than  to  set  arbitrary  limits  on  that  support." 

And  thus,  commented  Tony  Westell:  Mani- 
toba faces  fiscal  and  political  reahties  which 
the  other  provinces  seek  to  avoid. 

A  third  and  final  example:  The  majority 
report  speaks  of: 

The  pressing  need  to  minimize  deficits  for 

the    government   sector    as    a   whole   as    a 

means  of  helping  to  bring  prolonged  and 

severe  inflation  under  control. 
Manitoba  countered: 

The  Manitoba  government  does  not  be- 
lieve that  minimizing  deficits  for  the  gov- 
ernment sector  as  a  whole  as  a  step  taken 
in  isolation  is  necessarily  appropriate  for 
the  control  of  inflation. 

And  Tony  Westell  commented  once  again: 
So  now  there  is  an  opposition  behind  the 
closed  doors  of  federal-provincial  confer- 
ences. Liberal  and  Conservative  govern- 
ments may  share  the  same  economic  ideas; 
the  Schreyer  government  dissents  and 
serves  a  national  purpose  by  inserting  its 
views  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Manitoba  has  been  joined  by 
Saskatchewan,  and  close  behind  comes  On- 
tario. The  voice  of  reason,  freed  of  hoary  old 
shibboleths  as  a  substitute  for  modem  eco- 
nomic analysis  and  plarming,  is  growing  in 
the  nation.  But  as  this  budget  reminds  us, 
there  is  still  a  garbled  mixture  of  the  outworn 
theories  and  political  sloganeering  here  at 
Queen's  Park. 

Now  let  me  turn,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  an- 
other aspect  of  pohcy  planning,  namely, 
federal-provincial  affairs.  In  the  wake  of  the 
Victoria  conference,  I  think  this  is  of  critical 
importance;  whether  it  should  be  within  the 
Treasury  Department  or  otherwise,  for  better 
or  for  worse,  that  is  where  it  is. 

Let  me  begin  with  a  personal  observation, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  had  the  pleasure  a  couple 
of  weeks  ago,  under  the  careful  guidance  of 
the  Deputy  Speaker  of  this  House,  to  be  a 
member  of  a  commonwealth  parliamentary 
association  delegation  visiting  the  Quebec 
National  Assembly,  by  coincidence,  I  think, 
in  precisely  the  same  three  days  as  the  fed- 
eral-provincial conference  was  taking  place 
in  Victoria. 

I  have  a  suspicion  that  if  one  was  not 
in  Victoria,  and  from  some  of  the  accounts 
of  how  outside  everybody  was  even  though 
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he  was  in  Victoria,  perhaps  even  if  one  was 
in  Victoria  it  would  have  been  much  better 
to  have  been  in  Quebec  City  as  a  sounding 
post,  or  a  listening  post,  as  to  the  whole 
imj>act  of  that  conference  on  this  Canadian 
nation. 

I  came  back  from  Quebec  with  a  niunber 
of  very  distinct  impressions.  One  of  them, 
of  course,  always  is  the  incomparable  hos- 
pitality of  our  French  Canadian  friends  and 
the  almost  breathtaking  beauty  of  Quebec 
City.  Surely  it  is  one  of  the  most  beautiful 
cities  in  the  world. 

But  my  most  vivid  political  recollection  or 
impression  was  in  any  number  of  wholly 
impromptu  but  essentially  private  discussions 
with  members  of  the  Quebec  National  As- 
sembly, to  discover  how  profound  was  the 
disillusionment  across  the  board,  including 
the  Liberal  members  of  the  Quebec  National 
Assembly,  with  Trudeau  and  his  policies  in 
Ottawa.  The  relevance  of  that  observation 
has  been  underlined  by  subsequent  events. 
Throughout  the  whole  process  of  constitu- 
tional review  that  has  gone  on  in  the  1960s 
the  voice  of  Quebec  was  a  consistent  voice, 
whether  it  was  Jean  Lesage  or  Daniel  John- 
son or  Jean  Jacques  Bertrand  or  Robert 
Bourassa,  it  was  essentially  the  same  voice 
from  the  Province  of  Quebec,  making  essen- 
tially the  same  kind  of  demands.  And  it  is 
interesting  to  recall  that  when  the  Union 
Nationale  won  power  and  the  Liberals  were 
out  in  the  opposition  that  efforts  were  made 
by  the  federal  Liberal  Party,  which  usually 
tried  to  control  and  often  with  a  consider- 
able degree  of  success,  their  provincial 
counterparts  in  the  two  central  provinces 
of  Canada,  the  federal  government  moved  to 
push  Jean  Lesage  out,  and  they  succeeded 
in  pushing  Jean  Lesage  out.  He  quite  frankly 
said  that  he  was  being  pushed  out. 

Presumably  he  was  going  to  be  replaced 
by  Jean  Marchand  in  the  first  instance,  so 
that  you  would  have  the  kind  of  cosy  part- 
nership and  complete  agreement  with  Ottawa 
policies  but  that  was  not  possible.  Claude 
Wagner  was  too  authoritarian  a  figure  and 
Robert  Bourassa  became  the  leader  of  the 
party,  for  better  or  for  worse. 

From  the  outset,  he  lived  somewhat  in  the 
shadow  with  a  tarnished  image  because  he 
was  not  regarded  as  a  strong  man  and  in- 
deed that  image  became  even  more  tarnished 
last  fall  when  it  was  considered  that  he  was 
very  much  the  puppet  of  decisions  that  were 
essentially  made  in  Ottawa  to  cope  with  the 
whole  crisis  that  provoked  the  invocation  of 
The  War  Measures  Act. 


The  Quebec  Liberal  caucus,  it  becomes 
obvious  Mr.  Chairman,  has  moved  very,  very 
far  in  the  last  six  or  eight  months  from  the 
kind  of  trusting  subservience  which  character- 
ized their  position  then  during  The  War 
Measures  Act  crisis. 

Now  the  image  in  this  country  for  a 
number  of  months,  indeed  for  the  last  two 
or  three  years,  has  been  that  the  Conserva- 
tive Party  and  the  New  Deonocratic  Party 
have  had  very  great  difficulty  in  achieving 
unanimity  and  a  viable  policy  with  regard 
to  the  province  of  Quebec  and  the  problem 
of  the  province  of  Quebec  in  federal-provin- 
cial relations,  whereas  the  Liberal  Party  has 
achieved  unanimity  on  the  issue. 

Well  the  myth  of  that  unanimity  has  rather 
disastrously  been  shattered.  The  rejection  of 
the  Victoria  charter  was  nearly  unanimous, 
and  why?  Well  I  was  rather  struck  by  what 
seemed  to  me  to  be  an  eloquent  and,  in  my 
view,  as  valid  an  assessment  of  this  as  I  have 
read  in  the  last  couple  of  weeks,  and  I  think 
I  will  put  it  on  the  record.  It  is  the  first  and 
opening  paragraphs  of  that  article  of  Claude 
Lemelin  of  Le  Devoir,  in  a  special  article 
which  he  wrote  for  The  Toronto  Telegram. 
It  was  published  June  24.  I  quote: 

Quebeckers  can  easily  sympathize  with 
the  shock  and  disillusion  that  has  swept 
across  English  Canada,  following  Premier 
Bourassa's  rejection  of  the  Victoria  charter. 

For  those  among  us  who  have  been 
warning  for  years  that  Prime  Minister 
Trudeau  was  leading  the  rest  of  the  coun- 
try up  the  garden  path  on  the  Quebec 
"problem",  it  was,  of  course,  all  too  pre- 
dictable. 

With  his  soothing  logic  and  claim  to 
being  "one  of  them,"  Mr.  Trudeau  was  able 
to  promise  a  simple  solution  to  the  "prob- 
lem"—that  is,  one  that  would  not  alter 
fundamentally  the  power  relationship  be- 
tween the  two  nations  of  the  country, 
which  has  been  for  two  centuries  one  of 
domination  of  French  Canada  by  English 
Canada. 

That  promise,  however,  to  which  the 
country  responded  from  Halifax  to  Van- 
couver with  unprecedented  abandon,  was 
based  on  the  gross  misreading  of  the  struc- 
ture and  dynamics  of  Quebec  society. 

Sooner  or  later,  Mr.  Trudeau 's  bluff  had 
to  be  called;  it  is  perhaps  fitting— and 
most  significant— that  it  was  finally  called 
by  a  government  in  Quebec  that  has  strong 
affinities  with  Mr.  Trudeau's  party,  whose 
decisiveness  and  coherence  of  vision,  leave 
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much  to  be  desired,  and  which  was  elected 
on  precisely  the  sort  of  platform  that  fits 
the  base  political  motivations  the  Prime 
Minister  ascribes  to  the  Quebec  "masses": 
100,000  new  jobs,  the  juicy  plums  of 
profitable  federalism,  the  end  of  petty 
squabbles   with   Ottawa   and    so   forth. 

At  no  time,  since  the  beginning  of  the 
Quiet  Revolution,  has  the  writing  on  the 
wall  been  clearer;  and  if  English  Cana- 
dians could  be  brought  to  read  that  stub- 
born message,  hope  could  be  rescued  from 
the   Victoria  fiasco. 

I  think  there  may  be  something  in  that  con- 
tention, and  what  I  would  like  to  examine 
for  a  moment  is  how  we  might  rescue  hope 
from  the  Victoria  fiasco.  If  we  are  going  to, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  there  are  a  number 
of  points  we  have  to  recognize.  We  have  to 
recognize  the  fact  of  near-unanimity  of  views 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec  with  regard  to  the 
decision  that  Robert  Bourassa  decided  that 
he  had  to  make.  Not  only  outside  the  Legis- 
lature, where  spontaneously  there  began  to 
emerge  a  front  involving  the  teachers,  the 
trade  union  movement,  the  CNTU  as  well 
as  the  Quebec  Federation  of  Labour  and  the 
St.  Jean  Baptiste  Society,  but  also  within  the 
Legislature  where  you  have  all  opposition 
parties,  and  for  reasons  I  have  indicated  ear- 
lier did  not  surprise  me,  an  overwhelming 
proportion  of  the  Liberal  Part>'.  If  Bourassa 
had  not  rejected  the  Victoria  Charter,  there  is 
good  reason  to  believe  that  two  or  three 
and  perhaps  five  of  his  cabinet  would  have 
resigned. 

Now  English  Canada  can  get  whatever 
satisfaction  it  can  from  the  fact  that  if 
Bourassa  had  not  rejected  the  Victoria  Char- 
ter, he  would  have  set  the  stage  for  an  un- 
precedented surge  in  separatist  strength  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec.  Because  widespread 
objections,  which  obviously  exist  near  unani- 
mity, would  have  had  to  find  expression  or 
political  outlet  somewhere.  If  they  did  not 
get  it  through  the  established  government, 
they  were  going  to  get  it  through  what  is 
emerging  increasingly  as  the  real  opposition, 
namely  the  Parti  Quebecois  in  the  Province 
of  Quebec. 

Now,  how  did  this  situation  come  about, 
Mr.  Chairman?  It  is  of  vital  concern  to  us 
and  it  takes  us  back  to  Victoria.  At  Victoria, 
Pierre  Elliott  Trudeau  continued  his  tough, 
inflexible  attitude  and  he  climaxed  it  with 
a  10-day  ultimatum  warning  that  if  the 
Victoria  Charter  was  turned  down  the  whole 
process  of  constitutional  review  was  going 
to  be  postponed  for  the  indefinite  future. 


But  the  situation  was  created  by  the  atti- 
ude  of  the  provinces  as  well.  Most  of  the 
provinces  did  not  understand  and  did  not 
care  about  what  was  happening  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Quebec.  They  were  unwilling  to 
accommodate  Bourassa  so  that  he  would  have 
the  room  to  cope  with  the  forces  not  only 
within  his  own  party  but  within  the  whole 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec.  You  had  attitudes 
ranging  from  the  red-neck  attitude  of 
"Wacky"  Bennett,  but  shared  in  var>dng 
degrees  by  many  of  the  provinces.  And  the 
result  was  a  polarization  of  Trudeau  and  the 
English-speaking  provinces  lined  up  against 
the   Province   of  Quebec. 

Mr.  Chairman,  where  was  Ontario  in  all 
this?  Ontario  also  did  not  appear  to  under- 
stand or  care  what  was  happening,  at  least 
those  are  the  reports  of  the  most  perceptive 
observers  who  attended  the  conference  at 
Victoria. 

The  whole  thrust  of  the  government  of 
Ontario  was  to  get  the  conference  over  as 
quickly  as  possible.  There  was  no  mention, 
for  example,  in  the  opening  statement  of 
Ontario  to  the  conference,  of  Quebec's  basic 
demands  and  theretofore  a  recognition  of 
how  important  those  basic  demands  were  in 
the  give  and  take  of  the  conference,  inten- 
tionally or  otherwise.  Ontario  played  a  part 
in  the  subtle  game  of  collusion  with  Ottawa 
that  resulted  in  the  isolation  of  Quebec. 

Frankly,  it  was  not  so  much  what  Ontario 
did  but  what  it  did  not  do.  It  took  no  initia- 
tive. It  is  not  unfair  to  say  that  the  absence 
of  the  member  for  London  North  (Mr.  Ro- 
barts)  was  felt  at  Victoria  more  than  the 
presence  of  the  present  Premier  of  Ontario, 
because  it  was  never  evident  that  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  was  to  take  a  lead. 

And  this  is  the  tragedy  of  the  situation, 
Mr.  Chairman,  because  the  role  of  the  former 
Premier  (Mr.  Robarts),  to  which  I  have  paid 
tribute  in  terms  of  federal-provincial  relations 
down  through  the  1960s,  was  when  tlie  red- 
necked propensities  of  many  of  the  provincial 
premiers  began  to  be  expressed,  the  man 
who  inevitably  took  the  stand  and,  in  efl^ect, 
called  a  halt  to  it  and  undercut  the  polari- 
zation, was  Robarts. 

Where  was  Davis?  That  did  not  happen 
this  time.  And  the  result  is  that  Quebec  was 
left  with  no  alternative  but  rejection,  be- 
cause all  the  Victoria  charter  gave  them  at 
the  moment  was  the  symbolism  of  achieving 
an  amending  formula  and  patriation  of  the 
constitution  back  to  Canada;  a  symbolism 
that  is  important  in  English-speaking  Canada, 
but  is  the  shadow  rather  than  the  substance 


3288 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


when  you  get  to  Quebec,  because  in  Quebec 
they  are  interested  in  some  of  this  division 
of  power  and  fundamental  changes  that  are 
going  to  make  it  possible  for  them  to  be  able 
to  cope  with  their  situation  in  that  province. 

Where  do  we  go  from  here,  Mr.  Chair- 
man? In  the  first  instance,  I  think  we  have 
to  withstand  the  emotional  satisfaction  that 
is  engaged  in,  is  indulged  in,  by  so  many 
people  in  Canada  today,  many  of  them  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  who  in  effect,  say: 
"Well,  let  them  go.  If  they  want  to  go;  let 
them  go"l 

Let  us  pause  for  one  moment  and  face 
anew  the  prospect  that  if  Quebec  goes,  Can- 
ada, as  we  know  it,  has  gone.  You  end  up 
with  a  country  that  is  not  only  balkanized, 
in  terms  of  the  west  and  the  maritimes  hav- 
ing less  capacity  and  conceivably  less  will 
to  withstand  the  pull  of  the  United  States, 
but  you  end  up  with  the  geographic  balkan- 
ization, with  the  whole  central  part  of  the 
country  drawn  into  another  so-called  asso- 
ciate state. 

Whatever  may  be  the  fleeting  satisfaction 
of  a  realized  separatism  of  Quebec  on  the 
part  of  the  Quebec  separatists,  or  on  the  part 
of  the  English-speaking  separatists  through- 
out the  rest  of  Canada,  I  think  the  time  has 
come  to  say  rather  frankly  to  them:  "Just 
pause  for  a  moment  and  look  beyond  the 
end  of  your  own  nose  at  the  kind  of  situation 
you  will  really  face."  And  it  is  my  profound 
conviction  that  neither  of  us  will  be  better 
off,  both  of  us  will  be  infinitely  worse  off. 

So  now,  surely,  the  challenge  is  to  get 
down  to  the  issues. 

In  the  July  conference,  this  fall,  solve 
some  of  these  issues  on  an  ad  hoc  basis,  prob- 
lems that  have  been  neglected  for  so  long  in 
the  sterile  legalism  of  constitutional  review 
that  has  gone  on  for  the  better  part  of  a 
decade.  And  in  the  process  seek  pragmatic- 
ally solutions— some  guidelines— to  the  divi- 
sion of  constitutional  responsibility  and 
revenue  sources  appropriate  for  the  imple- 
mentation of  those.  But  it  is  my  growing 
view,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  not  likely 
for  long  to  be  able  to  avoid  getting  back  to 
the  constitutional  issue. 

I  think  the  reasons  are  worth  considering 
for  a  moment.  Bourassa  himself,  interestingly 
enough,  has  made  subsequent  statements  in- 
dicating that  the  charter  is  not  dead.  Freed 
of  the  disastrous  imposition  of  a  10-day  dead- 
line, the  whole  process  is  now  going  to  go 
on.  Too  bad  that  Trudeau  could  not  have 
inherited  from  his  predecessor,  Mr.  Pearson, 
some  of  the  basic  qualities  of  a  negotiator 


and  a  diplomat;  he  would  not  have  engaged 
in  that  sort  of  a  game. 

But  the  reason  why  it  is  going  to  go  on, 
in  my  view,  is  because  the  rapid  strengthen- 
ing of  the  separatist  forces  may  have  been 
momentarily  checked  by  the  rejection  by  the 
government  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  of 
the  Victoria  charter.  But  the  Parti  Quebecois 
is  still  left  with  a  powerful  argument  that 
Victoria  proved  conclusively  once  again  that 
Quebec's  fundamental  demand  cannot  be  met 
constitutionally. 

So,  in  Canada's  interests  there  is  going  to 
be  a  sort  of  an  emotional  requirement  that 
we  can  prove  that  the  constitutional  process 
is  not  completely  a  sterile  and  a  bankrupt 
one.  And  in  English  speaking  Canada,  as 
I  noted  a  moment  ago,  there  is  the  im- 
portant symbolism  attached  to  establishing 
an  amending  format  after  chasing  it  so 
elusively  for  years,  as  well  as  the  patriation  of 
our  constitution  back  to  Canada. 

Admittedly,  Pierre  Elliott  Trudeau  remains 
a  great  question  mark. 

I  listened  wdth  some  puzzlement  and  mys- 
tery as  I  watched  him  on  TV  last  Friday  night 
when  his  whole  stance  was,  "Well  the  ball  is 
now  back  in  Quebec's  court.  If  they  have  got 
some  new  ideas,  let  them  pass  them  on,  and 
if  they  wall  pass  them  on  to  me,  I  will  pass 
them  on  to  the  other  provinces.  If  they  can 
persuade  the  other  provinces,  then  who  am  I 
to  object?"  In  short,  if  Quebec  can  now  per- 
suade the  other  provinces,  presumably  Mr. 
Trudeau  would  be  willing  to  forego  the  rigid 
inflexible  approach  to  confederation  which 
has  been  his  constant  concept. 

One  wonders  if  those  were  just  words  or 
were  they  a  glimmering  of  hope  with  some 
degree  of  flexibility?  In  fact  Claude  Lemelin 
concluded  his  article  with  the  comment: 
"Could  sociologist  Fernand  Dumont  be  right? 
Is  Pierre  Elliott  Trudeau  the  grave-digger  of 
confederation?" 

Ontario's  responsibility  henceforth,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  that  just  as  Ontario  played  a 
key  role  in  breaking  the  drift  on  constitutional 
issues  that  grew  up  during  the  Pearson  re- 
gime by  Mr.  Robarts'  calling  of  the  Confed- 
eration of  Tomorrow  conference,  so  Ontario 
can  and  must  play  the  key  role  in  breaking 
the  deadlock  created  by  the  Trudeau  intran- 
sigence. We  must  clear  our  thinking  and  give 
leadership. 

If  I  may  just  recapitulate,  we  have  got  to 
recognize  that  Quebec  solidly  backs  the  de- 
mands that  have  been  made  from  Jean  Lesage 
through  Daniel  Johnson;  through  Jean-Jacques 
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Bertrand  to  Robert  Bourassa  today.  They  are 
not  an  abberration.  They  are  not  the  views  of 
the  extremists.  They  are  the  views  of  an  over- 
whelming majority  of  the  province  and  there- 
fore one  has  to  Hve  with  that  as  a  reahty  if 
one  wants  to  retain  Canada,  including  the 
Province  of  Quebec. 

Secondly,  we  have  to  realize  once  and  for 
all  that  Quebec  is  not  a  province  like  the 
others.  With  its  traditions,  no  matter  what 
Trudeau,  as  one  of  them  may  argue,  Quebec 
is  not  a  province  Hke  the  others.  To  ignore 
both  of  these  facts,  the  overwhelming  support 
that  Quebec  is  not  a  province  like  the  others, 
we  must  move  to  a  much  more  decentralized 
form  of  federalism  than  perhaps  has  been  our 
wish  and  the  fact  in  the  first  100  years  of 
Canadian  history. 

I  was  interested  in  the  concluding  sentence 
of  the  lead  editorial  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  on 
April  28  which  read  as  follows:  "It  may  be 
that  only  a  looser  federation  can  preserve  any 
federation." 

I  wish  the  Globe  had  not  forgotten  that 
when  they  wrote  their  editorial  the  day  after 
the  rejection  of  the  Victoria  conference.  They 
must  have  been  written  by  two  different 
people  who  had  not  had  an  editorial  con- 
ference to  reconcile  their  views. 

Also  I  think  it  is  well  to  recognize  the 
anomaly  that  has  existed  in  the  whole  debate 
on  this  issue  throughout  recent  months.  I 
noted  again,  on  television  one  night  in  View- 
point, a  professor  from  Sir  George  Williams 
University  in  Montreal  who  made  this  point- 
namely  that  while  the  rest  of  Canada  has 
been  talking  about  the  constitution  with  a 
little  bit  of  fiddling  involved,  patriation  of  the 
constitution  and  an  amending  formula,  but 
not  much  more  beyond  that,  in  Quebec,  the 
debate  has  been  a  debate  between  the  separa- 
tist position  and  a  new  decentralized  form  of 
federalism.  Never  were  the  two  sohtudes  more 
magnificently  or  more  sadly  illustrated.  We 
were  not  debating  the  same  thing,  in  English- 
speaking  Canada  and  French  Canada. 

I  think  what  we  have  to  do— and  I  say  this 
to  the  provincial  Treasurer  as  one  of  those 
who  is  involved  along  with  his  Prime  Minister 
—at  forthcoming  conferences,  what  we  have 
got  to  do  is  to  maximize  the  areas  of  agree- 
ment that  exist  instead  of  polarizing  Quebec 
and  the  rest  of  the  provinces  and  creating  an 
even  sharper  cleavage. 

For  example,  when  Coumoyer,  the  Minister 
of  Labour  in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  de- 
mands paramountcy  over  manpower  retrain- 
ing; is  this  not  precisely  what  this  province 


has  been  asking  for  a  long  time— from  Wil- 
liam Davis  as  Minister  of  Education,  to  Wil- 
liam Davis  as  Prime  Minister?  When  Quebec's 
Communications  Minister  L'AUier  demands 
greater  control  over  communications,  particu- 
larly cable  TV,  is  this  not  what  Ontario  has 
been  demanding?  Why  were  not  these  areas 
of  agreement  emphasized  in  Victoria  instead 
of  permitting  this  disastrous  polarization? 

On  the  key  issue  of  social  policy,  I  am  not 
today  going  to  get  into  the  details  of  it, 
because  obviously  it  is  very  very  complex 
and  very  controversial.  But  can  we  not  sort 
it  out  without  being  hide-bound  by  past 
approaches  to  the  same  degree  that  we  have 
so  far  in  constitutional  review? 

In  retrospect,  for  exiample,  Mr.  Chairman, 
surely  it  is  now  obvious  that  this  nation  was 
not  weakened,  indeed  that  this  nation's  wel- 
fare was  strengthened  by  the  arrangement 
that  was  worked  out  in  pensions. 

An  Hon.  member:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let  us  recall  for  a  mo- 
ment what  happened  on  pensions.  The  fed- 
eral government  came  down  with  a  proposal 
which  was  opposed  by  Quebec,  and  indeed 
was  opposed  by  the  Province  of  Ontario  until 
the  11th  hour  and  59th  minute. 

Because  of  the  opposition  of  Quebec,  two 
things  happened.  One,  the  federal  pension 
plan  was  increased  so  that  it  is  something 
approaching  the  needs  in  the  face  of  the 
Canadian  cost  of  living  instead  of  the  inade- 
quate figures  that  were  first  attributed  to  it 
by  the  federal  government.  Second,  because 
of  the  give  and  take  that  emerged  in  recon- 
cihng  a  Quebec  pension  plan  with  a  Cana- 
dian pension  plan,  we  got  agreement  that  the 
moneys  were  not  going  to  be  solely  available 
to  Ottawa.  Indeed,  for  the  most  part  they 
were  going  to  be  sent  back  to  the  provinces 
in  accordance  with  the  source  from  which 
diey  came  so  that  they  would  be  available 
for  capital  investment  by  each  of  the  prov- 
inces. 

Let  me  remind  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
remind  the  hon.  members  of  the  House,  that 
that  kind  of  a  pension  plan  has  done  nothing 
to  weaken  Canada.  I  would  venture  the  sug- 
gestion that  most  of  the  people  in  Canada 
do  not  know  that  we  have  got  what  might  be 
described  as  a  balkanized  pension  plan.  It  is 
fully  portable. 

Is  not  something  of  the  same  approach 
available  on  many,  many  of  the  social  poli- 
cies? Quite  frankly  at  this  point,  I— and  I 
think    I    am    accurately    reflecting   the    New 
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Democratic  Party— would  not  know  where  to 
draw  the  line.  I  think  that  most  of  them 
should  be  examined  and  can  be  examined  in 
that  context— the  minister  nods  affirmatively; 
I  am  glad  to  see  that— with  perhaps  the  one 
reservation  of  a  guaranteed  annual  income, 
because  the  only  objective  that  we  must  never 
forsake  is  the  establishment  of  national  stand- 
ards and  an  insistence  that  those  national 
standards  will  be  met  no  matter  how  one 
implements  any  given  social  policy.  If  that 
is  done,  surely  one  does  not  have  to  be  hide- 
bound by  the  kind  of  approach  that  assumes 
that  every  province  is  the  same. 

On  Sunday  morning,  when  I  was  listening 
to  the  CBC  radio  review  of  the  week,  I  was 
interested  to  hear  the  Premier-elect  from  Sas- 
katchewan commenting— what  a  refreshing 
change  to  hear  him  rather  than  Ross  Thatcher 
—on  federal-provincial  relations,  making  the 
comment  that  Canadian  people  have  certain 
needs. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  You  used  to 
think  Ross  was  great  when  he  followed  you. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  takes  you  back,  that  state- 
ment of  yours. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  If  you  will  forgive  me, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  taken  aback  by  just  how 
completely  wrong  it  is.  I  might  have  told  you 
many  years  in  advance,  before  events  proved 
the  kind  of  character  he  was,  that  he  was 
that  kind  of  character. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  That  is  when  you  were 
working  for  him. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Tell  us  about  Hazen  Argue. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Hazen,  too.  You  are  wel- 
come to  them.  God  bless  you.  You  are  wel- 
come to  them. 

However,  let  me  get  back  to  the  point  that 
I  was  attempting  to  make. 

I  think  we  have  got  to  explore  these  social 
policies.  We  perhaps  have  to  draw  the  line 
at  one  like  the  guaranteed  annual  income, 
because  it  is  so  basic  and  it  requires  the 
resources  of  the  nation  as  a  whole.  But,  in 
examining  them,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  can 
have  a  much  more  flexible  approach  than  we 
have  in  the  past. 

And  I  repeat,  here,  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  is  where  the  lead  must  be  taken. 
Here  is  an  opportunity  for  Ontario  to  return 
to  its  historic  role  in  Confederation.  That  is, 
if  you  will,  as  a  sort  of  an  unoflBcial  leader  of 
the    EngHsh-speaking    provinces,    partly    be- 


cause it  is  the  biggest  and  most  powerful  of 
the  provinces,  and  pardy  because  it  has  the 
very  great  advantages  of  historical  and  geo- 
graphical associations  with  the  Province  of 
Quebec,  which  make  it  possible  for  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  with  enlightened,  vigorous, 
imaginative  leadership,  to  do  something  that 
can  bring  results. 

Without  Ontario's  lead,  we  are  going  to 
continue  to  drift.  With  Ontario's  lead,  which 
was  tragically  absent  in  Victoria,  we  can  get 
back  at  the  game  in  terms  of  resolving  ad  hoc 
problems  to  begin  with  and,  conceivably 
earlier  than  we  realize  at  this  point,  even 
get  back  to  the  constitutional  issue. 

That  was  a  secondary  area  of  policy  plan- 
ning that  I  wanted  to  deal  with,  I  invite  the 
minister's  reaction  to  it,  either  now,  or  when 
we  get  to  the  specific  estimate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon,  minister  have 
a  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  several  com- 
ments, Mr.  Chairman. 

I  think  many  of  the  items  that  have  been 
raised  by  both  the  Leader  of  the  Oi>pasition 
and  by  the  member  for  York  South  perhaps 
would  be  better  dealt  with  under  the  specific 
votes.  First  of  all,  may  I  assure  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition,  however,  that  the  growth  of 
The  Department  of  Treasury  and  Economics 
is  not  nearly  as  spectacular  in  terms  of  dollars 
and  cents  as  he  would  perhaps  have  the 
House  believe.  The  growth  from  $11,9  million 
in  1967-1968  to  $30.6  million  estimated  this 
year— a  growth  of  some  $19  million— is  for 
the  most  part  accounted  for  by  two  figures; 
$10  million,  which  is  the  contribution  you 
will  find  under  the  government  benefit  plans 
for  the  unfunded  liability  of  the  Public  Serv- 
ice Superannuation  Fund;  and  some  $4  mil- 
lion—which were  the  two  new  items  under 
that  heading  announced  last  year  and  previ- 
ously—to increase  the  benefits  to  those  already 
on  retirement. 

So  of  the  increase  of  some  $19  million  in 
the  five-year  period,  that  accounts  for  $14 
million  of  it.  The  balance,  I  think,  can  be 
accounted  for  in  the  increase  in  staffs  and 
various  other  normal  growth  associated  with 
the  business  of  government. 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  talked  about 
the  decentralization  of  government,  the  plan- 
ning study— both  of  the  critics  did  so.  Some 
of  these  things  will  be  bouncing  back  and 
forth,  I  suppose,  between  The  Department  of 
Treasury  and  Economics  and  the  Treasury 
Board.  ' 
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We  have  under  way  a  study  within  the 
Treasury  Board  indicating  the  possibility 
perhaps  of  location  of  certain  departments, 
or  parts  of  departments,  outside  the  Toronto 
area.  That  study  will  be  available,  we  think, 
in  about  four  to  six  months  time.  But  I 
appreciate  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition's 
comments,  and  his  views  on  decentralization, 
which  I  think  all  of  us  feel  is  highly  desir- 
able except  those  who  find  that  they  are 
going  to  be  decentralized  and  then  we  seem 
often  to  run  into  a  brick  wall. 

The  matter  of  the  Ontario  Economic  Coun- 
cil being  transferred  from  Trade  and  Devel- 
opment to  The  Department  of  Treasury  and 
Economics,  or  perhaps  to  the  Prime  Minister's 
department,  I  think  is  not  of  major  import. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  most  important  thing 
—and  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  said 
this— is  that  the  Ontario  Economic  Council 
should  have  an  independence  of  view,  an 
independence  of  approach  and  of  staff,  what- 
ever minister  comes  to  the  House  to  ask  for 
their  funds. 

It  is  not  necessarily  important  which  min- 
ister it  is,  although  perhaps  there  is  a  rela- 
tionship between  Treasury  and  Economics 
and  the  Economic  Council  which  should  be 
looked  at,  particularly  the  area  of  duplication 
of  studies,  to  ensure  that  whatever  work  is 
done,  either  by  the  department  or  by  the 
Economic  Council  there  is  not  that  kind  of 
an  overlap.  That  is  one  of  the  things  which 
is  being  looked  at  by  the  committee  on  gov- 
ernment productivity  at  the  present  time. 

The  federal-provincial  relations  secretar- 
iat the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  commented 
—I  think  I  am  quoting  him— that  "the  secre- 
tariat directs  our  federal  relationships."  It 
does  not,  flattered  as  it  would  be  with  that 
description  or  as  the  minister  is  with  the 
description  of  some  parts  of  his  staff.  I  could 
hardly  say  that  the  secretariat  directs  our 
federal  relationships;  that  is  done  by  the 
Prime  Minister  and  the  cabinet  as  a  whole. 

The  secretariat  is  the  vehicle  by  which  co- 
ordination between  not  only  the  federal  gov- 
ernment and  the  Province  of  Ontario  but 
other  provinces  as  well  is  co-ordinated  and 
achieved.  It  is  not  just  the  constitutional 
review  which  occupies  the  time  of  the  sec- 
retariat. It  is  concerned  with  our  federal- 
provincial  relationships;  our  interprovincial 
relationshps  in  such  areas  as  agrculture, 
bilingualism  and  biculturalism,  consumer  pro- 
tection, environmental  management,  Indian 
affairs,  securities  regulation,  telecommunica- 
tions, transportation,  urban  affairs.  I  think 
members  of  the  secretariat  are  involved  daily 


with  other  goverrmient  departments  in  their 
external  relationships  in  attempting  to  achieve 
a  uniformity  of  approach  across  the  whole 
government. 

Where  the  secretariat  is  located  I  do  not 
think  is  particularly  important.  The  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  mentioned  that  it  might 
be  assigned  to  the  Prime  Minister's  office.  I 
would  have  no  strong  views  on  this.  The 
Prime  Minister  in  the  past  has  taken  the  view 
that  his  staff  would  be  a  small  staff  and  that 
the  secretariats— and  there  are  a  number  of 
secretariats— would  not  necessarily  be  associ- 
ated with  his  office.  But  I  have  no  strong 
views  on  this  except  to  say  that  a  great  deal 
of  the  backup  work  for  the  secretariat  itself 
is  done  by  other  branches  of  Treasury  in  the 
whole  policy  planning  area  and  the  taxa- 
tion and  fiscal  policy  area.  There  is  a  close 
working  relationship  between  that  branch  and 
other  parts  of  Treasury,  and  for  that  reason 
it  may  be  that  the  secretariat  should  stay 
where  it  is;  but  I  do  not  think  we  hold  any 
strong  view  on  that  matter. 

If  the  Racing  Commission  is  worrying  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition,  the  vote  will  be 
transferred  to  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  (  Mr. 
Wishart)  as  soon  as  these  estimates  are 
approved.  It  will  be  a  transfer  by  way  of 
Treasury  Board  order  and  that  great  sum 
and  all  the  power  that  is  attached  to  it  will 
no  longer  be  exercised  by  the  Treasurer. 
I  will  not  even- 
Mr.  Nixon:  It  is  going  to  be  an  interest- 
ing matter  of  developing  policy. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is.  It  is  a  very 
interesting  matter,  and  perhaps  we  will  be 
discussing  that  later  on.  In  the  process, 
though,  I  will  lose  such  emoluments  as  invi- 
tations to  the  Queen's  Plate  and  so  on.  But 
the  minister   of— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  the  minister  sure? 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  doubt  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  not?  Per- 
haps not.  That  is  interesting. 

Mr.  Paterson:  The  hon.  minister  may  lose 
that  invitation  for  another  reason. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  and  I  regret 
that  during  the  short  period  I  have  had  the 
Racing  Commission— ^and  I  regret  this  most 
sincerely— I  never  met  with  the  entire  com- 
mission, nor  was  I   able  to  take  advantage 
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of  any  of  the  field  trips  associated  with  that 
particular  commission  as  the  minister  respon- 
sible for  it. 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  mentioned 
the  Land  Acquisition  Corporation;  legislation 
is  not  yet  ready  to  present  to  the  House  on 
this.  It  will  be.  I  do  not  want  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  to  think  that  this  is  going 
to  be  some  sort  of  a  $20-million  plaything 
in  the  hands  of  the  Treasurer.  We  are  not 
entirely  sure  what  form  this  corporation  will 
take.  I  imagine  it  will  be  modelled  along  the 
lines  of  some  of  the  other  corporations— uni- 
versity capital  aid,  educational  capital  aid- 
in  which  the  views  of  the  several  related 
departments  are  made  known  and,  although 
they  stand  in  my  estimates,  by  no  means 
have  I  the  control  over  them,  with  this  one 
exception:  We  envisage,  the  Land  Acquisi- 
tion Corporation— the  land  bank  if  you  will 
—as  being  a  very  large  tool  in  the  regional 
development  programme.  So  I  think  perhaps 
it  is  fair  to  say  that  as  long  as  the  regional 
development  branch  remains  where  it  is,  then 
the  corporation  will  have  somewhat  greater 
direction  from  Treasury  and  Economics  than 
it  might  from  some  other  department  of 
government.  I  think  the  Parks  Integration 
Board  may  well  be  involved;  as  are  several, 
one  or  more  of  the  cabinet  committees. 

Regarding  foreign  investment,  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  again  raised  the  matter  of 
our  borrowing.  Perhaps  it  would  be  well  to 
put  on  the  record  very  briefly  just  what  does 
happen.  At  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year, 
the  Deputy  Treasurer  and  the  treasurer  of 
Ontario  Hydro  sit  down  together  to  compare 
notes  and  determine  between  them  what 
are  likely  to  be  the  financial  borrowing  re- 
quirements of  both  Hydro  and  ourselves. 
Some  reference  is  made— and  not  enough,  I 
might  say— in  that  exercise  to  the  borrowing 
requirements  of  the  larger  municipalities; 
there  should  be  a  greater  integration  of  that 
—that  will  come.  The  notes  are  compared 
as  between  Hydro  and  the  province  and  then 
the  syndicate  managers  are  consulted.  The 
syndicate  managers  are  a  different  firm  for 
each  of  Hydro  and  ourselves,  and  it  is  de- 
termined as  to  when  the  appropriate  amount- 
Mr.  Nixon:  A  syndicate  is  a  group  of 
financial    houses    undertaking    the    interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  and  there  is 
a  syndicate  for  Hydro  and  a  syndicate  for 
the  province. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  same  one? 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  necessarily. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Are  they  changed  year  by  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  saane  syndicate 
but  with  different  managers.  Our  syndicate 
is  managed  by  Wood  Gundy;  Hydro  is  by 
McLeod  Young  Weir.  There  is  a  different 
syndicate  in  New  York  and  a  different  syn- 
dicate, of  course,  abroad. 

It  is  changed,  in  response  to  your  ques- 
tion. I  think  we  have  now  put  it  on  a  two- 
year  cycle  to  evaluate  the  performance  of 
the  members  of  the  syndicate  and  then  make 
whatever  ch^ges  would  seem  appropriate 
at  that  time.  Most  syndicates  unfortunately, 
were  just  revised  before  I  became  Treasurer, 
both  in  New  York  and  here.  Those  man- 
agers are,  in  effect,  financial  advisers  and 
in  this  particular  year  it  would  seem  that 
between  Hydro  and  ourselves  we  will  be 
going  to  the  public  market  for  something 
in  the  vicinity  of  $1  billion.  Hydro  and  our- 
selves then  sort  out  with  the  managers  (a) 
when  we  need  that  money  during— 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  billion  dollars? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  billion-$400  mil- 
lion and  $600  million!  When  we  need  that 
money  during  the  course  of  the  year,  if  we 
are  going  to  need  it,  and  where  it  would  be 
appropriate  to  borrow  it.  The  advice  of  our 
managers  was  and  I  think  still  is— we  have 
not  had  to  make  this  determination  again 
as  yet— that  the  Canadian  market,  the  On- 
tario market,  was  simply  not  capable  of  pur- 
chasing those  number  of  securities  within 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Nixon:  May  I  interrupt  just  for  my  own 
edification? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Can  the  minister  tell  the  House 
what  his  experts  think  that  the  Ontario  mar- 
ket is  capable  of  absorbing?  I  am  sure  it 
would  vary  from  week  to  week,  but  is  it  true 
that  if  somebody  said:  "We  need  $100  million 
for  this  month  and  there  is  no  point  in  trying 
to  float  that  in  Toronto."  Is  it  always  true 
that  you  cannot  borrow  $100  million  in  To- 
ronto? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  prognosticate— 
and  I  am  a  novice  at  this  as  well— but  they 
prognosticate  some  months  ahead.  Of  course, 
they  are  doing  these  things  not  only  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  they  are  doing  it  for  a 
number  of  other  large  borrowers  as  well. 
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If  I  can  relate  one  experience— when  the 
deputy  and  I  were  in  Frankfurt  three  or  four 
weeks  ago,  it  was  indicated  that  at  a  point  in 
time,  there  might  be  money  available  for  us  if 
we  wanted  that  money.  Now,  whether  or  not 
we  do,  I  do  not  know  but  the  investment 
houses  have  some  idea  of  the  flow  of  funds 
which  are  coming  in  to  the  various  investors, 
the  pension  funds,  the  mortgage  companies, 
the  banks  and  so  on,  and  as  to  when  is  an 
appropriate  time  to  go  to  the  market  and 
where. 

The  advice  which  we  received  earlier  this 
year  was  that  our  market  could  not  absorb 
the  kind  of  borrowing  in  this  market  which 
was  envisaged  by  both  Hydro  and  ourselves, 
on  top  of— and  I  think  the  member  would 
appreciate  this— on  top  of  or  in  addition  to 
the  very  large  borrowings  which  will  have  to 
be  undertaken  by  the  government  of  Canada. 
I  think  the  federal  budget  indicated  some- 
thing in  the  neighbourhood  of  $2.4  billion. 
Although  our  credit  is  good  in  Ontario,  as  is 
Ontario  Hydro's,  it  is  a  very  good  credit  as— 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  hon. 
minister  one  question— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Sure. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Before  we  leave  that  subject, 
Mr.  Chairman,  would  the  Treasurer  not  agree 
however— and  maybe  this  will  become  less 
valid— if  Ontario  is  going  to  borrow  $100 
million  in  the  name  of  Hydro  or  vice  versa 
at  9.6  per  cent,  should  not  our  investors  at 
least  have  a  crack  at  that?  I  would  have  liked 
to  have  been  able  to  go  conveniently  down- 
town and  buy  some  of  that.  I  do  not  know  of 
any  comparable  government  offer  that  was 
available. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Canadian  bond  prices 
that  day  would  have  reflected  those  figures. 
You  could  have  gone  down  and  bought  prob- 
ably four  and  a  halfs  at  83— Hydro's— which 
were  then  selling  at  80  something,  which 
would  have  produced  perhaps  not  nine  but 
would  have  produced  9V4— 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  just  have  a  feeling  you  could 
have  got  a  large  chunk  of  that  one  right  in 
our  Ontario  market. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  timing  of  when 
we   went— 

Mr.  Nixon:  It  was  beautiful. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  When  we  went  for 
that  loan,  as  opposed  to  going  a  month  later 
and  switching  it  around— yes,  I  think  you  can 


fault  us  on  that,  or  fault  our  advisers  on  that 
as  to  whether  we  go  to  New  York  in  May  and 
Toronto  in  March,  or  the  other  way  around. 
It  is  a  matter  of  judgement  as  tx)  which  we  do. 

The  point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  our 
advisers  tell  us  we  cannot  do  both,  or  could 
not  do  both  in  the  one  market  and  as  I  was 
saying,  I  think  the  member  will  appreciate 
that  good  as  our  credit  is  and  good  as  is  the 
credit  of  Ontario  Hydro,  the  financial  institu- 
tions, the  banks,  the  trust  companies,  the 
mortgage  companies  and  the  insurance  com- 
panies are  going  to  look  after  Canada  first  as 
opposed  to  Ontario  or  Ontario  Hydro. 

When  Mr.  Benson  announces  that  he  needs 
the  kind  of  money  that  he  does,  I  think  the 
financial  managers  earmark  their  funds  to 
service  those  requirements  first  of  all  and  we 
come  second,  so  that  we  perforce  have  had 
to  go  into  foreign  markets  this  year  and  may 
well  have  to  again,  although  for  the  reasons 
which  Mr.  Benson  has  outlined  we  would 
prefer,  if  we  can,  to  prudently  borrow  here  at 
home. 

I  could  tell  the  member  as  yet  this  year 
Ontario  had  not  gone  to  the  market.  But 
Ontario  Hydro  has  borrowed  as  of  today 
$375  million  at  eight  and  a  quarter  per  cent 
at  par  for  25  years. 

Mr.  Nixon:  In  Toronto? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  Toronto.  And  the 
member,  if  he  gets  hold  of  his  broker,  I  am 
sure- 
Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  more  than  one  per  cent 
less  than  what  they  borrowed  for  last  year 
when  my  broker,  if  I  had  one,  could  not  have 
got  me  any  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  he  could  have 
got  you  some. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Not  as  a  Canadian  offer. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  but  the  price  of 
any  bond  being  traded  would  have  been  com- 
parable to  that  9.6. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  still  think  you  made  a  mistake. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  was  comparable; 
sure  it  was.  The  issue- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Look,  if  you  are  going  to  argue 
this,  the  value  of  the  dollar  has  changed  sub- 
stantially over  the  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Our  issue  in  New 
York  on  behalf  of  Hydro  a  month  and  a  half 
ago,  was  at  8.15  per  cent  so  instead  of  send- 
ing your  money  down  there,  the  Leader  of  the 


3294 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Opposition    has    done    right    to    wait    until 
today- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  it  ought  to  keep  Ontario 
afloat! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —to  wait  until  today 
and  get  eight  and  a  quarter.  I  could  only  say 
that  of  the  $375  million  which  Hydro  has 
borrowed  as  of  today,  they  have  borrowed 
$100  million  in  New  York,  $35  million  in 
your  dollars  and  some  $235  million  has  been 
borrowed  here  at  home. 

Mr.  Nixon:  They  are  up  to  what,  about 
$400  million  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  $375  million. 

Mr.  Nixon:  And  they  are  going  to  $600 
million? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  think  they  will 
need  approximately  $600  million.  Now  per- 
haps we  can  get  into  some  of  those  points 
in  the  vote  on  finance. 

The  member  for  York  South  indicated  that 
he  thought  this  government  was  preoccupied 
with  balanced  budgets  as  opposed  to  being 
preoccupied  with  a  balanced  economy.  I 
think  the  whole  thrust  of  the  budget  this 
year  was  toward  full  employment,  which  is 
another  way  of  saying  a  balanced  economy  in 
my  view.  I  am  not  preoccupied  with  a  bal- 
anced budget  nor  was  my  predecessor. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  was  your  expansion 
of  the  budget  expenditures  half  of  what  it 
was  last  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  first  budget 
which  my  predecessor  brought  in  was  for 
a  planned  deficit  of  $250  million.  He  brought 
in  a  budget  last  year  which  indicated  a  sur- 
plus of  $11  million  and  during  the  course  of 
the  year  turned  that  surplus  around  to  a  de- 
ficit of  100  and  some  odd  million  dollars. 

Our     preoccupation     with     a      balanced 

budget- 
Mr.  Nixon:  That  was  because  of  lack  of 

planning  on  what  you  were  going  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —which  the  member 
for  York  South  talks  about  is  certainly  not 
reflected  in  the  largest  deficit  ever  planned 
in  the  province,  which  I  am  responsible  for— 
$415  million. 

I  mentioned  the  question  of  timing— or  at 
least  I  interjected  there  is  a  question  of 
timing.  Let  me  say  this,  we  are  very  con- 
cerned on  this  side  about  unemployment;  very 
concerned.  The  figures  which  were  released 


in  May— as  the  member  for  York  South  hiis 
pointed  out— although  they  were  trumpeted 
in  Ottawa,  represent  some  of  the  highest 
May  figures,  I  think,  since  1940,  since  col- 
lection of  the  figures  was  started. 

For  the  last  10  years  I  think  it  is,  the 
moving  average  for  the  whole  year  has  been 
within  0.1  or  0.2  per  cent  of  the  May 
figure;  so  if  the  figure  for  Canada  is  now 
6.3  per  cent  it  would  appear  we  will  prob- 
ably end  the  year  with  something  over  six 
per  cent,  which  is  really  rather  a  horrible 
thought,  I  think,  in  terms  of  what  is  hap- 
pening. Our  own  percentage  in  Ontario 
dropped  from  5.7  to  5.6  per  cent. 

Of  course,  I  think  we  should  say  this  about 
Ontario,  there  was  a  very  large  increase  in 
the  labour  force  from  April  to  May;  there 
was  a  very  large  increase  in  the  number  em- 
ployed. The  number  unemployed  dropped 
slightly,  but  I  think  proportionately  we  did 
rather  well  in  the  increase  in  the  actual  num- 
ber employed  within  the  labour  force;  and 
that  is  all  very  well  and  good  unless  you  are 
one  of  the  180,000  who  were  not  able  to 
find  work  as  of  the  end  of  May. 

We  are  concerned,  with  debating.  The 
member  for  York  South  was  good  enough  to 
point  out  that  we  had  pointed  out  to  the 
federal  government  some  months  ago  our 
concern;  he  pointed  out  that  I  had  defended 
our  co-operation  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment in  our  fight  against  inflation,  or  in  their 
fight  against  inflation.  I  think  there  was  a 
point  where  we  became  very  concerned,  over 
a  year  ago,  that  the  fight  against  inflation  was 
going  on  too  long  and  said  so. 

It  may  be  that  we  co-operated— if  I  can  be 
very  frank— with  the  government  of  Canada 
for  too  long  a  time.  Many  of  the  tools  to 
turn  the  economy  around,  of  course,  are  in 
the  hands  of  the  federal  government.  We 
debated  this  l^efore  and  it  was  debated  dur- 
ing the  budget,  but  certainly  monetary  pol- 
icy is  the  exclusive  purview  of  the  govern- 
ment of  Canada;  and  we  of  course  have  no 
control   over  federal  tax  policy. 

We  advocated  taking  off  the  surtax— what, 
12  months  ago.  It  has  now  been  taken  off 
and  we  sincerely  hope  that  the  measures 
taken  by  the  government  of  Canada  will 
turn  the  economy  around,  albeit  it  would 
appear  very  slowly;  very,  very  slowly.  We 
seem  to  be  coming  out  of  the  recession  and 
frankly  we  do  not  see  us  coming  out  of  it 
nearly  as  fast  as  we  would  like. 

There  is  the  question  of  expansionary 
budgets  or  non-expansionary  budgets.  It  is 
true  that  our  budget  increased  by  10.7  per 


JUNE  28,  1971 


3295 


cent.  The  member  for  York  South  was  some- 
what critical,  I  think,  that  it  was  only  10.7 
per  cent  as  compared  to  perhaps  the  15  and 
18  per  cent  figures  which  had  been  true  in 
the  past. 

There  is  a  difference  in  philosophy  here, 
I  think,  between  my  friend  from  York  South 
and  myself.  This  budget,  this  year,  deliber- 
ately set  out  to  attempt  to  leave  more  of  the 
control  of  the  economy  in  the  hands  of  the 
private  sector.  We  were  not  as  expansionary 
as  we  have  been  in  the  past  in  terms  of  oiur 
own  spending.  We  are  very  expansionary  in 
terms  of  the  deficit  which  it  has  created. 

I  would  have  to  say,  as  outlined  in  the 
budget,  we  have  had  to  overcome  what  we 
call  a  tax  drag,  money  going  out  of  Ontario, 
a  federal  tax  drag  of  somewhere  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  $1.5  to  $2  billion.  That  is  not 
true  in  Manitoba.  There  is  much  less  of  a  tax 
drag,  relatively  speaking,  than  there  is  here 
in  Ontario. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  and  I  could 
have  a  long  debate  on  that,  but  let  us  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  right.  Yes,  I 
think  we  are  both  in  a  little  over  our  heads. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No.  Not  necessarily  over 
our  heads,  but  that  is  a  phony  argument  in  a 
province  like  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  I  do  not  think 
it  is.  You  cannot  go  on  taking  an  increasing 
amount  of  money- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  is  the  chief 
beneficiary  of  the  economy  from  all  over  the 
country.  The  argument  is  counteracted  every 
time. 

Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:   We   cannot   go   on 
taking  increasing  amounts  of  money  out  of 
Ontario  without  it  sooner  or  later- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  It  came  into  Ontario  from 
other  provinces,  a  good  deal  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  we  had 
better  leave  this. 

There  is  a  limit.  I  am  sure  the  member 
would  concede  that.  There  is  a  limit.  There 
is  a  balance  between,  if  you  want,  the  money 
which  comes  into  Ontario  by  way  of  sales 
in  the  rest  of  Canada,  and  the  money  which 
goes  out  of  Ontario  by  way  of  federal 
equalization  payments.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  magic  figure  is.  But  there  is  a  limit  at 
some  point  or  other. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
know?  Has  he  done  any  studies  on  that? 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Finally,  the  member 
for  York  South  spent  some  time  dealing  with 
the  Prime  Minister's  speeches,  with  some 
speeches  of  mine,  which  I  think— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  is  so  darn  good 
at  making  studies  that  you  would  think  he 
would  know  the  difference. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —might  well  be  dealt 
with  under  the  Treasury  Board,  that  particu- 
lar speech,  rather  than  under  these  estimates; 
and  then  ended  up  with  federal-provincial 
relations  which  perhaps  we  can  return  to  in 
the  vote. 

I  would  agree  with  the  member  for  York 
South  that  I  do  not  think  this  is  a  subject 
which  is  going  to  disappear.  I  would  agree 
with  what  he  has  said  about  the  necessity, 
and  this  is  Quebec's  point  of  view,  and  our 
point  of  view  enunciated  in  the  Prime  Min- 
ister's statement,  that  we  are  anxious  to  get 
down  to  a  discussion  of  the  distribution  of 
powers. 

There  has  been  somewhat  an  air  of  un- 
reality in  dealing  with  the  composition  of 
the  Supreme  Court.  That  is  not  obviously 
the  most  gripping  thing  which  is  facing  our 
country.  It  appears  that  there  could  be  an 
agreement  on  some  of  those  things  and  that 
is  why  there  was  a  movement  to  come  to 
agreement,  to  amend  the  constitution  in  those 
areas.  But  surely,  the  gut  issues,  the  gut 
issues  as  far  as  the  Province  of  Quebec  have 
been  concerned  right  back  to  Jean  Lesage, 
have  been  this  matter  of  dollars  and  cents 
and  the  powers  that  go  with,  or  do  not  go 
with,  the  dollars  and  cents. 

And  that,  surely,  as  the  member  has  said, 
is  a  discussion  which  we  will  have  to  return 
to  either  with  or  without  an  amending 
formula  to  look  after  them.  At  this  point 
in  time— and  much  of  what  the  member  for 
York  South  has  said  I  think,  he  might 
properly  deal  with  in  the  Prime  Minister's 
estimates,  rather  than  my  own— just  let  me 
end  on  this  note:  He  discussed  initiatives  by 
Ontario.  I  think  that  at  this  point  in  time, 
if  my  reading  is  corrected,  it  is  perhaps  not 
the  week  for  initiatives,  rather  if  we  let  things 
cool  a  little  bit,  perhaps  a  few  things  will 
sort  out. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  couple  of  weeks  ago 
would  have  been  better,  I  agree. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  right.  But  this 
is  not  the  week.  Perhaps  initiatives  will  be 
necessary  and  I  am  sure  that  the  member 
for    York    South    will    dismiss    his    ideas    on 
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initiatives    with   the    Prime    Minister    during 
his  estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  vote  2401  carried? 
Vote  2401  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2402. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  are  a  number  of 
items  in  this  that  seem  to  be  separate.  Does 
the  member  want  to  discuss  the  whole  thing 
in  total  or  item  by  item? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  think  there  may  be 
value  in  trying  to  separate  them.  I  do  not 
know. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Will  we  take  them 
in  order? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  we  will  do  them  item 
by  item  then.  First  of  all,  item  1,  adminis- 
tration.  Carried. 

An  hon.  member:  There  will  not  be  any- 
thing on  the  next  one  either  but  there  will 
be  on  the  third  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Item  2  then. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  well  I  do  not  know 
how  much  further  I  want  to  pursue  this  today 
since  the  provincial  Treasurer  has  almost 
requested  that  we  leave  it  to  the  Prime 
minister's   estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  thought  that  was 
worth  a  try.  I  did  not  know  whether  I  would 
get  away  with  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  reason  why  it  falls 
flat  on  its  face,  to  be  very  frank  with  the 
Treasurer,  is  that  the  branch  on  federal-pro- 
vincial afiFairs  happens  to  be  here,  not  in 
the  Prime  Minister's  estimates.  There  are 
a  number  of  questions  which  I  certainly 
would  like  to  get  answered  publicly.  There 
axe  far  more  I  would  like  to  get  privately 
answered  from  the  provincial  Treasurer. 

For  example,  since  the  Treasurer  does  have 
this  group  of  experts  and,  quite  frankly, 
outside  of  the  federal  department  and  Quebec 
in  their  own  way,  no  other  province  has  got 
them,  what  is  the  explanation  for  the  fact 
that  Ontario  was  so  completely  out  of  touch 
with  what  was  happening  in  the  Province  of 
Quebec? 

Why,  for  example,  did  the  Treasurer  not 
realize  and  take  the  necessary  steps  at  a 
stage  in  the  preparation  for  the  initial  state- 
ment of  the  province  at  the  Victoria  confer- 


ence which  would  have  headed  off  the  kind 
of  isolation  and  polarization  that  emerged? 
Because  even  with  my  limited  resources  of 
reading  the  daily  papers  and  a  few  other 
areas,  I  was  suflBciently  aware  of  what  was 
likely  to  happen  to  have  warned  you  in  my 
budget  speech  about  two  weeks  ago.  What  is 
the  answer  to  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well  to  begin  with, 
we,  unhke  some  of  our  sister  provinces, 
played  the  rules  of  the  game  as  they  were 
supposed  to  be  played.  The  opening  state- 
ments were  supposed  to  deal  with  the  sub- 
ject matter  at  hand  and  express  the  platitudes 
—well,  not  platitudes,  the  good  wishes  of  all 
our  people  toward  the  people  of  British 
Columbia  in  their  centennial  year.  I  think 
some  of  the  first  ministers  departed  very 
strongly  from  that  format  suggested  by  the 
Prime  Minister  of  Canada.  Ontario,  being  first 
off  or  second  after  the  Prime  Minister,  did 
not  perhaps  have  a  chance  to  revise  its 
statement  as  much  as  it  might  have  liked 
to  after  it  heard,  for  example,  Mr.  Schreyer's 
comments  about  everything  except  what  we 
were  there   to   discuss. 

However,  in  the  afternoon  session— and 
this  was  released  to  the  press— the  Prime 
Minister  of  Ontario  was  given  the  opportun- 
ity, as  is  customary  as  a  new  Premier,  to 
make  a  second  opening  statement  and  he 
did  make  a  statement  on  social  policy  whic;h 
was  released.  He  made  quite  a  full  statement 
at  that  time. 

I  think  you  could  read  into  that  statement 
some  of  the  points  of  view  which  we  have 
expressed  in  budgets  and  in  this  House.  We 
feel  that  statement  in  fact  did  not  come 
down  on  the  side  of  Quebec's  position,  but 
was  a  basis  for  discussion.  If  recognized  the 
concern  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  about 
there  being  something  more  to  constitutional 
discussion  than  simply  an  amending  formula 
for  a  proposal  to  patriate  the  constitution. 

For  example— and  this  was  tabled,  and  I 
think  it  has  been  tabled  here  in  the  House— 
we  have  said  that  in  discussion  on  the  dis- 
tribution of  powers  in  Canada,  we  should 
be  moving  to  a  more  decentralized  federa- 
tion. Ontario  has  not,  in  the  past,  pressed 
for  decentralization  in  the  field  of  social 
policy.  We  recognize  the  emphasis  and  con- 
cern of  the  government  of  Quebec  in  this 
field. 

We  have  also  become  much  more  aware, 
through  our  work  on  tax  reform,  of  the  close 
interrelationship  between  income  security 
programmes  and  the  total  shape  of  the  gov- 
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ernment's  taxation  structure.  We  believe  that 
it  should  be  made  possible  for  provinces  to 
devise  their  own  integrating  income  security 
programmes  which  will  permit  considerable 
variation  and  benefit  levels  in  priorities  of 
programmes  among  the  provinces,  all  to  be 
built  on  a  minimum  country-wide  basis, 
practically  word-for-word  from  what  the 
member  for  York  South  said  in  his  opening 
remarks. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let  us  piusue  what  is  the 
nub  issue  in  this  whole  thing.  I  do  not  know 
whether  there  was  any  particular  significance 
in  tlie  fact  that  at  my  distance  from  Victoria, 
I  had  the  impression  that  the  government  was 
somewhat  muting  the  blunt  assertions  made 
by  the  provincial  Treasurer  in  the  budget, 
that  Ontario  was  going  to  move  to  opting 
out  and  demanding  a  fiscal  equivalent. 

What  is  the  provincial  Treasurer's  reaction 
to  the  thesis  I  advance,  that  the  only  way 
that  one  can  achieve  a  federalism  that  leaves 
the  federal  government  sujGBciently  strong— 
and  there  was  a  day  no  more  than  two  or 
three  years  ago  when  this  government  used 
to  argue  that  we  need  a  strong  federal  gov- 
ernment. That  phrase  can  be  misinterpreted, 
but  I  think  we  know  what  we  are  talking 
about.  We  do  not  want  one  that  is  so  trun- 
cated in  its  powers  and  its  capacities  to  cope 
with  the  economy  and  fiscal  and  monetary 
policies  of  this  country  that  it  will  be  ineffec- 
tive. 

Okay.  How  can  you  retain  a  federal  gov- 
ernment that  has  the  desirable  strength  to  do 
the  overall  job  and  establish  and  implement 
national  standards,  if  Ontario  is  going  to  opt 
out,  as  well  as  the  Province  of  Quebec? 
Because  let  us  face  it,  there  is  then  no  more 
Canada  in  terms  of  viable,  economic  power 
to  do  the  job. 

Dare  I  believe  that  the  government  is  tak- 
ing a  second  look  at  its  rather  blunt  proposal 
of  opting  out  of  these  shared-cost  programmes, 
as  enunciated  in  the  budget? 

Hon,  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  do  not  think 
so.  These  will  be  matters  for  discussion  at 
the  meeting  of  the  Ministers  of  Finance  on 
July  13  and  14  or  July  12  and  13,  or  what- 
ever it  is,  and  our  position  has  not  changed. 

If  I  could  perhaps  go  on  a  httle  bit  about 
the  social  policy  or  add  this  to  what  we  have 
both  said  in  substantial  agreement.  Part  of 
our  problem,  in  terms  of  the  Quebec  position 
on  social  policy,  is  that  we  are  not  sure  as  to 
whether,  in  a  discussion  about  the  distribu- 
tion of  powers,  this  necessarily  would  have 
been  our  highest  priority. 


In  other  words— and  I  am  talking  off  the 
top  of  my  head— it  might  be  that  we  think 
that  we  should  have  exclusive  control  over 
agriculture,  for  example,  rather  than  over 
social  policy.  Or  perhaps  it  is  the  other  way 
around.  We  think  that  neither  we,  nor  for 
that  matter  any  of  the  partners  at  the  table 
in  Victoria  had  thought  that  true;  well  enough 
to  simply  say  that  we  believe  in  provincial  or 
federal  or  joint  paramountcy  in  a  particular 
field,  in  this  case  social  policy. 

Perhaps  we  should  have  thought  it  through 
to  that  extent,  but  I  think  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  we  have  not  completed  our 
thinking  on  the  total  picture  and  therefore  I 
think  it  was  diflBcult  for  us  to  be  as  definite 
as  we  would  normally  like  to  be,  and  as  the 
member  for  York  South  would  like  us  to  be 
on  a  particular  part  of  the  total  package  of 
distribution. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  leaves  me  a 
bit  puzzled,  because  when  I  was  argu- 
ing that  if  the  Province  of  Ontario  was 
to  opt  out  Mdth  as  full  a  range  of  social 
policies  that  the  Province  of  Quebec  appears 
to  be  now  demanding,  that  that  would  leave 
the  federal  government  with  such  truncated 
powers  that  in  effect  you  could  not  have  the 
capacity  for  a  viable  economic  policy  across 
this  country.  I  thought  the  minister  was 
shaking  his  head  aflBrmatively,  and  indeed 
that  has  been  the  contention  down  through 
the  years;  and  I  think,  the  contention  that 
underlay  the  general  thrust  of  the  former 
Premier  (Mr.  Robarts)  when  he  always  con- 
tended that  we  want  a  strong  central  govern- 
ment. 

How  can  you  have  a  strong  central  govern- 
ment if  Ontario  is  also  going  to  opt  out? 
Because  it  seems  to  me  you  do  destroy  the 
basic  capacity  of  a  federal  government  to  do 
a  national  job  and  particularly  to  estabhsh 
standards  for  those  provinces  which  have  not 
got  comparable  means. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  was  not  a 
discussion  as  to  whether  we  were  opting  out 
01  opting  in  particularly  of  the  things  which 
were  discussed  in  Victoria  in  terms  of  social 
policy.  As  the  member  is  aware  of  course, 
tliere  were  no  dollar  signs  attached  to  those 
particular  items.  It  was  a  question  of  who 
held  the  authority,  rather  than  where  the 
money  was  going  to  come  from. 

In  terms  of  our  opting  out  of  existing  pro- 
grammes, the  Province  of  Quebec  has  received 
roughly  50  points  of  the  personal  income  tax 
as  compared  to  the  28  which  we  received. 
It  has  not  damaged  Canada  in  any  way  that 
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they  have  received  this.  I  do  not  think  it  is 
any  secret  to  any  of  us  here  that,  in  our  view, 
the  Province  of  Quebec  has  done  rather  well 
because  they  have  opted  out.  They  have  had 
a  greater  flexibility  and  a  greater  freedom 
over  their  own  priority  setting  and  fewer 
administrative  headaches  because  they  have 
had  that  kind  of  flexibility  within  those 
points  to  administer  the  programmes,  to  some 
extent  at  any  rate,  in  the  way  they  think 
they  should  be  administered,  rather  than  the 
way  the  bureaucrats  in  Ottawa  and  the  bur- 
eaucrats in  the  provincial  capitals  think  they 
should  be  administered. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  the  minister  is  not 
answering  my  question.  If  Ontario  does  it 
too,  what— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  Ontario  does  it 
too;  there  is  nothing  magic.  We  have  said 
this  and  we  have  documented  this.  I  think  we 
suggested  at  one  time  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment could  do  very  well  with  receiving 
40  per  cent  of  the  personal  income  tax  and 
two-thirds  of  the  corporation  tax,  and  they 
would  still  have  fiscal  capacities. 

I  would  add  this  caveat  to  that,  that  it 
depends  what  they  have  to  do  with  that  40 
per  cent  and  that  two-thirds.  In  other  words— 
and  this  is  an  over-simplification- to  pay  the 
interest  on  the  national  debt  they  need  all 
that  40  per  cent,  which  they  would  not;  there 
is  obviously  no  flexibility  in  doing  that  at  all. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  some  portion  of  that 
40  per  cent  is  used  for  national  defence, 
which  has  been  a  flexible  expenditure  over 
the  years,  or  in  the  last  few  years— it  has  been 
going  down— they  obviously  have  more  fiscal 
capacity  than  if  it  were  all  needed  for  the 
national  debt. 

So  it  is  not  just  the  percentage,  it  is  also 
the  responsibilities  which  have  to  be  looked 
at  together. 

Old  age  pensions  for  example,  have  to  be 
paid.  That  is  a  fixed  obligation  on  whatever 
level  of  government  does  it.  At  least,  I  think, 
politically  one  could  say  that  it  is  a  fixed 
obligation,  as  is  the  national  debt.  Whether 
one  decides  to  pay  bigger  or  smaller  family 
allowances,  as  Quebec  has  done,  is  surely  a 
matter  in  which  there  is  some  flexibility.  It  is 
not  just  how  big  a  percentage  a  province  or 
provinces  have,  or  the  federal  government 
has,  it  is  also  what  kind  of  responsibilities 
they  have  within  that  fiscal  framework. 

This  is  why— and  I  come  back  to  what  I 
said— it  was  a  litde  difficult  for  us,  I  think,  in 
the  time  available  before  the  conference  to 


analyse  whether  we  really  stood  four-square 
with  Quebec  or  four-square  with  the  federal 
government.  It  just  is  not  possible,  in  our 
view,  to  look  at  one  power  in  that  kind  of 
isolation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2.  No?  Item  3  then. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  item  3, 
taxation  and  fiscal  policy,  just  a  word  about 
that  and  about  the  recent  alterations  by  Mr. 
Benson  of  the  taxation  policy  for  this  coun- 
try. May  I  just  say,  in  proper  duty  to  my 
general  remarks,  that  a  more  wretched,  fetid, 
crapulous  and  craven  recapitulation- 
Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  But 
mostly  crapulous. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —in  the  area  of  tax  reforms— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Nugatory. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —and  the  address  of  a  pre- 
tensive  government  to  social  reform  and  to  a 
just  society  could  scarcely  be  imagined.  May 
I  say  that  the  Treasurer  has  taken  this  as  an 
accolade,  as  he  very  well  may  and  should, 
that  what  has  happened  is  that  Benson  gave 
in  to  Ontario;  the  Ontario  white  paper  is  the 
blueprint  upon  which  Benson  formulated  and 
articulated  his  policies  of  recent  date. 

It  is  perfectly  true.  And  over  the  past  two 
and  a  half  years,  on  many  occasions— I  could 
count  six  at  least— I  have  stood  in  this  House 
and  gave  what  I  thought  was  a  fairly  objec- 
tive, ranging  analysis,  in  moderate  tones,  of 
this  government's  paper  over  against  the 
federal  government's  paper,  over  against  our 
proposals.  Sometimes  it  took  a  considerable 
period  of  time,  because  the  matters  are  com- 
plex. I  do  not  intend  to  take  that  kind  of 
time  today.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  dis- 
heartened and  in  a  state  of  relative  despair 
over  against  any  possibility  that  these  old 
governments  are  bringing  about  any  incisive, 
forthright,  intelligent  or  courageous  move  into 
the  area  of  the  alleviation  of  those  who  are 
overtaxed. 

We  look  at  governments  of  Latin  America, 
and  we  say  15  per  cent  of  the  people  own 
85  per  cent  of  the  income.  Is  it  also  so  very 
different  here— one  looks  at  it  as  to  who  bears 
the  burdens  of  the  day  and  how  those  who 
are  the  better  off  and  the  more  able  to  pay, 
through  manipulations  and  through  the  very 
structure  we  built  into  our  tax  system,  are 
able  to  escape  this  taxation?  Benson  has  done 
nothing  to  alleviate  this. 

At  one  end  of  the  scale,  Benson  has  sim- 
ply taken  a  few  people  who  never  should 
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be  taxed  at  all— it  is  a  heinous  crime  against 
humanity  that  they  were  ever  placed  on  the 
tax  rolls  to  begin  with— and  then  preens  him- 
self upon  having  divested  them  of  that  par- 
ticular burden.  Every  government,  including 
the  Tory  government  over  there,  agrees  in 
that  particular  area  of  enlightenment  that 
was  a  piece  of  iniquity. 

It  has  been  done,  and  this  is  what  has 
always  been  done.  As  for  the  rest,  may  I  even 
go  this  far.  This  government's  proposals  in 
its  white  paper  of  a  year  or  13  months  ago 
had  more  grace  notes,  had  more  to  com- 
mend it  in  terms  of  social  equity  than  what 
the  Benson  budget  now  presents  to  the 
people  of  Canada.  At  least  this  government 
had  the  decency  to  write  in  tax  credits,  to 
write  in  low-income  allowances  of  a  specific 
kind  and  a  wider  range.  No,  both  govern- 
ments fall  down  on  the  same  side.  Benson 
copied  Ontario  literally  to  the  nth  figure; 
both  end  up  at  $2,900,  for  instance,  for  the 
couple.  If  we  take  the  $100  basic  allowance 
for  charitable  purposes  and  medical  pay^ments 
into  account,  he  follows  Ontario  right  down 
the  line,  not  swerving. 

Secondly,  we  did  have  refundable  tax 
credits.  Did  he  give  any  cognizance  to  this? 
None  whatsoever.  He  took  the  worst  features 
of  our  budget  and  adopted  them,  let  us  put 
it  that  way,  without  taking  any  of  the  alle- 
viative  or  the  more  finely  grained,  decent 
things  that  the  Treasurer  proposed  to  do, 
and  ignored  all  those. 

So  where  do  we  come  down  at  the  end  of 
the  day,  after  10  years  of  labour,  after  mil- 
lions of  dollars  have  been  spent  in  terms  of 
tax  reform,  in  terms  of  revamping  the  system, 
in  terms  of  recognition  of  the  inequities  built 
into  the  system?  We  end  up  today  in  more 
parlous  state  than  we  were  when  we  ven- 
tured upon  the  realm. 

It  could  have  been  done  without  any  of 
that  studying.  Everybody  recognized  that  for 
people  making  less  than  $2100  and  families 
making  less  than  $3100,  instead  of  imposing 
tax  burdens  upon  these  people  who  could 
hardly  breathe  as  things  presently  stand,  they 
should  be  alleviated.  Everyone  recognized  that 
it  was  simply  a  question  of  a  little  reform  in 
that  particular  direction. 

That  is  tinkering  with  the  structure;  that 
is  not  moving  in  deeply. 

What  I  really  want  to  talk  about  are  only 
two  points  today,  because  it  is  useless  to 
talk,  it  is  useless  to  talk  in  this  chamber  and 
useless  to  talk  in  the  Parliaments  of  the 
world,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  because  the  in- 


grained forces  of  reaction  sit  there  in  their 
aplomb- 
Mr.    MacDonald:    They   even   smile   while 

they  sit. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —in  their  nonchalance,  in  their 
forfending  for  their  own  damned  interests, 
in  their  refusal  to  budge  on  any  crucial  point, 
always  making  little  gestures  and  marginal 
resorts  here  and  there,  but  in  the  central 
issues  of  human  dignity  and  decency  of  the 
tax  system,  which  mean  social  justice  in  our 
society,  no  major  moves  are  made.  It  is  all 
cunning. 

We  have  got  that  idiot  press  panoplying 
and  trumpeting  to  all  benighted  that  major 
changes  have  been  made.  Wait  till  they  get 
their  tax  bill  next  year.  They  will  notice 
that  there  is  not  a  change. 

Nothing  has  changed;  it  has  only  been 
bantered  about. 

We  come  to  the  two  points  I  want  to 
mention.  This  is  one,  and  I  would  ask  the 
Treasurer  and  almost  beg  him  to  reconsider 
his  position  and  to  bring  the  same  storm  of 
enormous  pressure  upon  Benson's  head— he 
listens  to  the  Treasurer  when  he  will  not 
listen  to  the  voice  of  intelligence— to  bring 
some  light  on  this  business  of  succession 
duties. 

First  of  all,  he  pulled  the  rug  out  from 
under  the  Ontario  goverrmient's  feet.  He  left 
it  dangling  because  it  was  not  six  months 
ago,  or  an  even  shorter  time  than  that,  in 
this  House  that  the  Treasurer  stood  on  this 
floor  and  advocated  our  withdrawal  from  that 
whole  field.  It  was  too  much  of  a  nuisance, 
he  said,  the  amounts  brought  in  in  terms  of 
tax,  as  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned— on  its  own 
taxation  not  the  75  per  cent  remittance  from 
Ottawa— was  hardly  worth  the  gambit  and 
so,  the  Treasurer  said:  "We  are  going  to 
withdraw  from  this  field.  Tax  havens  have 
been  set  up  in  Saskatchewan  under  purblind 
Thatcher— now  deceased— and  in  Alberta, 
people  who  are  wealthy  do  tend  to  go  there 
as  they  get  older  in  order  to  escape.  We  in 
Ontario  are  not  going  to  suffer  this  sort  of 
thing.  We  too  are  going  to  opt  out  of  that 
particular  field." 

Then  along  came  Benson  and  pulled  out 
the  rug  from  under.  No  longer,  after  Janu- 
ary 1  of  next  year  will  the  Ontario  Govern- 
ment be  deriving  the  75  per  cent  estate  tax, 
because  there  will  be  no  estate  tax.  Where 
does  that  leave  this  government  with  respect 
to  death  duties?  You  were  blind  enough 
along  with  them,  and  he  took  your  word  for 
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it  and  adopted  it  to  say  that  because  of  the 
inception  of  a  capital  gains  tax— your  capital 
gains  tax  will  only  be  25  per  cent— that 
because  of  a  capital  gains  tax  no  succession 
duties,  no  estate  tax  or  death  taxation  ought 
to  be  levied. 

Do  you  not  see  that  the  context  of  the 
succession  duty  is  applicable  only  to  the 
somewhat  narrow  field  of  capital  gains?  It 
does  not  cover  the  waterfront.  Do  you  not  see 
that  we  have  to  have  some  discrimination? 
Our  law  must  be  somewhat  more  subtle  than 
the  hamstrung  and  hamhanded  type  of  thing 
that  we  have  at  the  moment,  namely,  the 
short-term  gain  tax.  If  upon  death  a  capital 
gain  is  realized,  if  we  determine  that,  then 
in  that  area  of  straight  capital  gain  over  a 
lifetime,  the  50  per  cent  taxation  figure  has 
some  validity.  I  can  quarrel  with  it  on  other 
grounds,  but  it  has  some  validity. 

But  what  about  all  the  other  gains  of  a 
lifetime?  Suppose  an  estate  of  $1  million,  the 
estate  of  the  $1  million  came  from  $50,000 
of  investment  when  the  man  was  18,  he  built 
up  his  investments  along  the  way  by  way  of 
capital  gains  through  the  stock  market,  land 
investments  and  what  not  and  he  ended  up 
a  millionaire.  Another  man,  making  money— 
maybe  he  has  received  some  money  from  a 
previous  estate— going  along  has  invested  his 
money  over  the  period  of  a  whole  lifetime, 
say  in  mortgages.  No  capital  gains,  and  they 
both  end  up  with  estates  of  $1  million.  The 
one  estate  bears  a  50  per  cent  tax,  if  it  is  a 
capital  gain,  on  the  million;  the  other  bears 
not  a  dime. 

Then,  to  make  a  fortiori— ridiculousness 
doubly  so  in  either  one  of  the  estates— well 
let  us  take  the  one  that  ends  up  with  no 
taxation  whatsoever.  What  happens  then? 
Say  he  does  not  leave  a  will  and  suppose  he 
does  not  have  any  immediate  ascendants  or 
descendants?  Suppose  that  somebody  in 
Togoland  is  a  relative  out  there,  a  14th 
cousin?  Does  a  14th  cousin  in  Togoland  take 
up  the  whole  $1  million  of  estate  earned  in 
this  province  through  the  marvellous,  the 
halcyon  conditions  that  the  Tories  have  sup- 
plied down  through  the  centuries?  Will  he 
be  able  to  enrich  himself  beyond  the  dreams 
of  avarice,  and  does  it  go  out  of  the  province 
completely  without  us  having  a  dime? 

Do  you  not  see  that  it  is  necessary  to 
discriminate  between  taxation  of  capital  gains 
on  death  and  taxation  of  that  property  which 
is  not  capital  gain  on  death? 

On  your  side  of  the  fence,  it  seems  to  me, 
you    simply    must    retain      your    succession 


duties  with  respect  to  that  wide  berth  and 
second  area  that  I  am  pointing  out  to  you 
today,  you  simply  must.  Not  only  because  of 
the  colossal  loss  of  revenue  that  is  being 
faced  by  this  government  at  this  time,  which 
with  your  deficit  of  $0.5  billion  it  can  hardly 
accommodate;  not  only  that  but  also  because 
of  the  inequities  in  the  situation  of  allowing 
money  in  this  particular  context  to  escape 
from  this  province  on  a  vast  scale,  I  suggest  to 
you,  where  no  taxation  w'hatsoever  applies. 

That  is  my  first  point.  I  ask  you  to  revise 
your  Succession  Duty  Act;  to  retain  it;  rere- 
vise  it,  to  place  it  into  accommodation  with 
the  Benson  proposals.  If  you  go  that  far,  we 
will  come  as  the  succeeding  government  and 
rectify  the  true  equities  of  the  case  I  assure 
you. 

I  was  reading  John  Stuart  Mill  the  otfier 
night.  Back  in  the  beginning— the  middle— of 
the  last  century  they  used  an  argument,  as 
you  may  remember,  under  British  law,  that 
the  eldest  son  alone  inherited  the  whole 
estate.  It  was  called  primogeniture,  and  all 
the  rest  of  the  sons  and  daughters,  irrespec- 
tive of  how  many  there  may  have  been,  got 
nothing. 

The  reason  they  did  that,  the  psychological 
reason  which  is  behind  all  taxation  measures, 
is  they  said  it  gave  ever  so  much  more  in- 
centive to  the  younger  brothers  and  sisters  to 
make  their  way  in  the  world.  It  gave  a  double 
incentive  because  the  eldest  son— wastrel, 
n'er-do-well,  they  almost  invariably  turned 
out  ludicrous— could  stand  as  a  living  me- 
morial to  them  with  all  the  boodle  in  his 
pocket.  They  had  a  long  way  to  come  to  catch 
up  to  him,  because  it  had  all  been  given  to 
him  gratis.  This  is  the  theory. 

They  said,  as  John  Stewart  Mill  said,  why 
not  make  a  little  incentive  for  the  eldest  son 
too,  and  take  some  away  or  take  even  the 
bulk  of  it  away  from  passing  between  gen- 
erations? 

We  always,  in  this  party,  say  that  the 
widow  must  be  completely  provided  for.  She 
has  been  a  helpmate  throughout  life  and  if 
there  are  large  sums  of  money  passing  she 
should  be  the  beneficiary  of  that  if  she  out- 
lives her  husband.  The  dependant  children— 
these  days  up  to  26  or  30  years  of  age  be- 
cause of  the  university  situation— must  be  fully 
provided  for. 

After  that,  particularly  when  you  get  into 
your  stranger  class— your  third  class  of  your 
succession  duties— away  from  the  collateral  but 
into  the  stranger  class,  as  far  as  the  federal 
government    is    concerned,    there    is    no    tax. 
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The    stranger    may    take    the    whole    bundle 
vvitliout  having  to  pay  a  dime  in  taxation. 

That  cannot  be  permitted  by  this  govern- 
ment if  it  has  any  sense  of  social  conscience 
whatsoever,  or  any  sense  of  responsibility  of 
the  hard  economic  facts  of  tlie  province.  You 
must  retain  it.  You  must  redevise  your  suc- 
cession duty  schedules,  and  you  must  not 
allow  moneys  to  go  out  to  stranger  classes  on 
a  vast  scale  such  as  is  being  proposed  by 
Benson. 

It  is  a  lacuna.  It  is  an  oversight;  it  is  a 
piece  of  damn  blandishment.  It  is  the  largest 
loophole  ever  created  in  our  law,  and  I  do  not 
think  the  man  knows  what  he  is  about.  He 
has  not  looked  at  it.  It  is  a  piece  of 
stupidity. 

Do  you  know  why?  Because  he  took  your 
word  at  its  literal  value,  and  you  fellows  had 
not  thought  it  through,  either. 

The  other  area,  of  course,  is  gift  taxation. 
There  you  must  move  into  the  gift  tax  field 
before  January  1  of  this  year,  otherwise  it 
will  be  the  biggest  boonswaggle  that  has  ever 
been  given.  The  wealthy  will  not  give  the 
gifts  away  as  the  article  says  at  Christmas 
time  this  year.  It  will  be  January  1  that  the 
vast  sums  will  be  turned  over  because  it  will 
bear  no  taxation  from  the  gift  tax  angle,  so 
far  as  the  federal  goverrmient  is   concerned. 

Again,  that  passage  of  money  is  a  means  to 
escape  through  the  intricacies  of  taxation  and 
not  to  bear  one's  fair  load,  according  to  abil- 
ity to  pay,  according  to  the  equities  of  the 
situation. 

If  you  do  not  move  into  either  of  these 
aieas— and  I  am  inclined  to  think  you  are 
not  going  to,  because  I  think  you  are  fiscally 
irresponsible  in  these  areas  and  have  not  got 
a  sufficient  sense  of  what  is  involved  in  terms 
of  the  monetary  life  of  this  country  to  seize 
upon  those  rules.  Political  consideration  and 
your  own  peculiar  ideological  stances  and 
preventive  review  render  you  a  little  stupid 
in  the  face  of  death  taxes  and  the  passage  of 
wealth  from  generation  to  generation. 

That  has  been  my  experience  in  the  House. 
You  always  turn  off  when  the  subject  is  men- 
tioned. You  advocated  a  particular  policy 
here;  it  has  been  adopted.  I  hope  you  have 
the  good  sense  to  reverse  yourself  in  effect 
and  say,  "Oh,  no,  we  cannot  permit  this  sort 
of  thing  to  take  place  under  my  suzerainty  and 
regimen." 

Then,  for  the  first  time,  instead  of  being 
tlie  purblind  reactionary  fellow  from  Chat- 
ham that  we  all  know  you  to  be,  you  will 
begin  to  emerge,  as  Davis,  twisting  and  turn- 


ing these  days,  seeks  to  emerge  as  a  splendid 
new  light,  in  some  kind  of  shining  chrisom, 
as  coming  out  of  his— 

Mr.  Nixon:  Iron  butterfly. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  White  knight! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Put  some  oil  on  the  iron.  It 
shines  in  the  darkness.  Go  ahead  and  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
govermnent's  policy  is  by  no  means  deter- 
mined in  this  field  so  soon  after  Mr.  Benson's 
budget,  but  I  can  agree  with  some  of  what 
my  friend  from  Lakeshore  has  said.  It  seems 
to  me  there  are  two  problems— or  at  least, 
first  of  all,  we  appreciate  no  end  the  compli- 
ments which  he  has  given  our  white  papers, 
and  on  behalf  of  my  predecessor  and  the 
staff,  all  of  whom  laboured  mightily,  we 
appreciate  the— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  damning  by  too  much 
praise. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —the  appreciation 
which  you  have  indicated,  because  we  have 
had  so  much  effect  on  the  federal  Minister  of 
Finance  and  his  policies. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  fact  he  overwhelmed 
you. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  What  we  have  said 
about  estate  taxes  and  death  duties  generally 
is  that  we  believe  they  should  be  eliminated 
as  the  capital  gains  tax  matured  and  that  the 
two  should  be  phased  so  that  at  some  point 
they  crossed  on  the  graph  and  one  went  out 
and  the  other  came  in. 

Mr.  Nixon:  How  can  they,  if  only  50  per 
cent  is  going  to  be  taxed? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Ours  presumably 
would  be— well,  except  that  you  might  get  it 
several  times  over  during  the  course  of  a  life. 
For  example,  when  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition puts  some  of  his  money  into  those  10 
per  cent  Hydro  bonds  and  then  sells  them  at 
an  appreciation,  capital  gains  tax  would  be 
collected.  Undoubtedly,  he  would  put  some 
of  it  into  his  farm  and  it  will  appreciate 
greatly  in  value  and  we  have  got  some  of  it 
then.  And  then,  with  what  was  left  over,  he 
might  be  buying  a  thousand  shares  of  Inter- 
national Nickel  and  we  would  get  some  ap- 
preciation on  that. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  still  think  half  of  it  is  going 

to  be  tax  free.  ■  ^  ■; 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  you  could  get  it 
during  the  course  of  a  working  life  on  several 
occasions.  I  assume,  conceivably,  it  would 
work  out,  in  many  instances,  to  be  more  than 
a  death  tax. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Treas- 
urer if  he  has  got  a  paper  under  preparation 
on  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  —that  is  a  little  more  precise 
than  just  the  approach  he  is  taking. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  little  bit  more 
realistic  than  comparing  it  with  the  finances 
of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  yes.  Right. 
Yes,  we  will  be  preparing  positions  on  this 
and  examining  it  in  detail.  It  is  happening 
somewhat  more  quickly  than  we  had  antici- 
pated. 

But  there  are  two  points,  botli  of  which 
were  made  by  the  member  for  Lakeshore. 
First  of  all,  there  would  be  a  revenue  loss  to 
the  province;  and  we  believe  this  to  be  the 
case,  if  it  happens  as  abruptly  as  it  would  ap- 
pear that  it  may  happen.  And  secondly,  I 
think  there  is  something  I  would  agree— not 
with  the  vehemence  or  the  socialistic  outlook 
of  the  member  for  Lakeshore--but  I  would 
agree  that  if  someone  hangs  in  until  January 
2— and  evaluation  day  is,  for  example,  January 
1— he  could  die  on  January  2  and  leave  a  very 
large  estate,  and  unless  something  happens, 
pay  exactly  nil  in  terms  of  succession  duties. 
And  the  person  who  died  on  December  31, 
presumably  is  going  to  pay  what— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Full  succession  duties. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —full  succession 
duties,  which  you  would  not  think  so,  but  at  a 
level  of  $1  million,  for  example,  is  somewhere 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  $500,000.  This  is 
a  very  punitive  tax  indeed,  particularly  if 
you  compare  it  to  a  tax  on  January  2  of  nil. 


Mr.    Lawlor: 

and  wife? 


-the    tax    between   husband 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well  let  us  forget 
the  husband  and  wife  for  a  minute,  husband 
and  children  for  example.  It  does  not  matter 
in  any  case— it  could  be  grandchildren.  There 
are  the  two  aspects;  one  I  think  the  matter 
of  equity,  and  secondly  the  matter  of  revenue 
losses. 

On  the  other  hand  what  one  must  remem- 
ber and  bear  in  mind— and  I  think  in  effect 
Mr.  Benson  was  recognizing  this— regardless 
of  the  lack  of  logic  perhaps  of  doing  it  this 


way,  it  is  a  fact  that  two  provinces  have 
gone  right  out  of  this  field  and  are  rebating 
the  federal  remission  to  them,  namely  the 
provinces- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  One  of  the  governments 
has  gone  right  out.  Maybe  that  is  significant. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   Right!   But  Alberta 

and  Saskatchewan- 
Mr.    MacDonald:    And   I    say   one   of   the 

goverrmients  has  gone  right  out  and  maybe 

that  is  more  significant. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right:  But  Alberta 
in  particular  has  done  this— what  for  three, 
or  four,  or  five  years— and  is  becoming  some- 
thing of  a  tax  haven. 

We  may  decry  the  fact  there  are  people 
who  would  leave  this  country  for  estate  tax 
purposes,  but  they  are.  They  are  not  even  all 
going  to  Bermuda  or  Nassau.  They  are  going 
to  the  United  States,  they  are  going  to  Eur- 
ope and  as  long  as  that  is  happening  then  we 
are  losing  not  only  the  capital  in  this  country 
of  ours  and  in  this  province,  we  are  losing 
not  only  the  succession  duties,  we  are  losing 
the  enterprise  of  those  people— in  many 
cases  successful  people— who  have  a  great 
deal  to  contribute  but  who  feel  that  they 
do  not  want  to  pay  the  rate  of  tax  that  pres- 
ently exists  in  the  province  on  their  death. 

I  think  some  of  us  may  have  noticed  the 
story  about  some  hockey  players  the  other 
day,  which  perhaps  is  a  case  in  point.  One 
can  say  those  people  are  wrong,  and  one  can 
regret  the  decision  of  certain  people  to  move 
to  the  Bahamas,  but  our  laws  are  such  that 
they  allow  them  to  do  so.  We  also  have  to 
face  up  to  the  fact  that  if  we  start  putting 
walls  around  the  free  movement  of  capital 
in  this  country  or  in  this  province,  we  would 
be  in  very  serious  trouble  indeed  because  that 
kind  of  investment  capital  would  dry  up 
very  quickly. 

So  that  whereas  I  have  some  small  agree- 
ment with  the  member  for  Lakeshore  about 
the  philosophy  of  succession  duties,  I  think 
we  also  have  to  take  into  account  what  our 
neighbours  are  doing  and  whether  we  are 
losing  out  because  they  are  doing  these  things 
—that  is  Alberta.  We  will  be  examining  all 
this  very  carefully  in  the  next  few  inonths. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  are  a  couple  of 
points,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  reference  to  item  3 
on  taxation  and  fiscal  policy  that  I  would  like 
to  explore  with  the  minister  briefly. 

I  assume  this  is  the  branch  which  does  a 
good  deal  of  the  homework  and  provides  the 
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Treasurer  and  his  colleagues  with  the  infor- 
mation which  ultimately  shapes  the  budget 
in  some  of  its  basic  decisions.  The  minister 
shakes  his  head  affirmatively. 

I  want  to  go  back  to  one  of  those  basic 
decisions,  namely  the  five  per  cent  rebate  on 
investment  in  machinery  and  equipment, 
which  in  efi^ect  is  tantamount  to  a  five  per 
cent  rebate  on  the  sales  tax  which  we  have 
been  bandying  about  for  some  time  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  was  a  good  thing  to  do. 

However,  the  minister  in  his  budget  indi- 
cated that  the  revenue  loss  is  going  to  be 
$125  million  and  therefore  from  their  own 
simple  arithmetic  calculations  they  assume 
$2.5  billion  was  going  to  be  invested. 

An  hon.  member:  Five  hundred  million 
dollars. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Two  billion  five  hundred 
million  dollars  were  going  to  be  invested. 
The  figure  originally  estimated  by  DBS  and 
others  for  Ontario  was  in  the  range  of  $2.8 
billion  and  this  is  subject  to  certain  sub- 
tractions and  additions,  subtractions  because 
of  the  fact  that  public  utilities  and  govern- 
ment expenditures  are  not  subject  to  tax, 
and  certain  additions  because  of  repairs, 
which  ends  up  with  a  figure  of  $2.25  billion. 

In  other  words,  what  the  government,  by 
its  own  calculations,  concedes,  is  that  its 
tax  is  going  to  increase  investment  in  machin- 
ery and  equipment  by  $250  million. 

Now  I  ask  the  minister  this  question:  How 
in  heaven's  name  on  any  cost  benefit  basis, 
or  any  other  basis,  can  he  conclude  that  it  is 
a  legitimate  proposition  for  the  public  treas- 
ury of  the  province  to  put  up  $125  million 
in  order  to  get  another  $125  million  invested 
so  that  you  increase  the  total  investment 
from  $2.25  billion  to  $2.5  billion?  How  can 
that  be  justified? 

As  someone  has  pointed  out,  the  same 
amount  of  money  invested  in  housing  would 
have  10  times  the  effect  in  employment  if 
employment  was  your  real  objective;  and 
since  the  whole  thrust  of  your  budget  in 
this  connection  was  in  terms  of  doing  some- 
thing to  pick  up  the  slack  in  the  economy 
and  to  provide  more  jobs,  this  was  precisely 
your  objective,  why  did  you  not  then  put 
that  money  into  housing  if  it  would  provide 
10  times  as  many  jobs?  How  can  you  justify 
putting  in  $125  million  to  get  $250  million 
more  investment  in  machinery  and  equipment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Proceeding  with  the 
last  point   first,    there   was    some    suggestion 


that  we  might  have  taken  the  five  per  cent 
tax  off  building  materials,  particularly  on 
residential  building  materials,  which  would 
have  amounted  to  about  the  same,  as  I  recall. 

We  looked  at  this.  It  would  have  been  very 
hard  to  distinguish  between  residential  con- 
struction and  non-residential  construction. 
Somebody  could  have  bought  a  load  of  lum- 
ber, for  example,  and  used  it  for  either.  How 
would  you  ever  prove  how  it  was  ultimately 
used? 

So  it  was  impossible  to  make  this  distinc- 
tion, plus  the  fact  we  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  whole  construction  industry,  particu- 
larly the  housing  industry,  is  going  rather 
well.  The  housing  starts  are  up  this  year. 
Some  of  those  figures  were  detailed  earlier 
by  my  colleague  the  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development.  Both  in  terms  of  public  sector 
housing  and  private  sector  housing,  the 
construction  industry  is  doing  rather  well 
this  year.  It  did  not,  in  our  view,  need  the 
stimulus  which  perhaps  other  parts  of  the 
economy  did.  I  think  some  of  the  wage 
settlements  would  indicate  that  despite  the 
best  effort  of  the  legislation  which  this  House 
passed  a  year  ago  in  terms  of  the  construc- 
tion industry,  one  would  have  to  say  the 
industry  is  still  somewhat  overheated  and 
probably  a  rather  larger  contributor  to  in- 
flationary pressures  than  most  others. 

I  am  not  for  one  minute  suggesting  we  do 
not  need  more  housing,  but  we  thought  there 
was  enough  stimulus  in  the  economy  there 
without  stimulating  that  area  particularly. 

Now  in  terms  of  why  we  chose  the  method 
we  did:  We  made  no  bones  of  the  fact  and 
said  so  in  the  budget,  that  the  quickest  way 
of  course  would  have  been  a  reduction  in 
personal  income  tax  to  start  generating  the 
economy.  That  avenue  was  not  open  to  us 
until  next  January  1. 

The  other  point:  We  were  looking  for 
something  we  could  do  in  the  short  run 
which  would  be  relatively  painless  to  reim- 
pose— if  I  could  put  it  that  way,  because  we 
cannot  afford  this  kind  of  a  revenue  loss 
permanently. 

We  could  not  afford,  for  example,  a  one 
per  cent  decrease  in  the  sales  tax  which 
would  have  come  to  roughly  one  hundred 
and  some  odd  million  dollars.  We  need  that 
revenue  and  will  continue  to  need  that  rev- 
enue much  as  we  might  wish  otherwise,  and 
it  would  be  very  difficult  to  reimpose  the 
one  per  cent  decrease  in  sales  tax  two  years 
from  now,  or  a  year  from  now  or  whenever 
the  economy  had  been  stimulated. 
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Mr.  Nixcm:  You  could  reimpose  a  decrease 
quite  easily. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Reimpose  a  decrease 
in  sales  tax  when  you  are  dealing  essentially 
with  seven  million  consumers?  It  would  have 
been  somewhat  difficult. 

Mr.  MacDanaJd:  What  is  the  difference? 
Oh  well,  I  am  not  going  to  argue  that  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  As  a  matter  of  prac- 
tical effect,  we  chose  this  method  as  being 
in  our  view  a  way  of  stimulating  investment 
in  machinery  and  equipment,  which  we  think 
has  some  very  definite  gains  in  terms  of  long 
term  productivity  and  better  productivity. 
Now  I  share  with  members  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  some  of  the  worries  that 
this  increase  in  productivity  may  be  brought 
about  in  some  instances  by  a  reduction  in 
the  actual  work  force— but  I  do  not  think  this 
is  true  in  the  long  run,  it  has  never  been 
true  in  the  past.  If  it  were  we  should  never 
have  gotten  away  from  the  horse  and  buggy, 
I  suppose. 

We  have  to  as  a  province,  as  a  country, 
become  more  productive,  increase  our  tech- 
nology, and  we  think  this  will  go  some  way  in 
doing  that  job.  One  of  the  most  disturbing 
things  about  the  economy  as  a  whole  as  we 
looked  at  it  several  months  ago  was  the  lack 
of  confidence,  by  the  investment  community, 
by  the  business  community  and  by  the  con- 
sumer. Consumer  savings,  as  you  will  have 
noticed,  are  at  an  all  time  high  right  now. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  may  I,  before  6 
o'clock,  come  to  the  nub  question  that  the 
minister  has  not  yet  dealt  with.  Even  if  I 
accept  his  argument  that  he  did  not  want  to 
go  into  housing  because  that  sector  of  the 
economy  is  overheated,  and  he  did  not  want 
to  go  into  an  alternative  such  as  cutting  the 
sales  tax  because  that  would  be  much  more 
difficult  to  reimpose;  my  question  is  this:  How 
can  the  minister  justify  on  any  equity  basis 
the  proposition  of  making  one  dollar  of  public 
money  available  for  another  dollar  that  is 
going  to  be  privately  invested— when  the  net 


effect  of  it  is  only  a  marginal  increase  of  the 
total  investment  from  $2.25  billion  to  $2.5 
billion. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  but  with  any 
kind  of  a  multiplier  effect,  you  are  talking 
about  a  total  figure,  I  suppose  of  $500  million 
at  least. 

Mr.  MacDonaJd:  No,  but  the  $2.25  billion 
is  going  to  take  place  without  any  government 
incentive. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  the  extra  that 
was  stimulated  is  going  to  generate  in  total 
something  hke  $500  million.  We  think  some 
of  this  is  going  to  start  to  roll  over  rather 
quickly. 

There  is  some  indication  diat  it  is  already. 
We  may,  in  effect,  lose  more  than  $125 
million  and  get  part  of  it  back  in  the  very 
first  year. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Are  you  suggesting  that 
$2.5  billion  will  create  the  extra  $500  million? 
Or  are  you  suggesting  that  this  $250  million, 
is  made  up  of  half  what  you  rebated  and 
half  the  further  incentive  to  private  invest- 
ment in  general— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  with  the  multi- 
plier effect  it  may  generate  $500  million- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  The  whole  thing  will  be? 
Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well  by  your  own  defini- 
tion since  we  are  talking  about  one-tenth  that 
you  have  added  to  it,  nine-tenths  of  that  $2.5 
billion  would  come  with  no  action  by  your- 
self, because  nine-tenths,  $2.25  billion,  was 
going  to  take  place  anyway.  Your  action  just 
put  in  an  extra  $250  million  which  is  one- 
tenth. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  the  hon.  minister 
could  formulate  his  reply  over  the  supper 
hour. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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APPENDIX 

(see  page  3273) 

Answers  to  questions  were  tabled  as  follows: 

1,  Mr.  Reid  (Scarborough  East)— Enquiry  of  the  Ministry— 1.  How  many  full  time  employ- 
ees were  there  in  the  Department  of  Education  for  each  year  from  1960  to  1970  inclusive? 

2.  How  many  of  these  employees  were  receiving  salaries  of  more  than  $l5,000  for  each  year 
from  1960  to  1970  inclusive?  3.  For  1970  how  many  of  the  full  time  employees  were  quahfied 
teachers  and  of  these  how  many  had  been  out  of  full  time  teaching  for  less  than  two  years? 
For  two  to  five  years?  For  five  years  to  ten  years?  For  ten  years  or  more? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  Year  Commencing  No.  of  Employees 

23rd  March,  1959  1,461 

21st  June,  1961  1,636 

1st  May,  1962  1,793 

1st  April,  1963  1,825 

1st  April,  1964  2,097 

1st  April,  1965  2,518 

1st  April,  1966  3,250 

1st  April,  1967  3,891 

1st  April,  1968  3,141 

1st  April,  1969  3,159 

1st  April,  1970  3,110 

2.  No.  of  Employees 
Fiscal  Year  Ending  Over  $15,000 
31st  March,  1960  1 

31st  March,  1961  1 

31st  March,  1962  2 

31st  March,  1963  2 

31st  March,  1964  2 

31st  March,  1965  9 

31st  March,  1966  55 

31st  March,  1967  289 

31st  March,  1968  362 

31st  March,  1969  622 

31st  March,  1970  527 

3.  Full  time  employees  in  1970  with  teaching  certificates  1,068 

Out  of  full  time  teaching  for  less  than  two  years  83 

Out  of  full  time  teaching  from  two  to  five  years  138 

Out  of  full  time  teaching  from  five  to  ten  years  100 

Out  of  full  time  teaching  for  ten  years  or  more  102  423 

645 

The  remaining  645  employees  with  teaching  certificates  are  engaged  in  full-time  teaching 
responsibilities  in  various  departmental  institutions. 

15.  Mr.  Ferner— Enquiry  of  the  Ministry— 1.  What  were  the  administration  costs  for  OHSIP 
during  its  first  year  of  operation  in  terms  of  the  part  of  the  plan  administered  directly  by  the 
government?  2.  What  were  the  administration  costs  for  the  same  period  for  the  part  of  the 
plan  administered  by  designated  agents  for  the  government? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Health: 

( 1 )  Administrative  costs  of  OHSIP-Central  for  the  period  April  1,  1970  to  March  31,  1971 
amount  to  $17,713,000. 

(2)  Administrative    costs    of    the    designated    agents    for    the    same    period    amount    to 
$10,455,000. 
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16.  Mr.  Jackson— Enquiry  of  the  Ministry— 1.  What  are  the  names  and  addresses  of  com- 
panies which  received  grants  under  the  "Alternative  Employment  Opportunities"  programme 
of  the  Ontario  Department  of  Agriculture  and  Food  for  the  years  1968,  1969,  1970?  2.  How 
many  new  jobs  were  created  in  each  year  by  company  name?  3.  What  are  the  names  of 
companies  receiving  more  than  one  grant? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food: 

New  Jobs  Created 
Name  and  Address  of  Company  or  Agency  Estimated  Number  of 

1968:      (1)     Provincial  Park  Expansion  (Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)  150 

(2)     Meat  Corporation  of  Canada,  Timmins,  Ontario  5 

1969:      (1)     Thomloe  Cheese  Factory,  Thornloe,  Ontario  6 

(2)     Maple  Dale  Cheese  Factory,  R.R.  2,  Roshn,  Ontario  6 

1970:      (1)     Mount  Madawaska  Co-operative,  Barry's  Bay,  Ontario  10 

(2)  Snell  and  Son  Lumber  Company,  Eganville,  Ontario  25 

(3)  Foley  Potteries  Limited,  Southampton,  Ontario  15 

(4)  Universal  Seal  Company  Ltd.,  Bancroft,  Ontario 7 

(5)  Welk  Lumber  Company  Limited,  Eganville,  Ontario  75 

(6)  Clarksburg  Cold  Storage,  Clarksburg,  Ontario  12 

(7)  Rural  Employment  on  Crown  Lands,  Hastings  County 

(Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)  7 

(8)  Johnson  Township  Pubhc  Park,  District  of  Algoma  5 

(9)  Wild  Rice  Production,  Manitou  Rapids  Reserve  5 

(10)  Rainy  River  Cattlemen's  Assoc.  Livestock  Sales  Yard  2 

(11)  Deer  Range  Management  Programme  (Dept,  Lands  &  Forests-)  ..     150 

(12)  Rural  Employment  on  Crown  Land  Forests— Brudenell 

and  Lyndoch  Townships  (Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)  20 

1971:      (1)     Murray  Bros.  Lumber  Co.,  Barry's  Bay,  Ontario  100 

(2)  Rural  Employment  on  Crown  Land  Forests- 

Extension  I— Sebastopol  Township   (Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)         7 

(3)  Sunnidale  Automotive  Mfg.  Co.,  New  Lowell,  Ontario  6 

(4)  Employment  of  Rural  People  on  Forest  Stand  Improvement 

of  Crown  Lands  (Dept,  Lands  &  Forests)  500 

(5)  Rural  Employment  on  Crown  Land  Forests,  Renfrew  Coimty 

(Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)  8 

(6)  Rural  Employment  on  Crown  Land  Forests,  Bnidenell  Twp. 

(Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)  10 

(7)  Crown  Land  Forest  Stand  Improvement— Bnidenell  Twp. 

(Dept.  Lands  &  Forests)  10 

1971:      Authorization  for  grants  received  in  the  calendar  year  1971. 

(1)  Travel  Mate  Motor  Homes,  Owen  Sound,  Ontario  40 

(2)  Fort  William  Indian  Band  Tourist  Development,  Thunder  Bay  ..       10 

(3)  Diamond  Peat  Moss  Ltd.,  Newington,  Ontario  15 

(4)  Tweed  Forest  District  Forestry  Employment 

(Dept,  Lands  &  Forests)   100 

(5)  Metcalfe  Foods  of  Canada  Ltd.,  Deseronto,  Ontario  41 

(6)  Forest  Stand  Improvement,  Eastern  Ontario 

(Dept,  Lands  &  Forests)    150 

(7)  Quinte  Fruit  Growers,  Trenton,  Ontario  20 

(8)  Northern  Armature  Works  Ltd.,  Elliot  Lake,  Ontario  4 

(9)  Smokey  Kettle  Maple  Company,  Sundridge,  Ontario  5 

No  company  has  received  more  than  one  grant. 

24.  Mr.  Young— Enquiry  of  the  Ministry— Will  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  advise 
the  House  of  the  number  of  licences  and  registrations  granted  under  the  Act  Respecting  the 
Care  and  Provision  of  Animals  for  Research,  as  of  this  date,  to:— (a)  Supply  Facilities,  (b) 
Research  Facilities  also  the  number  of  registrations  issued  to  Research  Facilities  prior  to  the 
enforcement  of  the  Animals  for  Research  Act? 
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Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food: 

(a)  As  of  June  15,  1971,  two  (2)  supply  facilities  were  licensed. 

(b)  As  of  the  same  date,  twelve  (12)  research  facilities  had  been  registered. 

No  registrations  were  issued  to  research  facilities  prior  to  enforcement  of  The  Animals 
for  Research  Act. 

27.  Mr.  Pif man— Enquiry  of  the  Minister— How  many  Annual  Reports  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
Parks  Commission  were  printed?  What  was  ( a )  the  unit  cost,  ( b )  the  total  cost  of  this  publi- 
cation to  the  people  of  Ontario? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Tourism  and  Information:     300         (a)   $2.42  (b)   $726.00 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

TREASURY  AND  ECONOMICS 

(continued) 

On  vote  2402: 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Before  we 
start  the  vote  I  would  like  to  rise  on  a  point 
of  personal  privilege.  I  would  like  to  introduce 
to  you  the  members,  who  are  a  group  of  par- 
ents, teachers  and  pupils  from  Oak  Ridges 
primary  school  in  the  west  gallery. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  not  really  a  point  of 
personal  privilege,  but  we  welcome  your 
guests. 

The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  the  dinner  break  I  was  about  to 
try  to  put  the  chncher  to  an  argument  that  I 
was  making,  but  your  predecessor  in  the  chair 
looked  so  hungry  I  decided  to  forgo  it  until 
after  8  o'clock. 

I  do  not  know  how  much  further  we  can 
pursue  this  particular  point  on  which  I  have 
been  questioning  the  provincial  Treasurer,  but 
let  me  try,  just  as  a  final  thrust  on  it.  Since 
$2.25  billion,  by  the  government's  own  calcu- 
lation, was  going  to  be  invested  by  the  private 
sector  in  machinery,  how  can  the  provincial 
Treasurer  or  the  government  justify  using, 
or  forgoing,  $125  million  in  taxes  to  get 
another  $125  million  so  that  you  increase  the 
total  to  $2.5  biUion? 

I  mean,  you  had  18/20ths  in  the  pot,  so 
to  speak,  before  you  began.  You  put  in  the 
nineteenth  l/20th  as  a  sweetener  to  entice 
the  twentieth  l/20th  into  this  component. 
The  cost  then  accruing  to  the  public  good 
under  those  circumstances  seems  to  be  just 
too  far  below  justification  for  spending  $125 
million.  What  is  the  provincial  Treasurer's 
conmient? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer  of  On- 
tario and  Minister  of  Economics):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, let  me  put  it  this  way.  Agreeing  with 
the  member's  figures— and  we  could  debate 
the  figures  for  some  time,  in  terms  of  multi- 
plier facts   and  so  on.   We   could  debate   it 
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particularly,  in  my  view,  of  restoring  some 
confidence,  encouraging  people  and  so  on, 
but  using  the  member's  figures  with  a  multi- 
plier factor  of  two,  we  should  stimulate  for 
each  $1  that  it  is  costing  us,  $3  in  investment. 
And  I  put  it  to  you  as  simply  as  that.  If  we 
can  find  a  way  to  spend  a  dollar  and  get 
three  in  return— three  in  terms  of  the  econ- 
omy—then we  are  happy. 

Let  me  put  it  another  way.  Mr.  Benson  is 
removing  the  three  per  cent  surtax,  which 
means  that,  say,  the  member  for  York  South 
may  buy  a  car  which  ultimately,  in  the 
marketplace  should  cost  something  less,  be- 
cause the  corporation  taxes  have  been  re- 
duced and  because  the  member  for  York 
South  has  a  little  bit  more  money  in  his  jeans 
because  the  surtax  has  been  used,  but  how 
much  over  and  above  what  would  normally 
have  been  spent  is  anybody's  guess. 

In  other  words,  the  removal  of  the  surtax, 
which  puts  $300-odd  million  into  the  econ- 
omy of  the  country,  does  not  necessarily 
generate  new  investment  or  new  spending  by 
the  consumers.  It  may  be  they  will  end  up 
spending  exactly  what  they  spent  before.  I 
tend  to  think  not  and  I  am  sure  the  member 
for  York  South  thinks  not.  As  much  as  any- 
thing, it  is  creating  a  climate  in  which  people 
do  have  a  little  bit  more  money  in  their  jeans, 
or  they  will  in  the  next  12  months. 

The  reduction  in  their  pay  cheque  will  be 
something  smaller,  because  their  taxes  have 
been  reduced  and  they  will  tend  to  spend 
more.  How  much  is  anybody's  guess.  But  if 
they  spend  just  a  little  bit  more  it  will  stimu- 
late the  economy  and  this  is,  hopefully,  what 
we  have  achieved  on  the  business  side 
through  the  five  per  cent  tax  credit.  And  to 
put  it  as  simply  as  possible,  by  spending  a 
dollar— $125  million— we  hope  to  generate 
three  more  dollars— $500  million. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  the  provincial 
Treasurer  has  introduced  a  bit  of  a  new 
argument.  Since  $2.25  billion  was  going  to 
be  spent  anyway,  what  he  is  now  in  effect 
saying  is  that  you  were  willing  to  spend  $125 
million  and  forgo  that  tax  as  a  means  of 
creating  a  better  climate,  to  alter  the  whole 
mood  and  outlook  of  the  business  world. 
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It  is  a  pretty  costly  measure.  I  could  think 
of  an  awful  lot  of  people  in  this  society 
among  whom  we  could  spend  a  few  million 
dollars,  let  alone  $125  million,  just  to  put 
them  in  a  better  mood. 

Since  that  $125  million,  by  our  own  cal- 
culations, is  only  going  to  entice  a  like 
amount,  another  $125  million,  into  the  pic- 
ture, I  do  not  think  it  is  justified.  We  will 
just  have  to  see  whether  or  not  its  impact  is 
going  to  have  a  greater  multiplier  effect 
Indeed,  the  only  justification,  in  my  view,  is 
that  if  perchance  at  the  end  of  the  year  you 
discover  that  not  $2.5  billion,  but  $2.75 
billion,  or  $3  billion,  is  spent.  However,  I 
have  the  impression  by  the  general  reaction 
of  the  business  world— in  fact,  almost  the 
non-reaction  on  the  stock  market— that  they 
are  pretty  insensitive  these  days.  Whatever 
has  happened  to  them,  they  do  not  react,  and 
whether  or  not  they  are  going  to  react  here, 
time  alone  will  tell. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Or  they  have  dis- 
counted. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  this  country,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  have  dis- 
counted their  reaction,  in  terms  of  Mr.  Ben- 
son's budget. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let  us  move  to  another 
tax,  however,  on  which  I  wanted  to  question 
the  provincial  Treasurer. 

When  he  announced  that  he  was  going  to 
permit  interest  rates  on  borrowings  for  cor- 
porate takeovers  to  be  deductible  for  corpor- 
ation tax  purposes,  we  in  this  party  were 
inclined  to  go  along  with  it.  We  had  grave 
misgivings  from  the  outset,  because  it  seems 
to  me  it  introduces  another  tax  inequity— that 
you  are  granting  this  concession  to  those  who 
are  in  a  position  to  be  handling  or  have 
money  in  that  quantity. 

However,  we  were  suflBciently  impressed 
with  the  importance  of  the  argument  that  it 
was  going  to  remove  an  advantage  that  the 
American  corporations  had  and  therefore 
conceivably  slow  down,  if  not  eliminate,  the 
disadvantage  Canadian  corporations  faced  in 
the  kind  of  sellout  that  is  going  on  apace  to 
American  corporations  and  therefore  in  the 
growing  domination  of  the  Canadan  economy. 

I  was  a  bit  puzzled  by  Benson's  reaction 
to  this,  because  the  day  after  the  provincial 
budget  came  down  Benson  was  queried  and 
he  spoke  rather  favourably  of  the  provincial 
budget's  action  with  reference  to  the  five  per 


cent  rebate  on  investment  in  machinery,  but 
then  he  went  on  to  say: 

However,  Mr.  Benson  was  less  compli- 
mentary when  asked  about  Ontario's  deci- 
sion to  allow  companies  to  write  off  costs 
of  borrowing  money  raised  to  buy  shares 
in  other  Canadian  corporations.  The  Fin- 
ance Minister  said  this  would  not  prove  a 
great  deal  of  relief.  He  felt  the  money 
might  go  to  the  people  who  should  not  get 
it  and  that  the  cost  of  borrowing  had  not 
been  a  serious  factor  in  preventing  Canad- 
ian companies  from  bidding  against  US 
companies  for  control  of  other  Canadian 
corporations. 

Now  the  provincial  Treasurer  will  understand 
my  puzzlement  when,  one  week  later,  Benson 
did  the  same  thing  in  his  budget.  I  am 
wondering  whether  the  decision  to  do  it  was 
such  an  11th  hour  decision,  or  whether  his 
habit  of  criticizing  you,  like  your  habit  of 
criticizing  him,  is  so  instinctive  that  it  departs 
from  rational  assessment?  But  in  any  case, 
one  week  later  in  his  own  budget  he  did  the 
same  thing. 

However,  the  more  I  think  about  this  the 
more  I  musit  say  I  have  growing  misgivings 
about  the  whole  move.  At  the  better  of  the 
two  conferences  on  economic  and  cultural 
nationalism  this  past  week  I  must  say  I  was 
impressed  with  the  argument  that  Eric 
Kierans  advanced  on  our  first  evening. 

He  said  that  as  far  as  he  could  see,  nobody 
had  commented  on  this  point  as  yet,  namely, 
that  the  granting  of  the  right  to  write  off 
interest  for  this  purpose  was  going  to,  in  the 
long  run,  have  very  significant  deleterious 
effects  in  terms  of  the  greater  concentration  of 
economic  power.  It  was  his  guess— and  it 
seems  to  me  it  has  some  validity— that  faced 
with  the  growing  concentrations  of  economic 
power  and  the  effect  they  have  on  the  econ- 
omy, that  if  this  is  going  to  be  an  assist— 
and  obviously  it  will  be  an  assist— it  is,  in 
effect,  an  open  invitation  for  one  corporation 
to  buy  another. 

He  advanced  the  argument  that  there  was 
an  alternative;  first  to  plead  with  the  United 
States  that  the  policy  is  neither  in  their  inter- 
ests nor  ours.  I  must  say  that  is  an  exercise  in 
futility  I  have  no  intention  of  advising  any- 
body to  enter  upon.  Then  he  went  to  the 
real  issue;  that  the  more  effective  approach  is 
a  takeover  review  board  in  order  to  ascertain 
what  is  going  to  happen  in  advance.  Presum- 
ably, if  the  board  is  granted  this  power,  in 
certain  instances  it  can  forbid  a  takeover  and 
take  such  supplementary  action  as  is  neces- 
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sary  to  permit  the  company  to  remain  in 
Canadian  control. 

But  even  if  one  were  to  forget  that  for  a 
moment,  I  am  not  so  certain— and  this  is  the 
point  I  put  to  the  provincial  Treasurer  for 
comment— I  am  not  so  certain  it  is  going  to 
achieve  the  purpose  for  which  the  provincial 
Treasurer  brought  it  in,  namely  to  slow 
down,  if  not  eliminate,  this  takeover  of 
Canadian  corporations. 

It  is  true  it  now  puts  the  Canadian  corpora- 
tion on  somewhat  the  same  basis  as  the 
American  corporation,  but  our  problem  is 
that,  generally  speaking,  American  corpora- 
tions have  so  much  more  money.  All  they 
have  to  do  is  raise  the  ante  a  bit— and  some- 
times, apparently,  there  are  no  limits  to  the 
extent  they  are  willing  to  raise  the  ante  for 
purposes  of  taking  over  a  Canadian  corpora- 
tion, whatever  be  their  ultimate  objective— to 
close  it  down,  or  rationalize  it  with  their 
operations  in  the  United  States. 

All  I  am  saying  is  that  I  am  not  so  certain 
it  is  going  to  stop  American  takeovers  and 
secondly,  it  is  going  to  result,  as  Kierans 
warned,  in  greater  concentration  of  economic 
power.  The  economic  power  may  be  a  con- 
centration of  Canadian  power,  but  there  is 
no  assurance  that  there  will  not  be  a  concen- 
tration of  American  power  within  the  Canad- 
ian economy. 

Now,  what  is  the  provincial  Treasurer's 
reaction  to  these  sober  second  thoughts? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Those  thoughts  all 
existed  beforehand.  This  is  nothing  new.  It 
has  been  discussed  for  several  years.  Why  the 
federal  government  would  criticize  our  move 
in  this  direction— I  do  not  think  it  was  quite 
in  the  space  of  a  week,  but  in  one  month— 
and  then  several  weeks  later,  turn  around  and 
do  the  same  thing,  I  cannot  say.  At  the  risk 
of  having  another  cartoon  in  the  Globe  and 
Mail,  I  am  glad  they  followed  our  lead. 

We  are  told  that  this  has  been  a  factor, 
but  it  is  not  the  only  factor.  There  are  other 
factors.  The  cost  of  borrowed  money  in  the 
United  States  is  traditionally  cheaper  than  it 
is  in  Canada,  by  a  point  or  half-point.  And 
this  in  itself  makes  it  easier  for  an  American 
company,  for  example,  to  compete  more  vigor- 
ously in  the  purchasing  of  a  Canadian  com- 
pany than  a  Canadian  company  in  Canada. 

There  have  been  ways  around  this.  In  the 
large  corporations  if  one  had  terribly  good 
advice  from  one's  auditors  and  one's  accoun- 
tants and  one's  lawyers,  I  am  told  that  what 
often  happened  is  that  they  collected  their 
receivables    as   expeditiously   as   they    could. 


allowed  their  payables  to  build  up  to  an 
enormous  proportion  with  the  money  in  the 
bank,  then  bought  the  company.  In  effect, 
they  had  borrowed  no  money,  they  had  just 
used  their  cash  on  hand  and  the  day  after  the 
company  was  bought,  their  receivables  re- 
turned to  normal  and  they  had  to  borrow  to 
pay  their  payables.  And  this,  or  variations  of 
it,  I  am  told,  happened. 

So  that  for  some  acquisitions  by  Canadian 
companies  this  would  have  no  effect  at  alL 
We  think  that  it  will  in  terms  of  some  of  the 
smaller  companies. 

We  also  think  it  happens  to  be  right  as 
well,  in  terms  of  equity.  But  I  must  say  I 
do  not  put  the  great  paeans  of  praise  on  it 
which  some  editorial  writers  did  after  we 
had  done  it.  I  am  glad  we  did  it  and  I  am 
glad  we  pointed  the  way  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment doing  it,  which  oibviously  has  a  much 
greater  significance  than  what  we  can  do 
with  collecting  one-fifth  of  the  corporation 
tax,  or  between  a  quarter  and  a  fifth. 

What  they  have  done  is  obviously  going  to 
have  a  much  greater  significance,  but  it  is 
not  by  any  means  a  complete  answer.  We  do 
think  it  puts  them  on  a  more  equal  footing 
with  an  American  company  attempting  to 
purchase  a  Canadian- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Do  you  agree  that  it  is 
likely  to  result  in  greater  concentrations  of 
economic  power? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  not  necessarily, 
not  really. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  how  can  you  argue 
that  when,  in  effect,  you  are  facilitating  the 
whole  process  toward  monopoly  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  starting  from 
the  premise  that,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  the 
Canadian  company  probably  wants  to  sell.  In 
a  percentage,  probably  the  great  majority  of 
cases,  for  one  reason  or  other,  do  want  to 
sell.  Now  we  are  back  to  succession  duties 
again. 

That  has  often  been  the  reason  why  many 
small  Canadian  companies  have  decided  they 
wanted  to  sell,  or  the  thought  was  lurking 
there  that  they  wanted  to  sell.  They  wanted 
to  take  what  they  had  built  up  into  a  com- 
pany and  they  have  built  up  nothing  else. 

They  wanted  to  sell,  or  somebody  came 
along  and  said,  "Do  you  want  to  sell"?  And 
he  said,  "Well,  yes,  1  have  never  thought 
about  it,  but  I  guess  if  the  price  is  right  I 
will." 
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So  succession  duties  have  probably  been 
the  largest  single  reason  why  a  number  of 
smaller  Canadian  enterprises,  and  for  that 
matter  some  very  large  ones  as  well,  have 
been  sold  and  I  think  that  is  far  more  of  a 
factor  really  than  what  we  are  talking  about 
here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  minister  admits  that  because  of  the 
money  markets,  the  Americans,  because  of 
their  borrowing  power,  can  come  into  the 
country  and  buy  up  Canadian  industries.  How 
does  he  plant  to  ofiFset  these  advantages  and 
protect  the  Canadian  economy  and  the  com- 
peting industries,  if  this  is  happening?  What 
is  he  doing  to  offset  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  think  there 
are  necessarily  any  major  moves  that  will  be 
made  in  the  near  future.  I  think  there  are  a 
number  of  smaller  moves,  such  as  were  made 
in  this  budget  and  as  were  made  in  the 
federal  budget,  a  number  of  perhaps  small 
but  related  moves  which  should  improve  our— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Name  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  just  what 
we  have  been  discussing,  which  I  do  not  say 
is  a  major  move  but  it  was  a  reasonable  move. 
I  think  there  are  a  number  of  other  smaller 
moves  which  will  be  made  from  time  to  time. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  anxious  to  know  what 
they  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  greater  en- 
couragement, such  as  we  are  developing 
through  the  Ontario  Development  Corpora- 
tion, for  the  availability  of  loan  capital  to  a 
Canadian  corporation  as  opposed  to  a  non- 
Canadian  corporation. 

Frankly,  at  this  point,  I  do  not  want  to  pre- 
judge what  either  the  federal  white  paper 
may  say— Mr.  Gray's  study— or  what  our  own 
studies  might  show,  but  I  am  not  enamoured 
particularly  of  any  kind  of  a  takeover  review 
board,  but  I  do  not  want  to  prejudge  what 
the  studies  may  say.  I  would  describe  that 
as  a  rather  major  step. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  agree 
that  the  immediate  programme  to  tax  Ameri- 
can firms  more  than  the  Canadian  firms  would 
be  the  answer,  to  offset  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  increase  in  the 
federal  withholding  tax  does  part  of  that. 


Mr.  Sargent:  I  know  this  is  possibly  not  the 
place  to  ask  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  the  branch 
plant  economy  is  in  full  flight  in  our  area. 
American  firms  are  withdrawing,  closing  up 
their  plants  and  giving  the  business  to  firms 
in  the  United  States.  As  for  govermnent  policy 
—the  way  the  minister  talked  about  it— there 
is  no  policy  in  Ontario  that  is  going  to  operate 
effectively. 

I  think  that  there  has  to  be  an  immediate 
crash  programme  in  this  area,  because  we  are 
the  hub  of  Canada.  This  is  where  the  action 
is  and  this  is  where  it  is  happening. 

The  minister  has  no  definite  plan,  other 
than  the  fact  that  he  has  $505,000  in  salaries 
and  wages  for  this  section  of  the  vote,  an 
increase  of  $200,000  in  the  last  24  months. 
I  ask  the  minister  how  many  employees  he 
has  in  this  department. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  are  39. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  has  39  employees  and  he 
is  paying  them  $505,000? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  background  of 
these  people  who  would  be  advising  the 
Treasurer  on  taxation  and  fiscal  policies? 
Where  does  he  get  these  people  from? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  cannot  give  you  the 
breakdown  of  the  39,  but  I  am  advised  that 
most  of  them  would  be,  and  to  my  knowl- 
edge either  economists  or  accountants— for  the 
most  part  economists. 

Taxation  and  fiscal  policy— 29  economists, 
one  accountant,  for  a  total  of  30  professional 
people;  nine  clerical  and  administrative,  for 
a  total  of  39. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  far  along  are  these 
advisers  at  bringing  you  on  the  VAT  pro- 
gramme, value  added  tax  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  have  just 
started.  They  have  had  an  interest  for,  I 
suppose,  several  years,  but  in  terms  of  relat- 
ing it  to  the  Ontario  scene  I  think  they  are 
just  getting  under  way.  They  have  been  con- 
centrating very  hard  on  such  things  as 
GITAN,  and  the  federal  white  paper  and  the 
full  employment  budgeting  techniques.  To 
my  knowledge,  I  asked  them  a  month  or  so 
ago,  and  they  are  well  into  a  study  on  value 
added  taxation. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  Treasurer  added  $100,000 
last  year  in  employees,  and  $100,000  this 
year.  Does  he  plan  to  add  another  $100,000 
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worth  of  employees  next  year  in  this  depart- 
ment, in  this  one  section? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  this  year's  esti- 
mates that  are  before  us,  rather  than  next 
year's.  I  cannot  honestly  answer  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  number  3.  Carried? 

Item  number  4. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  economic  planning, 
there  is  just  a  general  question  that  I  wanted 
to  ask  the  minister.  I  am  a  little  puzzled  by 
the  balkanization  within  his  own  department. 
We  have  economic  planning  here.  We  have 
economic  analysis  in  a  subsequent  pro- 
gramme, and  we  have  the  Economic  Council 
of  Ontario  off  in  another  department.  Now  is 
there  any  rationale  to  this  at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Could  I  write  you  a 
letter  on  this? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  prefer  to  have  it  on  the 
record. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  can  deal  with  the 
Economic  Council,  I  think,  and  we  did 
discuss  that  previously.  Certainly  they  may 
well  be  doing  much  the  same  thing,  but  they 
are  doing  it  presumably  from  an  independent 
point  of  view. 

I  think  there  is  some  merit  in  the  sugges- 
tion made  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  certainly  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity  is  taking  a  look  at  this  as  to 
whether  the  Economic  Council  should  not 
report  through  this  ministry,  rather  than 
through  The  Department  of  Trade  and  De- 
velopment to  ensure  that  there  is  no  duplica- 
tion of  effort. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  say  this  very  frankly, 
as  minister  of  a  department  which  has  a  great 
deal  of  expertise— as  the  former  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  has  said  on  two  or 
three  occasions  this  afternoon,  we  do 
have  a  considerable  fund  of  knowledge— I 
would  not  be  averse  to  building  up  some 
duplication  in  tlie  Ontario  Economic  Council 
to  provide  a  little  bit  of  a  foil  to  some  of  the 
bright  people  I  have  working  for  me.  We 
are  getting  to  the  point,  with  great  respect 
to  my  staff,  that  maybe  we  need  a  little  bit 
of  counteraction  against  some  of  the  brains 
that  we  have  working  in  Treasury. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  I  do  not  know 
exactly— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  MacDonald  was 
passing  a  note  saying  he  disagrees,  but— 


Mr.  MacDonald:  I  do  not  know  what  the 
provincial  Treasurer  is  saying,  but  if  he  is 
saying  that  the  Economic  Council  needs  a 
little  leaven  in  its  loaf  I  would  agree  with 
him,  because  its  reports  are  pretty  reactionary 
stuff. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  they  did  a  study  on  tax 
reform  some  time  ago— I  do  not  happen  to 
have  it  in  front  of  me  now  so  I  cannot 
recapture  the  details— but  for  a  i-ight  wing 
reactionary  document  it  was  just  beyond 
belief.  This  government  would  not  dare 
implement  it— and  God  knows  you  have  gone 
as  far  as  you  could  go  and  Benson  has  done 
a  little  bit  better. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  difference  be- 
tween economic  planning— which  is  vote 
2404,  described  as  policy  application— and 
economic  analysis  which  comes  a  little  further 
down  is  described  as  the  technique  of  eco- 
nomic analysis.  I  think  there  is  that  distinc- 
tion. One  is  a  practical  application,  the  other 
is  really  determining  the  best  method  of 
testing  things,  of  analysing  a  particular  situ- 
ation. I  will  be  glad  to  write  a  letter  explain- 
ing it  in  full  or  send  the  deputy  Treasurer 
over  to  talk  to  the  member  about  it.  I  get  a 
little  confused,  too. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  was  just  going  to  ask 
that  I  be  given  permission  to  sleep  on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Under  this  vote  they  are  ask- 
ing for  $50,000  for  a  conference  on  foreign 
investment  and  $31,000  on  another.  What 
kind  of  a  conference  would  a  conference  on 
foreign  investment  be?  Would  it  advise  you 
how  to  invest  money  you  do  not  have?  What 
do  you  do  at  a  conference  on  foreign  invest- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  just  what  we 
concluded  on  Friday  at  noon  and  I  am  told 
we  are  substantially  under  the  budget. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  do  you  do  at  a  con- 
ference for  foreign  investment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  brought  together 

some  20-odd  people- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Oh,  they  have  been  brought 

together? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  that  was  the 
conference  which  ran  last  Wednesday,  Thurs- 
day and  Friday. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  it  cost  $50,000? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  it  cost  consider- 
ably less  than  that.  How  much  less,  I  do 
not  know. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  much? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  guessing;  half 
that  amount  perhaps. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  much  investing  do  you 
do  outside  the  country  that  you  would  need 
to  spend,  to  budget,  $50,000  for? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  brought  together 
—we  invited,  some  300  people;  we  had  some 
20  conference  participant  speakers,  members 
of  panels.  I  think  only  two  or  three  of  those 
people  were  paid  for  their  services.  I  am  not 
sure  that  any  were,  but  their  hotel  and  travel 
was  provided.  There  were  three  conference 
meals  for  all  300  or  400  people.  There  was 
a  certain  amount  of  printing  of  agendas,  let- 
ter writing  and  so  on,  and  we  will  be  follow- 
ing up.  Some  part  of  that  money  will  be 
spent  on  sending  out  all  the  conference 
papers. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Does  this  happen  at  every 
provincial  level?  Does  the  federal  govern- 
ment do  this?  Does  each  province  do  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  federal  govern- 
ment, to  my  knowledge,  has  not  had  such  a 
conference. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  On  the 
same  point,  on  economic  planning,  can  the 
minister  state  at  this  time,  or  define,  what 
goals  this  is  aimed  at?  Or  has  he  set  any 
goals  for  his  economists  to  plan  for?  In  other 
words  these  would  be,  I  presume,  socially 
desirable  goals  such  as  full  employment  or 
regional  growth  or  regional  development  in 
certain  areas,  or  the  development  of  industry 
in  depressed  areas  and  so  on. 

Has  he  defined  those  kinds  of  goals?  Has 
he  put  any  date  or  time  on  them,  or  is  this 
just  sort  of  plarming  more  or  less,  not  neces- 
sarily wdth  some  definite  aim  in  mind  but 
just  to  ascertain  the  options  that  would  be 
open  to  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  These  are  broad 
analyses  on  which  the  aims  of  the  budget  are 
set.  The  economic  planning  branch  publish, 
for  example,  the  Ontario  Econortfic  Review 
which  members  receive  and  that  is  the  sort 
of  work  they  are  doing.  It  is  a  little  bit  more 
—I  do  not  want  to  get  into  trouble  here- 
theoretical  than  practical.  Often  they  set  the 


goals,  the  prognostications  as  to  where  they 
think  the  economy  is  going,  and  then  the 
taxation  and  fiscal  policy  people  take  it  from 
there  and  figure  out  how  to  achieve  goals 
which  may  have  been  set  by  the  economic 
planning  branch.  They  are  wide  goals  rather 
than  narrow  goals. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  did  not  quite  grasp  that  fine 
point  when  you  shifted  from  item  3  to  item 
4.  Was  that  just  a  moment  ago? 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  was  some  time  ago  and 
we  have  almost  shifted  to  No.  5. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  wanted  to  ask  the  Treasurer 
if  he  has  considered  in  this  the  matter  of  hav- 
ing interest  costs  in  connection  with  purchase 
of  Canadian  securities  or  Canadian  equities 
deductible  in  calculating  Ontario  corporation 
tax,  in  the  same  way  that  American  corpora- 
tions may  deduct  interest  on  moneys  bor- 
rowed when  they  purchase  equity  positions 
in  Canadian  companies?  This  is  a  tax  advan- 
tage for  foreign— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  what  we  did 
in  the  budget. 

Mr.  Deacon:  You  did  in  the  budget? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  has  been  done. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  did  not  recognize  that  in 
the  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  No.  4  then. 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  other  point  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  on  page  26  of 
the  budget. 

Mr.  Deacon:  That  is  interest  on  any  mon- 
eys borrowed  to  purchase  securities  is  de- 
ductible, the  same  way  as  foreign  corporations 
have  it? 

The  second  point  is  has  the  economic  plan- 
ning branch  worked  on  some  sort  of  incentive 
to  try  to  attract  togetlier  the  $10  billion  odd 
of  surplus  funds  which  the  York  University 
study  of  two  or  three  years  ago  indicated 
would  be  available  in  the  hands  of  Canadian 
investors  seeking  opportunities  for  equity 
investment   in   Canada? 

I  think  the  study  was  funded  by  the  Toronto 
Stock  Exchange  as  its  centeimial  project.  It 
indicated  that  a  major  portion  of  the  new 
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equity  that  would  he  required  for  develop- 
ment in  the  country  would  come  from  re- 
investment of  earned  surplus  or  accmnulated 
surplus.  Another  would  come  from  parent 
sources  outside,  but  actually  there  would  be 
a  sihortage  of  opportunities  in  this  country 
for  Canadians  to  invest  in  risk  capital  situa- 
tions. 

One  of  the  major  problems  I  have  found 
faced  by  new  investors  in  this  country  is  lack 
of  marketability  of  Canadian  capital  situa- 
tions. We  have  a  fairly  large  number  of  blue 
chip  situations  but  very  much  less  than  the 
actual  demand  for  good  blue  chip  oppor- 
tunities. 

A  lot  of  our  new  risk  securities  of  course 
lack  marketability  and  we  need  somehow  to 
attract,  set  up,  whether  by  government  spon- 
sorship or  some  other  means,  means  of  attract- 
ing major  funds  that  could  readily  form  pools 
of  capital  for  new  investment  in  this  country 
and  this  province,  and  would  be  Canadian 
controlled. 

I  point  cut  to  the  minister,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  Japan  has  financed  a  major  portion  of  its 
investment— almost  entirely  all  its  new  invest- 
ment in  growth  in  the  postwar  period— out  of 
the  reinvestment  of  fund  profits,  but  also  by 
attracting  its  own  ordinary  wage  earners— 
who,  we  know,  have  worked  at  wage  levels 
far  below  our  own  wage  earners  in  this 
country— by  attracting  their  savings  into  risk 
situations. 

I  think  we  must  tackle  this  problem  of 
forming  pools  of  capital  before  punishing 
foreign  investors  in  this  country  by  some 
means  or  another.  We  do  not  want  to  dis- 
courage foreign  investments,  in  my  mind,  as 
much  as  we  need  to  encourage  our  own  On- 
tario investment  in  this  situation. 

I  would  like  to  know  if  the  ministers 
advisers  are  planning  to  try  to  overcome  this 
deficiency  of  Canadian  risk  capital  in  order 
that  we  can  perhaps  give  more  advantage  and 
encouragement  to  Canadian  control  situations 
than  we  are  now  doing? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  two  or  three 
things.  I  am  told  we  are  in  consultation,  have 
had  discussions— I  do  not  think  anything  con- 
clusively as  yet— with  Professor  Conway  of 
York  University  on  the  particular  matter  which 
the  member  raises. 

A  couple  of  other  things.  The  move  in  the 
federal  budget  in  terms  of  limiting  investment 
of  pension  funds  or  requiring  that  at  least  90 
per  cent  of  pension  funds  be  invested  in  Can- 
ada presumably  is  a  significant  step. 


The  step  of  raising  the  dividend  tax  credit 
from  20  per  cent  to  30  per  cent  looks  like  a 
good  move  for  the  small  investor,  but  the 
investor  with  a  taxable  income  of— and  I  am 
not  sure  of  these  figures— I  think  about  $30,- 

000  or  $40,000  is  going  to  lose  money. 

I  think  this  is  one  of  the  things  we  are 
going  to  be  discussing  with  Mr.  Benson 
because  it  is  that  investor,  and  the  small 
investor,  too,  we  want  to  get  into  Canadian 
equities  but  it  is  the  large  investor  who  we 
also  want  to  keep  in  Canadian  equities  and 

1  think  we  have  in  many  ways  made  it  more 
attractive  for  him  than  we  have  in  the  past 
rather  than  taking  some  of  the  advantage 
away  from  him. 

These  are  some  of  the  things  we  are  study- 
ing in  relation  to  the  budget  and  we  will 
have  some  comments  on  that,  but  what  I  have 
just  said  is  off  the  top  of  my  head. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Two  jvoints,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  Treasurer. 
First  of  all,  the  imposition  of  a  requirement 
that  pension  funds  invest  a  major  portion  in 
Canada  is  of  some  help  but  the  fact  that  they 
usually  put  a  very  small  portion  of  those 
funds  into  equities  is  one  of  the  major  prob- 
lems. They  also  say  the  reason  they  do  not  is 
in  this  first  item  I  raised,  that  matter  of 
marketability. 

They  have  to  be  able  to  liquidate  securi- 
ties readily.  Has  the  government  given  any 
thought  to  the  matter  of  participating  with 
the  investment  community  in  the  formation 
of  pools  of  capital  by  its  taking  a  risk  posi- 
tion with  different  private  groups  that  wish 
to  form  holding  companies? 

In  this  case  the  government's  position 
should  be  a  minority  interest  but  would  be 
an  indication  to  the  investor  that  this  is  a 
respectable  situation,  and  that  as  an  investor, 
the  government  would  see  that  people  got  a 
good  run  for  their  money. 

They  would  also  recognize  that  the  gov- 
ernment is  prepared  to  lose  as  well  as  gain 
in  the  situation  along  with  them.  This  type 
of  practice  has  been  quite  helpful  in  Europe 
in  persuading  funds  to  invest  in  risk  situ- 
ations there,  even,  I  understand,  in  countries 
besides  the  better  known  European  ones. 

With  regard  to  the  small  investor,  I  suggest 
that  is  a  major  source  of  funds,  not  a  minor 
source.  It  could  be  a  major  source  inasmuch 
as  many  people  can  save  far  more  than  we 
ever  could  imagine.  I  think  that  is  something 
in  which  I  would  like  to  see  the  Province  of 
Ontario  give  leadership;  not  just  relying  on 
the   federal    tax    incentives    which    we    ha\'e 
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just  discussed,  but  by  itself,  setting  up  and 
encouraging  the  setting  up  of  some  of  these 
opportunities  for  smaller  investors  to  partici- 
pate in  the  growth  of  this  country. 

Some  Hon.  members:  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  number  4. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Of  the  staff  the  minister  has 
in  his  department,  is  there  a  man  named 
O.  M.  Schnick  in  this  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Next  vote. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Planning  and  policy?  No,  it 
is  planning. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Next  vote,  2403. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Are  we  on  4  or  5? 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  4.  All  right,  4  is  carried, 
now  5.  The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  a  number 
of  my  colleagues  will  want  to  raise  specific 
regional  development  plans  but  for  a  moment 
I  want  to  deal  with  the  general  framework 
of  the  regional  development  councils.  This 
is  a  topic  that  I  suppose  I  have  spoken  on 
yearly  for  about  the  last  15  years,  ever  since 
regional  development  associations  began  to 
come  into  being  about  1956,  beginning  with 
the  one  in  eastern  Ontario.  I  must  say  that 
I  felt  a  little  rewarded  for  the  effort  down 
through  the  years— although  my  action  did 
not  seem  to  be  making  much  progress— when 
I  read  the  comments  of  the  new  director  of 
regional  development  in  the  Globe  and  Mail 
some  two  or  three  weeks  ago— June  4  to  be 
exact.  Mr.  Clasky  was  reported  as  saying  that, 
"the  government  was  reassessing  the  role  of 
the  province's  10  regional  development  coun- 
cils because  of  their  failure  to  involve  people 
in  the  planning  process.  What  started  out  as  a 
noble,  well-motivated  movement  to  get  people 
involved  in  planning  has  failed."  Mr.  Clasky 
said  councils  were  designed  as  "the  basic 
expression  of  public  interest  and  participation 
in  their  regions'  planning  and  development." 
Then  later  Mr.  Clasky  said: 

Government  officials  are  searching  to  find 
why  the  councils  have  not  worked  despite 
the  goodwill  of  council  members.  All  the 
options    are    open.    We    are    desperately 


searching    for   ideas,    that    is,    for    a    new 
council  role. 

Now,  as  the  minister  himself  may  recall, 
many  of  those  are  precisely  the  criticisms 
that  we  have  made  from  this  side  of  the 
House  originally  with  reference  to  the 
regional  development  associations  when,  in 
Mr.  Clasky 's  own  terms,  "they  were  only  a 
loosely  knit  association  of  local  organizations 
that  were  begun  in  the  1950s  to  promote 
new  or  expanded  industries  in  their  areas." 
He  contends  now  that  part  of  the  reason  for 
continued  failure  is  because  councils  have 
appointed  representatives  but  there  has  been 
no  effort  to  bring  people  in  from  the  private 
sector  of  the  economy.  He  noted  that  in  the 
five-year  history,  that  is,  of  the  councils  since 
1966,  they  have  been  asked  several  times  to 
advise  the  government,  "This  has  not  been 
successful  because  the  quality  of  the  com- 
ments vary  greatly  among  councils."  That  is 
about  as  kind  a  description  as  I  have  heard 
of  what  went  on  by  way  of  advice  from  the 
regional  development  councils  for  quite  some 
time. 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  member  does  not  think 
they  did  much  good,  eh? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  member  does  not  think 
any  of  them  did  any  good? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  they  did  not  do  much 
good. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  guess  the  member  has  not 
been  aware  of  it.  Some  of  them  did. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  government  is  now 
doing  an  assessment  of  them.  Perhaps  if  the 
hon.  member  for  York  Centre  is  a  champion 
of  local  regional  development  councils  he 
can  get  up  later  and  correct  the  imbalance 
of  my  comments. 

But  they  certainly  have  not  provided  very 
useful  advice  and  the  government  has  not 
been  of  very  great  assistance,  because  there 
has  not  been  much  guidance  from  the  govern- 
ment to  provide  a  framework  or  the  guide- 
lines for  the  action  of  the  councils. 

In  fact,  I  want  to  go  on,  because  Mr. 
Clasky  himself  makes  comments  that  I  want 
to  explore  with  the  minister.  Mr.  Clasky  is 
the  civil  servant;  the  minister  is  the  man 
responsible  for  policies.  For  example,  in  one 
of  the  further  paragraphs  he  states  that  the 
councils  have  been  ill-organized  and  they  did 
not  get  the  total  guidance  they  required  from 
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the  government.  He  explained  that  the  pro- 
vincial goals  must  be  established  before  their 
regional  variations  can  be  considered. 

Now,  if  I  can  capture  the  minister's  atten- 
tion, there  are  a  number  of  questions  I  would 
like  to  put  to  him,  and  perhaps  I  shouW  Dut 
this  on  to  him  before  I  go  any  further:  What 
change  has  taken  place  in  government  think- 
ing that  they  are  now  going  to  be  able  to 
provide  guidance,  or  that  they  are  going  to  be 
able  to  state  overall  provincial  goals  that 
might  conceivably  make  the  regional  devel- 
opment councils  more  operative  or  more 
effective  in  their  operation?  What  is  the 
change  that  is  in  the  making? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  no  change 
in  policy.  What  Mr.  Clasky  was  doing,  I 
think,  was  asking  a  number  of  questions, 
questions  which  the  member  for  York  South 
has  really  just  asked  and  which  I  asked 
myself,  or  have  been  asking  myself  for  the 
last  couple  of  months.  There  has  been  no- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  We  have  been  asking 
them  for  the  last  15  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  only  been  res- 
ponsible for  these— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  why  it  is  refresh- 
ing to  get  them  from  the  inside. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  he  is  new  on 
the  job  too.  Perhaps  I  will  put  on  the  record 
the  letter  which  Mr.  Clasky  wrote.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  speech  which  he  delivered  was 
delivered  from  notes  and  the  text  of  the 
speech  is  not  available,  and  that  is  unfortu- 
nate. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Sounds  like 
a  cabinet  minister.  He  has  learned  already. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  a  letter  which 
the  director  of  the  branch  wrote  to  each  of 
the  presidents  of  the  regional  development 
councils. 

It  is  very  possible  that  you  will  have 
seen  the  attached  article  which  was  pub- 
lished in  the  Toronto  Globe  and  Mail  on 
June  4,  1971.  Because  it  purports  to  be  an 
account  of  a  meeting  where  I  spoke,  it 
seems  advisable  to  comment  briefly.  I  do 
this  because  the  very  negative  tone  of  the 
newspaper  report  is  not  in  accordance  with 
what  I  said. 

The  occasion  in  question  was  the  closing 
session  of  the  annual  conference  of  the 
Community    Planning    Association    of    Ca- 


nada, Ontario  Division.  This  year  the  con- 
ference theme  was  "Public  Participation  in 
the  Planning  Process"  and  I  was  asked  to 
give  some  general  views  on  the  role  of  the 
regional  development  council,  and  to  offer 
some  thoughts  on  how  the  councils  might 
operate  as  channels  for  public  involvement 
in  the  planning  process. 

The  main  point  which  I  made  was  this. 
When  we  compare  the  need  for  public 
involvement  and  the  role  which  councils 
can  play  in  transmitting  the  public's  con- 
cern, with  the  limited  impact  which  the 
councils  have  in  practice,  the  inescapable 
conclusion  is  that  regional  development 
councils  have  not  succeeded  in  becoming 
effective  instruments  for  the  public  role 
in  regional  planning. 

I  noted  that  the  reasons  for  this  are 
complex,  but  three  major  points  stand  out. 
The  province  has  yet  to  clarify  in  its  owii 
mind  the  role  it  visualizes  for  the  regional 
development  councils— 

And  I  say  that  is  a  fair  comment. 

Mr.   W.   G.   Pitman   (Peterborough):    Hear, 
hear.  They  have  been  around  for  a  long  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  letter  continues: 

Financial  support  for  the  councils,  par- 
ticularly from  the  private  and  municipal 
sectors,  has  been  limited  and  uneven,  mak- 
ing it  diflBcult  for  the  councils  to  pursue  a 
long-range  programme  of  research  and 
education.  And,  three,  in  many  quarters 
councils  are  viewed  as  rivals  to  municipali- 
ties, as  legitimate  expressions  of  the  local 
interest  in  regional  planning,  and  this  is 
due  in  part  to  the  presence  of  two  parallel 
systems  of  planning  in  Ontario,  provincial 
and  municipal. 

Having  said  this,  I  remarked  that  it  is 
virtually  impossible  for  regional  develop- 
ment councils  to  play  a  fully  effective  role. 
This  is  true,  despite  a  high  motivation, 
will  and  organization  displayed  by  many 
councils.  From  this  I  move  on  to  a  brief 
description  of  the  current  review  and  ex- 
amination of  regional  development  coun- 
cils. 

I  pointed  out  that  all  the  options  are 
open,  and  gave  three  examples  of  possibili- 
ties for  a  restructured  council  system: 

One,  many  economic  councils;  two, 
forums  for  joint  discussion  and  recom- 
mendations by  municipalities  on  regional 
issues;  and,  three,  vehicles  for  the  partici- 
pation of  the  general  public. 
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Then  the  letter  concludes  with  some  other 
material,  but,  in  essence,  I  am  satisfied  with 
what  the  director  had  to  say. 

I  think  he  was  asking  out  loud  some  ques- 
tions which  were  running  through  his  mind 
in  front  of  a  group  from  which  he  may  have 
hoped  on  that  day— or  would  hope  in  the 
future— to  get  some  good  answers,  the  Com- 
munity Planning  Association.  They  are  the 
sort  of  questions  which,  quite  frankly,  I  have 
been  asking  myself  since  I  assumed  this  port- 
folio, not  with  any  great  vigour  as  yet,  but 
which  I  will  be  doing  in  the  next  few  months. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  all  of  us  in 
this  House,  on  both  sides,  have  from  time  to 
time  made  criticisms  of  the  regional  develop- 
ment councils.  From  my  point  of  view,  com- 
ing from  The  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs,  I  suppose  it  is  fair  to  say  that  I  was 
subjected  to  more  than  a  minimum  amount 
of  criticism  of  the  regional  development  coun- 
cils from  municipal  people.  I  would  have  to 
say,  from  my  point  of  view,  from  listening  to 
my  own  stafiF  there  was  a  certain  amount  of 
criticism  of  regional  development  councils. 

I  think  the  point  that  Mr.  Claskey  makes  is 
that  we  have  not  as  yet  defined  their  role 
and  I  am  not  really  sure  that  that  definition 
is  around  the  comer.  What  I  have  thought 
of  the  regional  development  councils  and  by 
my  observation,  is  they  have  done  an  excel- 
lent job— and  I  look  at  my  own  area— of  open- 
ing some  municipal  eyes  and  some  public 
sector  eyes,  local  eyes,  to  a  wider  view,  to  a 
regional  view,  if  you  will. 

Regional,  in  many  parts  of  Ontario  is,  for 
a  variety  of  reasons  a  very  dirty  word.  But 
they  have  been  opening  eyes  and  making 
people  look  a  litde  beyond  their  own  back- 
yard and  if  the  regional  councils  have  ac- 
complished nothing  else,  they  have  accom- 
plished a  great  deal  in  that  regard.  Some  of 
the  examples  of  co-operation  which  can  be 
seen  and  extra-backyard  thinking  can  be 
traced,  I  think,  to  regional  development 
councils. 

From  my  point  of  view,  I  think  that  ulti- 
mately you  will  see  regional  development 
councils  become,  in  some  way,  associated 
with  the  regional  governments,  rather  than 
with  the  province.  The  problem  is  we  do  not 
have  enough  regional  governments  as  yet  to 
justify  that  kind  of  a  move.  How  soon  that 
will  happen  I  do  not  know. 

I  am  quite  sure  that  the  principle  is  sound; 
that  we  need,  in  addition  to  a  strong  local 
government,  something  more— just  as  we  at 
the  provincial  level  rely  heavily  on  the  ad- 


vice we  receive  in  this  House,  on  the  advice 
which  we  receive  from  our  staff,  on  the 
advice,  good  or  otherwise,  which  we  receive 
from  the  people  every  four  years.  We  find, 
in  the  process  of  government,  it  is  incum- 
bent on  us  to  consult  with  a  variety  of  people 
on  a  great  variety  of  topics.  We  need  the 
briefs  coming  in  to  us,  frankly,  if  we  are  to 
stay  alive  to  what  is  going  on  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  today. 

I  suspect  this  is  equally  true— it  will  be  at 
the  regional  level— that  there  must  be  a 
forum.  Perhaps  we  need  to  be  more  organ- 
ized at  the  provincial  level  through  the 
Ontario  Economic  Council,  for  example.  But 
there  needs  to  be  a  forum  in  which  govern- 
ment, both  elected  and  appointed;  the  pri- 
vate sector;  the  trade  unions;  the  chambers 
of  commerce;  our  large  businesses  in  an  area; 
the  transportation  industry;  the  provincial 
civil  service,  for  example,  perhaps  the  mem- 
bers; can  come  together  on  a  regular  basis, 
perhaps  half  a  dozen  times  a  year,  and  take 
a  look  at  the  broader  picture,  broader  than 
just  government  in  itself  can  look  at. 

Those  are  my  random  thoughts  and  I  have 
not  come  to  any  definite  conclusions.  I  pro- 
pose to  spend  a  couple  of  weeks  this  sum- 
mer touring  the  development  councils  and 
meeting  with  them  on  their  home  ground- 
both  with  the  councils  and  with  the  boards— 
and  discussing  my  ideas  as  to  where  I  see 
them  going  and  their  ideas  as  to  where  they 
should  be  going,  are  going  or  have  gone. 
Hopefully,  we  will  make  some  sense  out  of 
this  policy  within  the  broad  framework  that 
I  have  suggested  of  greater  local  involvement 
in  the  next  few  months. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minis- 
ter has  been  very  frank  in  stating  that  he  is 
deeply  involved  in  reassessment  and  therefore 
he  is  talking,  so  to  speak,  off  the  top  of  his 
head  as  to  what  the  future  may  be.  There- 
fore, I  suppose  there  is  not  much  point  in 
pressing  unduly  at  this  stage  because  the 
minister  simply  does  not  have  the  answers  he 
is  seeking.  Fine.  I  must  say  that  I  think  Mr. 
Clasky  was  unduly  sensitive  in  feeling  that 
his  comments  were  negative.  I  think— 

Mr.  Pitman:  They  were  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —they  were  dead  on  and 
if  they  had  a  negative  tone,  it  is  just  that 
they  made  the  kind  of  assessment  from  the 
government  side  that  we  had  perhaps  not 
been  making  too  effectively  on  this  side. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Pretty  effectively,  I  think. 
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Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  No,  the  member  was  right; 
pretty  inefiFectively. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Innes  (Oxford):  As  usual. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  When  I  said  "this  side," 
I  was  including  the  Liberals— that  is  where 
the  ineflFectiveness  crept  into  the  picture. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Speak  for  yourself. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  However,  if  I  may  come 
back  to  make  a  number  of  points.  If  the 
main  thrust  of  the  government's  effort  is  to 
get  public  involvement,  I  think  it  is  useful 
to  look  back  and  see  how  it  has  not  been 
achieved  in  the  past. 

For  example,  the  instance  of  the  regional 
development  associations.  Prior  to  1966,  these 
grew  up  like  Topsy;  they  varied  from  one 
part  of  the  province  to  another.  In  many 
instances,  as  Mr.  Clasky  said,  they  were 
really  loosely  knit  associations  for  industrial 
promotion  in  that  area  and  you  had  attached 
to  them  people  from  the  local  municipal 
council.  That  is  not  a  very  imaginative  nor 
effective  way  to  get  public  involvement  in  it. 

Now  the  effort  since  1966  has  varied  to 
some  degree.  Quite  frankly,  offhand,  I  am 
not  too  clear  in  my  own  mind  how  funda- 
mentally different  the  councils  were  from  the 
associations.  In  any  case,  this  is  common; 
they  both  failed  by  Mr.  Clasky 's  assessment 
and  now  the  government's  assessment.  If 
they  failed,  and  this  is  where  I  want  to  really 
get  to  it— if  they  failed,  Mr,  Clasky 's  positive 
presentation  indicated  three  areas  where  they 
failed. 

First,  the  government  had  not  provided  an 
overall  framework  and  guidelines- 
Mr.  Pitman:  There  is  the  problem. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  is  the  nub  of  the 
whole  thing,  and  whether  or  not  in  tlie 
minister's  summer  peregrinations  he  can  dis- 
cover how  the  government  can  do  that,  I  do 
not  know. 

Mr.  Pitman:  How  they  can  be  without  one 
for  five  years  is  what  amazes  me. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  If  he  does  not  discover 
how  to  do  that,  he  can  rename  them,  he 
can  do  anything  he  wants.  But,  quite  frankly, 
in  the  next  assessment  five  years  hence,  they 
will  have  failed  once  again. 

The  second  reason  they  failed  is  that  they 
were  not  given  adequate  financing. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Right. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  In  fact,  there  have  been 
tens  of  thousands— I  am  not  going  to  make  it 
any  bigger  than  that— there  have  been  tens 
of  thousands  of  dollars  poured  down  the 
drain  because  it  was  given  out,  and  Dr. 
Thoman  was  a  past  master  at  this,  to  get  this 
public  involvement  and  to  have  another 
report.  Well,  to  give  them  $5,000  a  year  or 
two  ago  for  assessment- 
Mr.  Pitman:  For  a  summer  project. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —for  a  summer  project  by 
each  regional  development  council— $5,000  to 
do  an  assessment  of  an  area- 
Mr.    Pitman:    It   is    not    enough    to    do    a 
mailing 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —is  really  nonsense!  We 
are  wasting  the  money.  What  they  did  was 
to  provide  a  summer  job  for  somebody  who 
rearranged  the  statistics  that  were  pretty 
readily  available  and  out  came  another  report 
which  was  really  not  worth  the  paper  it  was 
written  on.  Little  wonder  the  government 
did  not  get  very  much  useful  advice  from  it. 

So  the  minister  has  to  make  up  his  mind 
what  kind  of  funding  it  is  going  to  be,  and 
of  course  the  dilemma  he  faces  is  that  it  has 
got  to  be  really  sizable  funding  if  they  are 
going  to  be  able  to  play  an  effective  role.  We 
cannot  spend  tens  of  thousands  of  dollars 
and  get  something  effective;  that  is  just 
wasting  it.  We  have  to  spend  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  dollars  if  we  really  want  to 
achieve  something  effective  by  way  of  assess- 
ment. 

The  third  reason— and  here,  once  again, 
perhaps  the  minister  is  the  appropriate  one 
to  get  at  it  since  he  has  come  from  Municipal 
Affairs— surely  sometime  soon,  as  part  of  the 
government's  guidelines  and  approach,  there 
has  got  to  be  some  indication  at  least  of  what 
the  government  envisages  as  the  appropriate 
liaison  or  relationship  between  the  regional 
development  councils  and  regional  govern- 
ment or,  in  the  absence  of  regional  govern- 
ment, of  the  municipalities  who  happen  to  be 
in  that  area.  Otherwise  we  are  going  to  have 
this  sort  of  standofiishness  and  rivalry  that 
not  only  results  in  neither  of  them  doing  the 
job  too  effectively  but  in  a  dissipation  of 
energies  and  attention  of  time  as  between 
the  two  bodies.  We  really  are  not  making 
progress;  we  are  slipping  back  rather  than 
making  progress. 

Those  three  basic  areas— guidelines  from 
the  provincial  government,  realistic  approach 
to  the  funding,  and  the  relationship  to  the 
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regional  governments  or  tihe  local  regional 
municipality— those  must  be  clarified  or  else 
we  will  never  get  effective  regional  develop- 
ment councils. 

The  final  comment  I  want  to  make  is  that 
I  was  interested  in  Mr.  Clasky's  explanation 
as  to  the  three  options  he  put  at  the  end. 
One  of  them  is  the  "mini"  Economic  Council. 
I  do  not  see  it  in  the  "negative"  phraseology 
of  the  Globe  and  Mail  report.  Here,  accord- 
ing to  the  Globe,  he  suggested  three  possi- 
bilities: First,  a  forum  larger  than  regional 
governments  of  neighbouring  municipalities 
to  discuss  area  issues.  The  minister  has  already 
indicated  in  effect  what  might  conceivably  be 
a  way  in  which  we  can  get  municipalities  to 
look  beyond  their  own  borders  and  see  some 
of  the  wider  problems. 

Secondly,  a  forum  for  the  non-government 
sectors,  such  as  consumer-employees  and  em- 
ployee groups  to  comment  on  regional  plans. 
Is  that  the  "mini"  Economic  Council? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  so,  yes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  see.  And  thirdly,  an 
open-door  forum  representing  no  organized 
interest  where  any  interested  person  could 
take  part.  Well,  that  one  strikes  me  as  being 
pretty  loose-knit. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  little  hairy,  I  think; 
but  however— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Anybody  who  has  a  beef 
can  come  in  and  have  a  fonun  to  express  his 
views. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  sounds  like  some- 
thing that  might  be  nm  at  OISE. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  At  least  it  was  alive.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  somebody  told  me  they  saw 
the  channel  19  programme  and  it  was  so  lively 
over  there  that  there  was  a  certain  minister 
who  was  caught  asleep.  At  least  that  was 
a  sleepy  countenance. 

Mr.  Pitman:  The  minister  was  the  only  one 
there  most  of  the  time. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  TV  cameras  did  not 
do  the  minister  justice  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  was  deep  in  thought. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  The  min- 
ister and  the  civil  servants  with  whom  he 
frantically  filled  the  seats. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
going  to  pursue  this  further  because  these 
three  options  are  in  such  general  terms,  and 


I  must  confess  at  this  point  they  do  not  strike 
me  as  being  very  effective  blueprints  for  new 
regional  development  councils.  Perhaps  we 
will  have  to  wait  on  the  minister's  summer 
peregrinations  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  like  to  disa- 
gree with  the  member  for  York  South,  but  I 
can  only  tell  him  that  I  agree  a  great  deal 
with  what  he  said;  and  the  questions  which 
he  has  raised  in  terms  of  the  provincial  role, 
the  financing,  the  relationship  of  local  gov- 
ernment, are  questions  which  I  will  be  pur- 
suing in  the  next  few  months.  They  are 
questions  which  must  be  answered  before  we 
can  define  what  the  role  really  is  and  how 
best  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  wish  the  minister  was  around 
a  couple  of  years  ago. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  follow 
up  in  more  specific  terms  what  my  colleague 
from  York  South  has  said,  and  I  would  like 
to  get  some  indication  from  the  minister  of 
just  what  is  going  to  take  place  with  regard 
to  the  implementation  of  the  69  recommenda- 
tions, or  at  least  some  of  them,  contained  in 
the  Design  for  Development:  Northwestern 
Ontario,  phase  2. 

I  would  like  to  relay  to  the  House,  Mr. 
Chairman,  some  of  the  reflections  made  by  a 
submission  to  the  cabinet  by  the  Northwestern 
Ontario  Development  Council.  They  call 
northwestern  Ontario  "a  region  of  challenge." 
And  I  quote: 

Recommendations  in  Phase  2  apply  to 
an  economic  region  that  comprises  approxi- 
mately more  than  half  of  the  land  and 
water  mass  of  Ontario,  yet  its  population  is 
less  than  250,000— a  minute  fraction  of  the 
province's  seven  million. 

As  the  report  emphasizes,  its  rate  of 
growth  lags  far  behind  the  provincial 
average.  In  considering  population  in  rela- 
tion to  area,  one  might  conclude  the  region 
to  be  largely  inhospitable  wasteland,  a 
desert  of  rock  destined  to  form  a  geographi- 
cal barrier  forever  between  the  east  and 
west  of  Canada. 

In  truth,  the  region  is  fabulously  rich 
in  the  natural  resources  of  land,  water, 
forest,  minerals  and  scenic  wonders.  Its 
200,000  islands  on  its  lakes  make  it  one 
of  the  uniquely  fascinating  areas  in  the 
world,   as  large  as  France,  nearly  as  big 
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as  each  of  the  Prairie  provinces.  Its  re- 
sources compare  with  those  of  many  full 
fledged  nations. 

Its  resource-based  economy  is  repre- 
sented by  a  dozen  giant  pulp  and  paper 
mills  and  related  forest  products  enterprises 
that  produce  $300  million  in  new  wealth 
annually;  a  dozen  or  more  precious  and 
base  metal  mines  that  produce  half  that 
wealth;  a  tourist  industry  nearing  the  $100 
million  mark;  transport  and  service  indus- 
tries of  impressive  proportions,  diversified 
by  a  limited  number  of  manufacturing  con- 
cerns. Despite  this  sturdy  showing  we  trail 
in  population  and  development  behind 
other  seemingly  less  favoured  areas.  Why? 

Is  it  a  psychological  deterrent  so  far  as 
capital  investment  and  people  are  con- 
cerned, simply  a  matter  of  latitude?  We 
are  north  only  in  relation  to  southern  On- 
tario. The  developed  area  of  our  region  is 
actually  south  of  the  rest  of  western  Can- 
ada. On  a  clear  day— and  most  are— the 
United  States  can  be  seen  from  Thunder 
Bay.  In  a  real  sense  we  are  in  the  deep 
south  of  Canada. 

Is  economic  growth  inhibited  by  trans- 
portation costs?— a  factor  doubtless.  But  are 
we  to  admit,  with  our  technological  genius 
and  transportation  expertise  that  spanned 
this  country  with  steel  nearly  a  century 
ago,  that  a  product  made  here  from  our 
natural  resources  cannot  compete  in  our 
domestic  and  continental  markets  with  one 
produced  in  Japan,  on  the  other  side  of  the 
Pacific,  or  from  European  countries  on  the 
other  side  of  the  Atlantic?  Or  elsewhere 
in  Canada? 

In  a  national  sense  we  are  not  northern 
Ontario,  but  central  Canada,  equidistant 
from  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  coasts,  the 
crossroads  of  the  nation.  Thus  we  are 
closer  to  the  larger  consumer  markets  than 
many  manufacturing  centres. 

Furthermore,  we  have  a  deep-water  port 
linked  by  shipping  lanes  to  every  country 
that  borders  an  ocean.  More  than  a  century 
after  Confederation  should  we  not  be  the 
economic  linchpin  securing  our  nation  at  its 
core,  binding  east  and  west  together  and 
silencing  the  raucous  voices  that  would 
fragment  and  balkanize  our  magnificent 
land?  Is  the  trend  simply  toward  meg- 
alopoli,  more  people  and  more  industries, 
crammed  into  already  crowded  areas? 

Within  a  couple  of  decades,  said  a 
federal  minister  recently,  more  than  80 
per  cent  of  the  population  will  be  concen- 


trated in  a  dozen  metropolitan  centres  or 
city  states.  Another  federal  minister  ob- 
served that  this  trend  is  irreversible.  The 
battle,  he  said,  has  been  lost. 

At  this  place  in  mid-Canada  and  at  this 
point  in  time  it  seems  inconceivable  to  us 
that  providence  destined  Canada  to  be  a 
few  mini-New  York  anthills  in  so  spacious 
and  so  splendid  a  domain. 

Our  layman's  view  is  that  people  do  not 
flood  into  existing  metropolitan  cities  for 
cultural  and  entertainment  value.  They  go 
where  the  action  is,  where  job  opportunities 
are,  where  labour  markets  are  non-existent 
elsewhere. 

The  bulk  of  new  immigrants  flock  to  the 
great  cities.  The  Mid-Canada  Development 
Foundation  predicts  100  million  or  more 
people  will  be  in  Canada  at  the  end  of  the 
next  100  years.  Will  they  be  piled  on  top 
of  those  already  in  our  main  centres?  Are 
balanced  growth  and  decentralization  really 
obsolete  and  empty  phrases? 

Despite  the  predictions  and  projections, 
we  note  growing  dissatisfaction  with  the 
quality  of  life  in  the  asphalt  labyrinth,  the 
concrete  and  glass  canyons,  of  major  cities. 
Impersonal  and  dehumanizing  aspects  of 
daily  life  now  are  aggravated  and  com- 
pounded by  noise,  by  poisoned  atmosphere 
and  polluted  waters.  Detected  is  the  desire 
to  recapture  one's  spiritual  and  physical 
oneness  with  the  world  of  nature  around 
us  and  to  realize  the  Canadian  dream  of 
limitless  horizons,  of  useful,  happy  and 
productive  lives. 

In  our  view,  that  is  what  Design  for 
Development  is  all  about,  people  and 
opportunities  for  them.  Bigger  is  not  better, 
but  implementation  of  a  dynamic  pro- 
gramme for  rational  and  orderly  growth  is 
the  means  by  which  northwestern  Ontario 
can  open  up  new  and  varied  job  oppor- 
tunities for  its  trained  new  generations, 
emancipate  most  of  its  communities  from 
the  shackles  of  single-industry  status,  pro- 
vide the  kind  of  services  and  amenities  that 
add  to  the  special  quality  of  life  enjoyed 
by  buoyant  and  vigorous  people. 

In  his  last  address  to  the  northwest  be- 
fore retiring  as  Prime  Minister,  hon. 
John  P.  Robarts  declared  this  area  the  very 
hinge  of  Canada  in  its  infant  years  of 
nation  building. 

Design  for  Development  in  the  twentieth 
century  can  be  the  hinge,  the  tool  to  make 
Ontario's  north  an  ever-stronger  link  in 
the  national  chain,  destroying  forever  the 
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lingering  fallacy  of  barren  barrier  dividing 
east  and  west  and  building  a  bridge  of 
economic  and  population  strength  serving 
Canada's  immense  domain  at  its  very 
centre. 

Ontario's  slogan  is  A  Place  to  Stand. 
Design  for  Development  can  be  the  rock 
on  which  to  build  the  northwest's  place  to 
stand  in  the  sun  of  Ontario's  tomorrow. 

I  do  not  think  anyone  has  to  tell  the  minister 
who  the  author  of  those  fine  words  were.  It 
was  Mr.  Lackey  Philips  who  is  the  general 
manager  of  the  Northwestern  Ontario  Devel- 
opment Council.  It  heartily  endorses  most  of 
the  69  recommendations  contained  in  the 
Design  for  Development  for  northwestern 
Ontario.  I  think  the  minister,  and  certainly 
his  director  of  regional  development,  knows 
that  the  council  thinks  that  the  design  is 
unambitious,  that  is,  it  thinks  the  18,000  jobs 
that  can  be  created,  or  that  it  is  anticipated 
will  be  created  over  the  next  20  years,  can 
be  stepped  up. 

It  makes  the  following  recommendations: 
That  all  phase  2  proposals  to  promote  and 
expedite  the  economic  growth  of  northwestern 
Ontario  be  implemented  within  a  five-year 
period,  while  those  recommendations  em- 
bracing the  social  infrastructure  be  started 
within  a  10-year  period. 

The  minister  was  asked  this  directly,  I 
think,  when  the  Northwestern  Ontario  Joint 
Chambers  of  Commerce  were  down  in  the 
spring.  One  of  the  spokesmen  was  Mr. 
Lackey  Phillips.  They  were  a  little  bit 
disturbed  when  we  found  that  they  were 
going  to  study  further  the  feedback  that  the 
department  got  from  the  Design  for  Develop- 
ment, from  the  various  communities  and 
interested  groups  in  the  area.  They  sort  of 
scrapped,  or  held  in  abeyance,  the  transporta- 
tion study  that  was  announced  concurrently 
with  the  unveiling  of  the  Design  for  Develop- 
ment, on  October  13,  1970,  at  the  Lakehead 
University.  They  have  embarked  on  yet 
another  study,  to  study  the  transportation 
problems  which  this  department  considers  to 
be  one  of  the  greatest  deterrents  to  develop- 
ment in  the  north.  So  I  think  the  question  was 
asked,  when  can  we  expect  some  positive, 
concrete  and  tangible  results  from  this  study 
that  everybody  was  so  concerned  about  and 
so  anxious  about,  and  where  a  great  deal  of 
local  input  had  been  put  into  the  study. 

Since  phase  2  of  the  Design  for  Develop- 
ment for  Northwestern  Ontario,  along  with 
the  Toronto-centred  region  plan  are  the  only 
two  plans  in  the  10  economic  regions  to  have 


reached  phase  2  stage,  when  can  we  expect 
something  tangible  from  those  results?  Will 
the  minister  break  down  at  least  soane  of  the 
69  recommendations  and  give  us  some  kind 
of  timetable  or  something  to  hang  our  hat 
on,  at  least  for  the  next  year  imtil  we  can 
get  the  show  on  the  road? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  hesitate  very  much 
—I  should  first  of  all  say  that  we  have  not 
oJBBcially  seen  the  report  which  the  member 
read  from  the  Northwestern  Ontario  Develop- 
ment Council. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  Treasurer  has  not  seen  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No;  it  has  not  been 
submitted  to  us  formally.  It  was  circulated  at 
the  meeting.  I  do  not  think  it  is  coming  to  us 
formally  as  yet.  However,  be  that  as  it  may, 
and  there  are  still— J  may  have  had  it  in  the 
last  couple  of  days,  I  am  not  sure  of  that. 
We  also  had  one,  I  think  today,  or  last  week, 
from  the  Northeastern  Ontario  Council,  but 
that  would  be  on  the  phase  1  report.  Be 
that  as  it  may,  we  had  a  deadline,  I  think,  at 
the  end  of  March  for  briefs.  They  are  still 
coming  in.  We  have  had  a  couple  in  the  last 
two  or  three  weeks,  not  major  ones,  but  more 
than  that.  We  are  in  the  process,  I  should 
say,  of  analysing  the  briefs,  but  I  want  to  be 
very  frank  with  the  member,  we  are  behind 
for  a  variety  of  reasons.  We  lost  time  over 
the  winter  months  and  the  change  of  minis- 
ters, and  we  are  behind  on  both  the  Toronto- 
centred  plan  and  the  northwestern  Ontario 
plan.  The  cabinet  committee  has  been  meet- 
ing regularly.  On  Tuesday  we  are  hoping  to 
schedule,  as  soon  as  the  House  rises,  a  couple 
of  all-day  meetings  to  finish  up  what  we  call 
the  conference  on  the  Toronto-centred  plan 
and  then  we  will  move  imonediately  into  the 
northwestern  Ontario  plan.  I  do  not  want 
to  be  tied  down  to  timetables,  because  we 
have  given  timetables  before  and  have  learned 
to  regret  giving  definite  dates.  But  I  can 
assure  the  member  that  we  are  back  on  course 
now  and  are  dealing  with  the  resolution  of 
conflicts  in  the  Toronto-centred  plan  and 
which  wall  be  in  the  northwestern  plan.  I 
would  hope  in  the  next  few  months  that  we 
will  have  something  definite  to  say  about  both 
of  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  interesting 
this  year  in  these  estimates  that  in  every  vote 
we  go  over  there  is  a  section  called  transpor- 
tation and  communication.  This  is  where  we 
hide    the    parties,    the    'booze,    and    aU    the 
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expenses— under  the  nice  term,  "transporta- 
tion and  communication."  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  minister  if  he  thinks  that  this  is  ethical? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Simonett  (FrontenacnAddington): 
Say  that  again  a  bit  slower. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  will  say  it  very  slowly. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Is  the  member 
talking  to  us? 

Mr.  Simonett:  The  member  is  talking  about 
transportation  or  booze? 

Mr.  Sargent:  For  the  member  for  Frontenac- 
Addington's  edification,  under  transportation 
and  communication  is  all  the  money  spent 
on  parties?  About  $1  million  a  year  is  spent 
on  parties  and  booze.  It  is  under  this  vote, 
transportation  and  communication. 

Mr.  Pitman:  That  is  communication  made 
easier. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  want  to  ask  the  minister  if 
he  agrees  that  this  policy  is  ethical  across 
the  board,  as  the  provincial  Treasurer? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  PeAaps  I  can  give 
the  member  a  breakdown  of  the  amoimt  that 
is  spent  in  this  particular  category. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  did  not  ask  the  minister 
that.  Is  the  idea  ethical  to  hide  parties  and 
expenses  on  liquor,  except  under  this  vote? 

Mr.  Simonett:  What  does  the  member  do? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  auditor  does  not 
approve  those  sorts  of  things. 

An  hon.  member:  Who  does? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  point  is,  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  a  taxpayer,  we  read  in  the  Globe  and  Mail 
every  morning.  Maxwell  Henderson's  horrible 
stories  from  Ottawa.  What  Henderson  un- 
covers at  Ottawa  is  fully  portrayed— 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —in  a  series  in  the  Gloibe  and 
Mail. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Where  did  tiie 
member  read  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Here  we  have  a  $4  billion 
spending  body  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  by 
no  way  is  there  anything  wrong  in  this  admin- 
istration at  all.  The  minister  goes  one  step 
further.  He  says:  "Now  we  will  hide  this  thing 
under  the  guise  of  nothing  for  travelling 
expenses,  nothing  for  parties.  It  is  for  enter- 


tainment; it  all  goes  under  transportation  and 
communication." 

I  say  that  this  is  corruption  to  hide  things 
like  this. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  is  a  Liberal  government 
in  Ottawa,  the  member  knows.  No  wonder 
there  are  horror  stories. 

Mr.  Simonett:  Is  that  the  way  the  member 
does  it  in  his  town? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Simonett:  Is  that  where  the  member 
puts  it  in  his  town? 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  have  auditors  that  cost 
us  about  $6,000  a  year  and  they  keep  me 
out  of  trouble.  They  tell  the  truth. 

An  hon.  member:  I  am  awfully  thirsty. 

Mr.  Simonett:  But  does  the  member  tell 
them  the  truth? 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  a  point.  If  I  do  not, 
they  will  get  me  down  with  Stafford,  I  guess. 
I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  Is  there  a  question  mark 
after  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  it  is  amusing,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, under  this  vote  we  have  the  Premier's 
air  force  now.  Every  day  down  at  the  island 
airport  we  have  the  air  force.  You  fellows  do 
not  know  what  goes  on  down  there.  As  I  was 
watching  today,  the  twin  Otter,  that  big 
palatial  thing,  that  probably  cruises  about 
250  to  300  miles  an  hour,  and  is  stocked  with 
a  bar  in  it- 
Mr.  Stokes:  No. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): At  150. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  have  a  Kingair.  They 
have  a  Duke  and  they  have  about  four  or  five 
beautiful  executive  planes  for  the  executive 
branch— not  Lands  and  Forests.  These  fellows 
go  down  there  daily  to  cavort  about  the 
province.  Now  it  is  interesting.  One  day  I 
was  down  there;  I  was  going  to  fish. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  The  fishing 
season  is  over. 

Mr.  Sargents:  Members  have  got  to  hear 
this.  This  is  good  for  the  record.  I  go  down 
there  and  I  take  a  taxi  down  and  I  carry  my 
baggage  across  on  the  ferry.  Here  along 
comes  the  Treasurer  and  a  few  ministers  in 
this   vast   limousine   in  the   back   with  their 
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feet  up  lying  back  there.  The  ferry  goes  across 
100  yards,  and  when  one  gets  across  the  ferry, 
there  is  another  75  feet  to  walk  to  the  plane. 
They  do  not  want  to  walk  that  75  feet  so 
they  take  the  big  limousine  across  on  the 
ferry  and  they  drive  75  feet  to  their  plane. 
They  are  lying  back  on  the  back  ends.  Oh,  it 
is  beautiful.  Members  have  got  to  see  this 
thing.  I  sit  back  and  watch  this  thing. 

Mr.  Simonett:  The  member  could  do  the 
same  thing. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Raid:  Did  they  lift  them  into  the 
plane? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  knew  the  member  when 
he  used  to  sell  hardware. 

Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  I  could  explain 
that  we  have  to  take  the  cars  across,  because 
we  could  not  possible  carry  all  that  booze. 
We  needed  the  car  to  take  it  across. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  the  minister  is  not  kid- 
ding. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  The  ministers  probably 
already  had  the  booze  and  could  not  walk 
across. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  but  what  is  galling  is  the 
fact  that- 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  was  saying  that 
facetiously  for  the  record. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  It  is  a  little  late  to  think 
of  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  will  be  amusing  to  watch 
Hansard  in  a  few  days  to  see  if  that  has  been 
deleted. 

An  hon.  member:  I  am  not  sure  that  it  is. 

Mr.  Sargent:  There  we  have  the  air  force 
down  there.  I  would  like  to  know,  tabled  in 
the  House,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  amount  of 
money  spent  this  year  on  the  purchase  of 
aircraft,  whether  leased  or  purchased?  Not  a 
mile  is  flown  on  these  junkets  the  ministers 
are  on  in  this  thing  that  is  not  politicking 
about  the  province  and,  if  it  is  right  to  have 
aircraft  available  to  fly  ministers  home  on 
the  weekend  and  all  these  trappings  of— 

An  hon.  member:  Royalty. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —royalty.  That  is  a  good 
word.  It  seems  at  no  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
regional  government— 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  Public 
Works):  Is  the  hon.  member  still  grounded? 


Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  talking  about— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —transportation  and  commu- 
nication under  this  vote  on— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Sargent:  —regional  development. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  We  are  deal- 
ing with  vote  2402  item  5,  which  says  in  my 
book,  "regional  development." 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  right.  Under  trans- 
portation and— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  was  talk- 
ing about  anything  but  regional  development. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  talking 
about  transportation  and  communication.  You 
look  at  that  place- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  we  could  get  back 
to  regional  development. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  get  back  and  look  and 
you  will  find  what  is  going  on  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  the  hon.  member 
please  get  back  to  regional  development? 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
will. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Where 
is  that  on  the  vote? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  5. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Page  319,  bottom  of  the  page. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  is  broken  down  on  the 
other  page. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Have  you  got  the  break- 
down, Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Since  the  minister  has  been 
in  the  saddle,  riding  his  spurs  and  galloping 
all  over  the  province  wildly  and— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Widely? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Wildly,  and  spending  untold 
millions   of   dollars   in  this   vote   of   regional 
government- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Development. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  regional  government 
comes  under  regional  development.  It  is 
supposed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  part  of  it. 


JUNE  28,  1971 


3329 


Mr.  Sargent:  Do  you  want  to  take  this  chair 
while  I  take  that  chair?  Which  chair  do  you 
want?  Now  just  hold  on  and  run  that  chair, 
and  I  will  run  this  chair,  okay? 

This  man  has  spent  untold  millions  of 
dollars  in  regional  government  that  we  will 
never  know  about.  He  has  taken  the  control 
of  taxation  away  from  the  people- 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  is  not 
talking  about  regional  development;  he  is 
talking  about  regional  government  taxation, 
and  I  would  ask  him  to  get  back  to  the  vote 
which  is  before  us. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  where 
do  you  think  I  should  talk  about  this? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  say  that  you  have  a 
problem. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have.  Every  time  you  are  in 
the  chair  I  have  a  problem. 

Mr.  Simonett:  Tell  us  about  the  licence  of 
the  hotel  up  there  in  Owen  Sound. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  would  take  an  hour  too. 
Are  you  suggesting  that  1  cannot  talk  about 
regional  government  under  regional  develop- 
ment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  stating  that  the  mem- 
-ber  cannot  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Where  would  you  suggest  I 
talk  about  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  up  to  the  member. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
in  this  vote  on  regional  development- 
Mr.  Worton:  Is  that  okay  now? 

Mr.  Sargent:  -a  sum  of  $1,778,000,  and 
last  year  it  was  $1,300,000. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  If  he  cannot  put  a  limou- 
sine on  the  ferry,  he  wants  to  know  what 
happens  to  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  have  an  increase  in  expen- 
ditures of  half  a  million  dollars  this  year  in 
this  department  when  we  have  pretty  well 
established  about  the  province  that  it  is  not 
working. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  someone 
would  like  to  know  how  they  are  wasting  half 
a   billion    dollars   we    can    take    McKeough's 


cavorting  on  regional  development  and 
regional  government  for  aibout  $100  million 
of  waste,  Davis  about  $250  million  in  educa- 
tion, and  MacNaughton  with  $130  million  for 
the  Spadina  Expressway.  We  have  half  a 
billion  dollars  in  those  three  things. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Are  those  figures  o£F  the 
top  of  his  head? 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  they  are  pretty  well  the 
figures  my  friend  gave  out. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So  we  have  half  a  billion 
dollars  in  those  three  items.  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  regional  development  is  ever  going  to  work 
—as  a  classic  example  of  how  it  is  working, 
the  city  of  Toronto  could  not  decide  on  the 
Spadina  Expressway.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  then  how  he  can  justify  the  further 
increase  of  half  a  million  dollars  in  this  one 
vote? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  replies  at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  increase  is  due 
to  an  increase  in  complement  from  59  to  67; 
there  were  salary  revisions,  and  in  the  last 
year  in  particular  and  this  year  there  have 
been  large  printing  costs  related  to  the  public 
presentation  of  the  reports  which  are  now 
being  released. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  I 
was  next  on  the  list. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  would  like  to  really  follow 
up  a  little  bit  on  what  the  member  for  York 
South  was  dealing  with  a  few  moments  ago. 

It  is  rather  interesting  to  read  the  speech 
which  the  then  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Robarts) 
made  on  the  Design  for  Development  some 
years  ago— 1966— 'and  it  is  almost  like  a  before- 
and-after  speech.  There  was  to  be  slow  move- 
ment toward  some  reorganization  of  regional 
development,  and  finally  we  would  emerge  on 
the  mountain  top  and  look  over  the  chaos 
below! 

Of  course  we  are  in  the  chaos  and  certainly 
one  can  only  say  that  compared  to  that  speech 
we  certainly  have  had  five  years  of  shambles. 
I  say  three  cheers  for  Mr.  Clasky.  He  is  dead 
right.  We  have  been  saying  this  for  three 
years.  There  is  no  provincial  goal. 


3330 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


I  can  remember  that  glorious  night  about 
two  years  ago  when  the  then  director  of 
regional  development  brought  out  his  list  of 
charts  and  squares  and  triangles  and  arrows 
and  we  went  tortuously  through  this  comple- 
ment—it was  like  some  kind  of  a  children's 
game— and  finally  at  the  end  there  was  the 
provincial  goal. 

I  can  remember  the  embarrassment  of  the 
Treasurer  as  he  tried  to  find  his  way  through 
this  morass,  this  maze,  and  realizing  then  of 
course  that  it  was  a  terrible  joke  that  had 
been  perpetrated  upon  him  and  upon  the 
entire  House,  we  all  left  in  gales  of  laughter. 

But  you  know,  we  are  no  closer  to  that 
provincial  goal  I  suppose  unless  you  could 
say  that  the  Toronto-centred  region  is  the 
provincial  goal.  This  is  what  I  suspect.  Instead 
of  some  kind  of  overall  concept,  as  Mr.  Clasky 
suggests  the  province  was  responsible  for,  that 
was  the  responsibility  of  the  province— to  pro- 
vide an  overall  goal,  an  overall  provincial 
land  use  plan,  an  overall  planned  urbaniza- 
tion, an  overall  plan  of  transportation. 

Instead  of  that  we  have  been  putting 
money,  very  little  money  into  the  various 
regional  coimcils  and  asking  them  to  plan 
their  regions  without  any  idea  of  what  the 
total  picture  was  going  to  be. 

Now  of  course  this  is  a  cruel  hoax,  a  cruel 
joke  upon  the  local  people  to  ask  them  to 
become  involved  in  this  kind  of  input  when 
they  have  not  any  idea  of  what  the  direction 
really  is. 

And  of  course  you  have  had  this  very 
minimal  response,  this  very  minimal  success 
of  the  regional  development  council  because 
essentially  the  provincial  government  never 
gave  those  councils  a  chance,  never  gave 
them  the  money  to  hire  planners,  never  gave 
them  the  money  to  set  up  adequate  offices, 
to  carry  out  the  kind  of  research  at  the  local 
level  which  really  could  have  been  helpful. 
But  most  of  all  they  never  gave  them  the 
parameters  of  the  overall  plan  the  province 
was  heading  toward. 

Now  we  have  reached,  you  might  say,  the 
ultimate  in  disaster  as  all  the  regional  councils 
are  waiting  to  find  out  where  we  go  with  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan.  They  do  not 
know  where  or  how  their  plans  fit  into  this 
one. 

Of  coiuse,  what  we  have  is  a  24-page 
plan  and  every  planning  group  and  every 
organization  in  Ontario,  I  think,  has  put  in 
briefs  indicating  the  obvious  holes  and  in- 
exactitudes of  that  particular  plan  and,  of 
course,  we  on  this  side  have  pointed  out  that 


it   is   simply   wrongly-headed   in   very   many 
areas. 

But  because  the  government— as  the  min- 
ister put  it  so  charitably— is  a  little  behind  in 
its  Toronto-centred  region  plan,  then  the 
entire  province  virtually  is  hung  up  on 
regional  planning,  regional  government  and 
indeed,  in  ever  getting  closer  to  this  overall 
land  use  plan  for  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

What  can  the  regional  councils  do?  One 
assumes  that  we  are  going  ahead  with  a 
planned  economic  region— we  are  moving 
from  phase  1  to  phase  2  to  phase  3  and  I 
must  say  I  was  pleased  to  note  from  those 
who  are  in  the  regional  planning  branch  that 
the  various  economic  regions  are  going  on 
with  their  plans  and  presumably  these  plans 
will  not  simply  be  distorted  or  redirected 
simply  because  of  the  existence  of  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan. 

And  presumably  then  we  will  have  a  series 
of  plans  and  of  course  with  considerable 
inconsistencies,  both  in  relation  to  each  other, 
and  in  relation  to  the  Toronto-centred  region 
plan. 

One  cannot  help  wondering  and  one  cannot 
help  questioning  where  do  we  go  from  here? 
What  is  the  purpose  of  all  this  activity?  What 
is  the  purpose  of  all  this  research  if  in  the 
end  there  does  not  seem  to  be  an  overall 
provincial  plan,  except  as  it  reaches  us  from 
the  focus  of  the  Toronto-centred  region. 

This  is  backward  planning  if  one  could 
ever  imagine  it,  but  nonetheless  apparently 
we  are  going  to  plan  the  Province  of  Ontario 
on  the  basis  of  the  Toronto-centred  region— 
so  at  least  that  should  be  consistent  with 
where  we  are  going  in  terms  of  the  total 
province. 

And  one  would  hope  that  the  regional 
development  councils  will  not  find  them- 
selves totally  hung  up,  because  right  now 
they  are  obsessed  with  one  thing— and  with 
one  thing  alone— that  they  can  get  no  help, 
no  encouragement,  no  information,  no  advice. 
Where  do  they  stand  in  relation  to  the 
Toronto-centred  region? 

Do  we  all  stand  and  hold  our  breaths  and 
turn  blue  until  the  minister  decides  what  to 
do  with  the  Toronto-centred  region?  Or  are 
we  going  ahead  with  our  plans  in  some  kind 
of  an  effective  and  efficient  way  so  that  we 
can  at  least  know  the  directions  to  which  we 
are  tending? 

If  one  takes  a  look  at  the  Lake  Ontario 
development  region— I  am  pleased  for  my 
colleague  from  Thunder  Bay;  I  get  some 
feeling  that  at  least  when  you  get  far  enough 
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away  from  the  Toronto-centred  tegion,  up  in 
northwestern  Ontario,  there  seems  to  be 
some  relevance  to  what  you  are  doing— but  I 
can  assure  you,  from  the  Lake  Ontario 
development  council,  they  simply  are  hung 
up.  They  do  not  know.  It  was  their  intention, 
of  course,  to  give  at  least  a  degree  of  in- 
dustrial development  in  various  areas  of  that 
plan. 

The  Toronto-centred  region  says  a  whole 
area  is  going  to  be  recreational  development. 
What  are  they  supposed  to  do?  How  are  they 
supposed  to  react?  How  can  they  have  any 
feeling  that  there  is  going  to  be  any  input, 
any  effective  input?  The  minister  says  that 
these  organizations  should  be  tied  in  with 
regional  government.  There,  of  course,  the 
minister  put  his  finger  on  one  of  the  major 
problems— the  lack  of  any  co-ordination  be- 
tween what  was  going  on  in  the  area  of 
regional  government  and  what  was  going  on 
in  the  area  of  economic  development,  eco- 
nomic planning,  or  even  in  terms  of  com- 
munity planning  in  his  own  department  or 
his  former  department. 

I  must  say  this  is  one  of  the  hopeful  signs. 
If  the  minister  can  stay  awake,  he  will  at 
least  accept  this.  Coming  from  The  Depart- 
ment of  Municipal  Affairs,  I  would  hope  we 
will  get  some  co-ordination  between  the 
community  planning  branch  and  this  partic- 
ular branch  that  we  have  under  his  depart- 
ment. I  would  hope  that  coming  from  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs,  he  would 
see  that  there  is  actually  no  point  to  going 
ahead  any  further  until  there  is  some  co- 
ordination with  the  plans  of  regional  govern- 
ment. 

You  cannot  simply  have  these  regional 
councils  away  out  in  the  middle  of  nowhere, 
trying  to  make  decisions,  with  virtually  no 
governmental  power,  no  fingers  on  the  sources 
of  power  in  these  areas;  at  the  same  time, 
trying  to  get  their  money  from  municipalities 
v/hile  trying  to  make  some  of  these  plans  for 
some  of  these  municipalities  in  the  region  in 
a  way  which  those  municipalities  do  not 
particularly  appreciate. 

You  have  got  an  impossible  situation  for 
these  councils  and  all  I  can  hope  is  that  we 
are  not  going  to  pour  more  money  into  this 
kind  of  fiasco  without  some  real  decision  as 
to  where  we  are  going  in  the  area  of  regional 
development. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
For  once  I  find  myself  almost  in  complete 
agreement  with  my  friends  to  the  left.  I  think 
they  have,  for  once— 


Mr.  MacDonald:  For  once  you  are  ri^t. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  —put  their  fingers  on  the 
problem,     along    with    my    colleague    from 
Thunder  Bay  in  particular  in  this  House- 
Mr.   P.   D.   Lawlor   (Lakeshore):    You   are 
maturing  as  you  go  along. 

Mr.   T.   P.  Reid:   -and  he   and  I,   of  the 

three  parties  represented  in  this  Legislature, 
spent  many  a  long  and  weary,  and  sometimes 
boring  hour,  if  I  may  put  it  that  way,  trying 
to  arrive  at,  with  the  people  of  northwestern 
Ontario,  a  development  plan  for  northwestern 
Ontario. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  at  some  of  those 
meetings,  our  friend  already  referred  to, 
Mr.  Clasky,  was  himself  there  and  acting  as 
the  eminence  gris  behind  the  conference 
along  with  some  other  gentiemen  from  the 
minister's  department.  We  did  spend  a  great 
deal  of  time  and  we  came  up  with  something 
that  had  struck  us  as  a  logical  plan  at  least 
for  northwestern  Ontario.  I,  too,  along  with 
the  member  for  York  South,  was  a  little  upset 
to  read  Mr.  Clasky *s  remarks  in  the  paper, 
although  the  minister  has  attempted  to 
explain  them. 

I  think  they  are  only  symptomatic  of  the 
problems  that  have  bugged  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  and  the  Treasury  in 
regard  to  regional  economic  development. 
One  of  those  problems,  in  the  form  of  Dr. 
Thoman,  of  course,  is  gone  but  no  one  is 
more  aware  than  the  minister  and  Mr.  Clasky 
himself  of  the  clash,  the  gut  in-fighting— 
which  we  seldom  see  even  in  this  chamber- 
that  went  on  among  various  branches  of  even 
the  same  department  and  certainly  between 
The  Department  of  Treasury  and  the  min- 
ister's then  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  no  truth  to 
that  at  all. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  There  is  no  truth  to  that 
at  all? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  Why  did 
he  leave? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  understand  they  are  still 
cleaning  the  blood  off  the  floor  down  there 
on  Yonge  Street,  and  they  are  going  to  start 
on  the  walls  if  they  ever  get  all  the  blood  off 
the  floor! 

However,  it  seems  to  me  that  one  of  the 
members  attempted  to  say  that  this  is  a  great 
opportunity  for  the  minister.  He  has  had  the 
two  departments— formerly  Municipal  Affairs, 
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now  Treasury;  he  has  had  the  two  operative 
departments  that  surely  should  be  able  to 
come  up  with  some  kind  of  regional  develop- 
ment scheme. 

Surely  this  is  the  opportunity  when  there 
is  not  going  to  be  this  clash  among  depart- 
ments, among  ministers,  and  there  can  be 
some  co-ordination  that  the  member  for 
Peterborough  spoke  about.  One  wonders,  one 
frets,  that  the  Treasurer  has  really  any  com- 
mitment toward  coming  to  a  solution  to 
these  problems.  He  says,  "We  are  going  to 
have  a  look  at  it."  He  has  got  the  expertise 
in  his  department.  Mr.  Clasky,  who  is  billed 
one  way  or  the  other  as  one  of  the  most 
knowledgeable  experts  in  Canada,  sits  in 
front  of  him.  I  will  not  say  who  bills  him 
as  that!  But  there  have  been  some  changes 
made  and  surely  the  minister  has  the  oppor- 
tunity to  do  something  about  this. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  had  lots  of  opportunities. 
Five  years  of  it. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  If  I  did  not  know  better,  I 
would  say  you  just  said  fuddle-duddle  under 
your  breath  but  I  will  not  accuse  you  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  never  that. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Actually  it  was  a  difiFerent 
word,  but  we  will  not  go  into  that.  We  have 
a  sense  of  humour  on  this  side,  unlike  your 
federal  counterparts. 

However,  I  am  a  little  concerned  partic- 
ularly in  the  minister's  answer  to  the  member 
for  Thunder  Bay  and  in  this  I  am  as  partic- 
ularly worried  as  he  as  to  what  is  going  to 
happen  to  the  regional  development  plan  for 
northwestern  Ontario. 

One  almost  gets  the  impression  that  the 
Design  for  Development  programme  is  going 
to  be  scrapped— not  altogether,  but  what 
ground  rules  are  we  going  to  have?  Now  the 
minister  says  they  are  not  going  to  give  us 
a  timetable,  they  are  not  going  to  come  out 
with  anything  concrete. 

We  hope  that  this  is  not  more  election 
verbiage  because  we  of  all  the  people  across 
the  province  of  Ontario  are  most  anxious  for 
some  kind  of  guidelines  in  this  respect. 

We  do  not  have  the  kind  of  expertise  or 
the  nearness  to  Toronto  to  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  the  Toronto-centred  region  plan 
or  the  expertise  that  resides  here.  We  have 
to,  unfortunately,  count  on  the  government- 
Mr.  Singer:  You  can  have  that  plan  for  all 
the  advantages  that  are  available. 


Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Well,  that  in  itself  is 
another  problem.  I  was  hoping  that  the  min- 
ister could  be  a  httle  more  specific  in  his 
answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  want  to  be  very 
clear.  There  is  no  lack  of  enthusiasm  to  get 
on  with  the  job  or  no  dampening  of  the 
enthusiasm,  it  is  strictly  a  matter  of  time. 

The  conflicts,  in  fairness  to  the  staff,  and 
the  briefs  have  been  analysed  in  detail  and 
they  are  stacked  up  at  the  cabinet  committee. 
They  are  being  processed  through  there  as 
quickly  as  they  can  be  and  will  be  put 
together  in  a  package  presentation.  This  is 
particularly  with  reference  to  the  TCR;  then 
we  will  start  on  the  northwestern  plan. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Will  it  be  sort  of  in  the 

shape  -of  a  white  paper? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  would  think 
so.  Yes. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  just  have  one  more  thing 
to  say  in  this  regard,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  it  is 
a  reiteration  of  a  point  made  by  one  of  the 
former  speakers, 

Again  there  is  a  plethora  of  programmes, 
departments  and  branches  of  various  depart- 
ments dealing  with  economic  and  regional 
development  and  regional  government  of  one 
kind  or  another. 

It  seems  to  me  the  time  has  come  for  a 
new  department— or  the  same  department  if 
you  like  but  with  the  responsibility  for  this 
multitude  of  problems  that  are  really  inti- 
mately interconnected— to  be  set  up.  Call  it  if 
you  like  a  department  of  urban  or  municipal 
affairs,  with  responsibility  for  economic  devel- 
opment or  whatever. 

Surely  the  diffusion  of  responsibility  and 
studies  going  on  that  seem  in  no  way  con- 
nected should  be  brought  to  an  end  and  the 
government  should  as  pointed  out  take  the 
lead  in  this  regard,  set  out  some  firm  and 
concise  roles,  bring  up  these  various  pro- 
grammes under  one  ministry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  han.  member  for  York 
Centre  i^  next  on  the  list. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  disap- 
pointed to  read  the  criticism  made  by  Mr. 
Clasky  with  regard  to  the  regional  develop- 
ment councils  in  that  it  applied  to  all,  know- 
ing the  tremendous  amount  of  work  that  some 
of  them  have  done. 

Certainly,  the  Central  Ontario  Regional 
Development  Council  tried  to  develop  plans 
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and  to  put  cases  and  comments  before  the 
government.  They  worked  very  hard  on  that. 
Last  year  they  had  a  series  of  meetings, 
when  The  Department  of  Municipal  AflEairs 
and  the  minister  announced  plans  for  the  new 
regional  government  in  York,  in  order  to 
provide  a  forum  for  the  public  to  discuss  the 
matter.  But  they  got  orders  from  the  deputy 
minister  to  stop  the  meetings. 

It  was  indicated  that  the  meetings  were  too 
one-sided  and  yet  they  had  attempted  in  all 
cases  to  get  people  who  held  different  points 
of  view  present  at  the  meeting.  They  were 
attempting  to  provide  the  public  reaction  in 
the  public  forum  by  these  meetings.  But  for 
some  reason  or  other,  the  deputy  minister 
probably  on  instructions  of  the  then  minister, 
told  them  not  to  do  so. 

I  think  it  has  been  very  frustrating  to  cons- 
cientious members  of  a  council  like  this,  to 
be  knocked  on  the  head  by  the  government 
when  they  were  doing  what  they  felt  was 
thteir  job. 

Last  year  they  held  a  conference  to  discuss 
the  Toronto-centred  region  plan,  which  had 
then  just  been  presented,  and  the  conference 
attracted  a  great  many  people  from  all  over 
the  province. 

They  did  it  without  provincial  government 
support.  For  that  matter,  provincial  govern- 
ment representatives,  many  of  whom  attended 
did  not  even  pay  the  registration  fees,  at  least 
that  is  what  1  heard.  They  just  attended  and 
took  the  free  ride. 

The  government  really  was  knocking  every 
effort  by  this  group  on  the  head.  It  is  not 
exactly  the  type  of  support  and  encourage- 
ment I  would  expect  any  group  sponsored  by 
this  government,  to  receive,  and  then  in  the 
end,  to  be  criticized  for  failing  to  do  the  job 
they  were  trying  to  do.  This  was  just  about 
the  last  straw. 

I  do  not  see  how  the  minister  can  accept 
any  statement  that  says  all  these  councils 
failed  to  do  their  job  and  failed  to  do  their 
work  when  really  the  fault  was  the  failure  of 
the  government  and,  as  the  member  for  York 
South  has  said,  was  the  failure  of  the  govern- 
ment to  really  define  the  areas  in  which  they 
were  to  operate,  give  them  a  much  firmer 
guideline  as  to  their  responsibility,  and  much 
more  definite  knowledge  of  just  what  the 
perimeters  of  their  role  would  be. 

I  do  not  know  if  the  minister  wishes  to 
make  any  comment  on  that  before  I  go  further 
on  the  matter  of  the  Toronto-centred  region 
plan? 


No!  Well,  at  the  time  the  Toronto-centred 
region  plan  was  presented,  I  felt  that  it  had 
one,  only  one,  redeeming  feature,  and  that 
was  that  at  least  the  province  had  indicated 
it  was  doing  some  planning.  The  failure  of 
the  government  at  that  time  to  give  any  out- 
line of  the  type  of  assistance  that  it  would 
provide  in  the  way  of  resources,  to  implement 
the  plan,  to  me  was  a  shocking  dereliction  of 
duty  and  responsibility  on  the  part  of  this 
government. 

As  one  examines  the  plan  you  realize  this 
is  one  of  the  greatest  frauds  ever  perpetrated 
in  this  province  by  the  minister  and  his  pre- 
decessor. They  have  taken  a  study  that  was 
done  years  ago,  the  MTART  study,  and  up- 
dated it,  supposedly. 

They  have  taken  the  study  and  said  it  was 
based  upon  transportation  needs  the  means 
of  being  able  to  move  people— when  it  was 
really  a  study  based  on  how  they  would  treat 
sewage  and  how  it  could  be  best  handled. 
The  sad  part  about  the  whole  programme  is 
that  it  has  resulted  in  a  plan  that  is  going  to 
be  a  disaster,  an  absolute  disaster.  It  will 
create  a  nightmare,  the  like  of  which  we  shall 
not  have  seen  anywhere  in  this  continent  if 
it  is  allowed  to  proceed.  I  mention  two  or 
three  aspects  to  indicate  just  why  this  will  be 
such  a  disaster. 

First  of  all,  the  plan  intends  to  have  devel- 
opment occur  within  a  band—there  will  be 
a  continual  strip  of  development  close  to  the 
lake  from  east  to  west  restricting  develop- 
mf^nt  so  *^hat  it  will  cause  land  speculation 
the  likes  of  which  we  have  never  seen  before. 

I  estimate  each  year  the  people  of  Ontario 
pay  an  extra  $750  million  for  the  land  on 
which  they  build  their  housing  because  of 
the  practices  of  this  government  in  restricting 
land  for  housing  development. 

And  the  fact  that  instead  of  opening  up  the 
centres  on  which  development  can  occur— I 
did  not  hear  the  remark  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management  (Mr. 
Kerr)- 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Borrow  some  from  Cleveland. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  still  did  not  hear  that 
wisdom  which  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management— there  was  something 
about  sewers— 'but  this  whole  plan  ought  to 
be  sent  down  the  sewer.  It  would  certainly 
plug  up  some  sewage  plants  that  we  have 
around  in  this  province— what  we  have  got 
here. 
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The  fact  is  we  should  in  our  planning  fol- 
low the  type  of  development  the  York  County 
planning  board  last  year  put  forward— a 
radial  plan  because  then  we  would  develop  or 
we  should  have  our  new  development  centre 
on  existing  communities.  Then  we  would  have 
a  core  where  the  quality  of  life  can  be  im- 
proved—not have  people  just  build  and  live 
in  these  large  urban  sprawls  for  many  miles 
'bordering  on  Lake  Ontario. 

Another  unfortunate  aspect  the  plan  en- 
visages is  having  our  recreational  land  to  the 
north  of  this  very  heavily  developed  band 
along  the  lake,  the  idea  being  that  people 
will  have  lots  of  green  belts.  But  the  green 
belt  will  not  be  close  to  w*here  they  live,  they 
will  have  to  drive  miles  to  it,  again  increas- 
ing the  amount  of  traflBc  on  our  highways  and 
causing  a  much  higher  cost  of  living  as  well 
as  reducing  greatly  the  quality  of  life. 

It  is  a  plan  that  is  based  upon  building 
sewage  plants  to  further  pollute  our  lakes 
instead  of  dealing  with  our  sewage  in  some 
other  way.  But  one  of  the  most  ridiculous 
parts  to  me  about  this  plan  is  that  it  has 
some  idea  that  a  parkway  belt  is  a  wonderful 
boundary  that  the  development  of  that  park- 
way belt  will  limit  the  growth  of  Metro. 

Where  in  the  North  American  continent 
have  we  seen  a  parkway,  a  transportation  cor- 
ridor, that  has  not  attracted  development  on 
all  sides  of  it,  rather  than  been  a  boundary 
to  prevent  further  development  beyond  it? 
Parkways  and  transportation  corridors  are 
natural  anagnets  to  other  developments,  and  I 
think  the  whole  concept  that  the  province  has 
brought  forward  here  is  based  on  completely 
wrong  planning  concepts.  And  the  whole  basis 
of  this  thinking  is  because  primarily  the  prov- 
ince has  failed  to  develop  a  new  approach  to 
dealing  with  supply  of  water  and  the  treat- 
ment of  sewage  more  than  any  other  factor. 
Because  they  cannot  see  having  effluent  going 
into  our  creeks,  they  feel  this  is  the  only  way 
to  deal  with  effluent:  they  have  gone  on  the 
idea  that  the  effluent  should  all  pour  into 
Lake  Ontario  and  increase  the  problem  for 
people  who  live  on  the  lake  and  for  the 
people  who  are  on  the  St.  Lawrence  River 
below  that  lake. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  The  dilu- 
tion of  pollution  was  their  solution. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  the  dilution  of  pollution 
was  their  solution;  that  is  a  very  good  way  of 
planning  it.  Instead  of  looking  at  some  of  the 
excellent  work  that  has  been  done  in  recent 
years  in  new  approaches  to  the  treatment  of 


sewage,  so  that  in  effect  we  recycle  and  utilize 
the  phosphates  and  nitrates  in  our  sewage  and 
increase  our  agricultural  production  and  make 
valuable  use  of  these  instead  of  polluting  our 
lakes.  We  want  to  have  greener  fields  instead 
of  greener  algae  in  our  lakes  and  rivers. 

I  think  it  is  time  that  the  province  recog- 
nizes that  it  is  basing  a  huge  plan,  such  an 
important  plan  as  the  Toronto-centred  region 
plan,  on  a  completely  wrong  concept.  It  is 
basically  one  of  concentrating  development  in 
a  narrow  band  near  the  lake,  and  is  going  to 
bring  with  it  so  many  bad  side  effects  that 
we  are  going  to  have  a  nightmare  that  will 
haunt  the  people  of  this  province  for  genera- 
tions to  come. 

It  is  time  the  chaos  being  created  by  this 
plan  was  straightened  away.  This  minister 
has  an  opportunity  to  quickly  announce  that 
the  plan  is  being  tossed  out  and  they  are 
going  to  start  again  on  a  completely  different 
concept.  This  whole  idea  of  trying  to  have  the 
development  of  the  key  part  of  this  province 
based  upon  such  a  completely  erroneous  and 
very  costly  approach,  one  that  fails  to  take 
into  account  some  of  the  basic  things  to  make 
the  quality  of  life  in  this  province  much 
better,   is    a   tragedy. 

I  hope  the  minister  will  take  into  account 
the  fact  that  we  can  direct  development  into 
centres  well  away  from  this  Toronto  area  into 
communities  where  the  quality  of  life  will  be 
much  higher.  We  can  put  in  water  and  sew- 
age, trunk  services,  trunk  mains  and  plants  at 
a  cost  of  around  $700  per  unit.  If  we  had  to 
put  in  100,000  residential  units  a  year  that 
would  work  out  to  around  $70  milhon.  Now 
$70  million  is  not  a  very  large  amount  of 
money  when  you  think  of  the  extra  three- 
quarters  of  a  billion  or  $700  million  that  the 
taxpayers  of  this  province  are  now  paying 
for  their  land  because  of  the  manner  in  which 
the  government  is  carrying  out  its  planning 
stage.  It  is  a  basic  concept  of  supply  and 
demand  which  this  so-called  free  enterprise 
now  needs.  But  it  is  really  more  truly  socialism 
that  this  Tory  party  has  been  perpetrating  in 
this  province. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deacon:  That  is  what  is  really  costing 
the  people  of  this  province  so  much  money. 
If  they  would  recognize  the  job  of  govern- 
ment is  to  supply  services  and  not  get  into 
a  matter  of  buying  $20  million  of  land  and 
competing  with  speculators  to  acquire  land, 
they  should  instead  of  that  be  putting  that 
money  into  providing  the  services.  This  is  the 
job  of  government.  It  is  a  shocking  thing  to 
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me  that  the  people  of  this  province  have  had 
to  put  up  with  this  approach  for  so  long. 

Is  it  not  time  that  the  people  here, 
especially  the  Tory  party,  recognize  that  their 
job  is  not  getting  into  business  in  competi- 
tion with  private  business  that  can  do  it  far 
better?  They  should  be  making  certain  that 
the  developers  and  others  who  can  provide 
good  housing  at  low  cost  have  the  services 
for  development  to  such  an  extent  that  com- 
petition, true  competition  comes  into  the  field 
of  providing  housing  and  good  areas  for  good 
development  for  the  people  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Stokes:  You  believe  in  socialism  for  the 
rich. 

Mr.  H.  L.  Rowntree  (York  West):  And  also 
supply  the  northern  parks. 

Mr.  Deacon:  And  also  supply  the— pardon? 
I  did  not  get  the  question  of  the  member  for 
York  West. 

Mr.  Rowntree:  On  your  argument,  let  them 
also  supply  the  northern  parks. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  do  not  quite  get  the  rela- 
tionship at  this  point. 

Mr.  Rowntree:  It  is  directly  related  to  what 
you  were  talking  about. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  is  pretty  hard  to  get 
through  tonight. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  govern- 
ment should  be  providing  services  and 
assistance  to  ensure  that  we  do  have  a  solu- 
tion to  our  critical  housing  problems  in  this 
province,  that  our  people  do  have  the  oppor- 
tunity to  live  in  communities  where  the 
quality  of  life  can  be  improved. 

Those  three  things  are:  first,  the  provision 
of  basic  water  and  sewage  services,  which  we 
can  do  well  within  our  $70  million  a  year, 
and  have  a  revenue  that  would  amortize  that 
almost  entirely  at  rates  that  would  be  easy 
for  people  to  handle.  That  $70  million  could 
be  borrowed  by  means  of  revenue-type 
securities  that  would  amortize  themselves  out 
of  the  prices  that  they  would  be  selling  the 
water  and  sewage  services  for. 

The  second  thing  they  should  be  providing 
is  transportation  access  to  more  distant  points 
so  that  we  greatly  expand  the  opportunity 
for  development  well  beyond  this  city,  so  that 
60,  70  or  100  miles  away  people  could  be 
ready  who  want  to  be  close  to  and  part  of 
the  Toronto- centred  region,  and  also  of 
course  encourage  development  in  other  parts 
of  the  province  by  transportation  assistance 


so  that  not  so  many  people  are  attracted  to 
this  area  and  therefore  are  not  adding  to  the 
problems  of  congestion  that  are  currently 
caused  by  so  many  moving  down  into  this 
section. 

The  last  thing  is  the  financial  aid  to  munic- 
ipalities that  is  required  for  them  to  be  able 
to  accept  residential  development.  Any  who 
have  served  on  municipal  councils  know  that 
they  hesitate  to  accept  low  cost  housing;  they 
tend  to  favour  high  assessment  housing  in 
order  to  be  able  to  afford  the  services  that  are 
needed  by  people  who  move  into  their  com- 
munity. This  is  not  fair.  It  does  not  give 
people  a  proper  choice. 

We  should  provide  a  system  of  financial 
aid  based  upon  perhaps  the  mine  revenue 
legislation  so  that  new  housing,  which  is 
particularly  low  cost  housing,  has  assistance 
given  to  the  municipality  to  cover  its 
deficiency  in  revenue  over  the  early  period  of 
those  developments.  I  again  repeat,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  the  whole  Toronto-centred  region 
plan  is  a  fraud,  it  is  a  nightmare.  It  is  one 
that  I  trust  the  minster  will  soon  announce 
has  been  discarded.  Otherwise  the  people  of 
this  province  will  face  problems  in  the  future 
that  they  may  not  be  able  to  cope  with. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  wish 
to  reply  at  this  time?  Then  the  hon.  member 
for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
make  a  few  brief  points  on  two  matters  that 
I  neglected  to  mention  earlier.  That  was  the 
reference  made  by  my  colleague  from  York 
South  in  reference  to  an  article  by  the  director 
of  the  regional  development  branch.  I  would 
like  to  exclude  the  Northwestern  Ontario 
Development  Council  from  those  remarks.  It 
would  not  be  appropriate  to  put  them  in  the 
same  group  and  indicate  that  they  were  as 
ineflBcient  as  some  of  the  other  regional  devel- 
opment councils. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  would  agree. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  think  that  if  anybody  is  aware 
of  the  people  in  the  northwest,  Mr.  Phillips, 
Elmer  Pine,  indeed  all  of  the  participating 
municipalities,  I  think  that  it  goes  without 
saying  that  they  do  have  a  sense  of  direction. 
They  had  a  great  deal  to  do  with  formulation 
of  this  phase  2  Design  for  Development. 

It  was  mostly  on  their  initiative  that  it  got 
under  way  and  they  have  made  quite  sure 
of  a  feedback  and  some  indication  of  where 
they  thought  they  wanted  to  go.  I  think  that 
they  have  thrown  the  ball  into  the  court  of 
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this  department  and  now  the  next  move  is  up 
to  the  government  for  the  implementation  of 
this.  I  think  they  have  done  everything  that 
is  possible  for  a  regional  development  council 
to  do.  They  have  led  all  the  way  and  I  think 
they  are  to  be  commended  for  it. 

One  other  matter  I  neglected  to  mention 
and  that  is  one  of  the  recommendations  con- 
tained in  the  Toronto-centred  region  Design 
for  Development,  something  that  disturbs  the 
people  from  the  northwest,  in  particular  the 
people  from  that  development  council  of 
which  I  spoke  so  highly  a  little  earlier. 

I  am  quoting  from  memory,  but  it  says  that 
because  of  the  strategic  location  of  the 
Toronto-centred  region  in,  I  think,  it  was,  the 
Chicago-Toronto  megalopolis,  it  is  ideally 
situated  for  the  processing  of  raw  material, 
raw  resources,  that  come  from  northern  On- 
tario for  processing  and  for  furtherance  to 
other  larger  markets  on  the  North  American 
continent,  and  in  particular,  in  the  United 
States. 

Companion  to  that  remark,  it  showed 
radials  going  out  from  the  Toronto-centred 
region;  some  13  or  14  of  them.  All  but 
three  of  them  went  down  into  the  United 
States.  One  of  them  went  to  Sudbury.  One 
of  them  went  to  Sault  Ste.  Marie.  The  other 
one  went  to  the  Ottawa  region. 

There  was  no  mention  made  of  northwestern 
Ontario  and  this  did  disturb  the  people  up 
there.  I  am  wondering  will  the  minister  make 
a  statement  or  allay  the  fears  of  the  people 
from  all  of  northern  Ontario  that  indeed  such 
will  not  be  the  case— that  you  are  going  to 
base  the  viability  and  the  future  growth  and 
development  of  the  Toronto-centred  region  by 
a  greater  processing  of  raw  materials  that 
presently  come  from  northern  Ontario.  I  think 
it  is  hypocritical  of  us  to  be  saying  we  have 
got  great  plans  and  great  designs  for  the 
north  while  we  are  saying  there  is  great 
potential  for  the  Toronto-centred  region  by 
processing  the  ores  and  the  raw  materials 
that  presently  come  from  northern  Ontario 
and  exploiting  the  people  who  are  living  in 
northern  Ontario  at  the  present  time.  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  would  care  to  comment  on 
that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  briefly.  1  agree 
most  enthusiastically  with  the  hon.  member's 
remarks  about  the  Northwestern  Ontario 
Regional  Development  Council.  Those  are 
well  taken. 

With  regard  to  the  second  point,  I  think 
the  wording  or  perhaps  the  phrasing  of  the 


TCR  in  that  regard  was  somewhat  confusing, 
perhaps  a  little  bit  unfortunate  the  way  it 
came  out.  I  think  the  point  that  it  was  try- 
ing to  make  was  that  Ontario's  strategic  loca- 
tion in  what,  in  my  geography  20  classes  at 
Western,  Dr.  E.  G.  Pleva  used  to  call  the 
grand  trunk,  and  still  does  call  it  the  grand 
trunk — the  Quebec-Montreal-Toronto-Detroit- 
Chicago  access— that  because  of  our  location 
in  the  industrial  heartland,  really  of  North 
America  that  more  of  our  materials  and  our 
resources  should,  in  fact,  be  processed  in 
Ontario.  Not  necessarily  within  the  Canadian 
portion  of  that  access,  but  within  Ontario.  If 
they  can  be  processed  in  northern  Ontario  all 
well  and  good.  But  the  point,  I  think,  wh'ch 
was  not  very  well  phrased,  was  that  they 
should  be  processed  in  Ontario  rather  than 
elsewhere.  Hopefully,  if  they  can  be,  if  it  is 
feasible  and  practical  to  process  some,  or 
part,  or  all  of  them  in  northern  Ontario,  so 
much  the  better. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  minister  did  not  answer 
one  of  the  other  aspects  of  my  remarks  and 
that  is,  about  the  radials  that  reach  out. 
Obviously,  they  did  not  consider  northwestern 
Ontario  when  they  were  talking  about  process" 
ing  of  raw  materials  coming  from  the  north 
and  some  sense  of  community  or  identity  be- 
tween the  Toronto-centred  region  and  north- 
western Ontario.  Even  if  they  had  drawn  an- 
other radial  and  said  we  will  give  you  the 
rationale  for  it  a  little  later  on,  it  would  have 
been  palatable  to  the  people  of  the  north. 
But  with  the  two  things  it  seemed  to  be 
quite  deliberate,  and  we  are  very  concerned 
about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Those  radials  were 
schematic.  I  do  not  thirik  they  should  be 
taken  as  gospel.  They  were  to  show  the 
relationship  of  Toronto,  of  the  Toronto- 
centred  region,  to  these  major  markets  of  the 
North  American  industrial  economy  in  the 
Great  Lakes  basin.  Certainly,  again,  the 
emphasis  of  the  northwestern  report,  of  gov- 
ernmental policy  as  a  whole  must  be  to  inte- 
grate both  ways,  as  a  two-way  street,  northern 
Ontario  to  a  greater  degree  than  it  is  now. 
In  some  ways,  those  lines  were  perhaps  re- 
flecting the  channels  of  trade  now.  Hope- 
fully, those  channels  will  not  change,  but 
they  will  be  as  wide  and  as  dark  running 
north  as  they  are  running  south. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thought  I 
would  say  a  word  or  two  about  the  Toronto- 
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centred  region  plan  and  remark,  particularly, 
that  1  wish  I  could  share  the  optimism  that 
the  hon.  member  for  Peterborough  expressed 
a  little  earlier  in  the  evening,  that  this  minis- 
ter having  graduated,  as  it  were,  from  Muni- 
cipal AflFairs  to  Treasury,  and  having  the 
background  of  both  departments,  could  be 
expected,  perhaps,  to  understand  what 
regional  government  is  and  what  regional 
planning  is.  But  I  cannot  share  that  optimism 
because  I  watched  this  minister  chew  to 
pieces  the  whole  idea  of  effective  and  mean- 
ingful regional  government. 

The  best  example  was  the  one  being  given 
by  my  colleague  from  York  Centre— he  is 
downstairs  now— just  a  few  moments  ago, 
when  he  talked  about  the  new  York  regional 
government.  Then,  when  one  watches  this 
minister  try  to  wrestle,  as  do  his  colleagues 
in  government,  with  the  imposition  of  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan,  on  the  so-called 
regional  government,  one  wonders,  really,  if 
they  had  anything  in  mind,  other  than  letting 
the  former  Premier  (Mr.  Robarts)  make  a 
few  speeches,  producing  a  few  new  coloured 
dots  on  maps,  along  with  schematic  draw- 
ings, which,  by  and  large,  have  proved  to 
be  almost  completely  meaningless. 

One  has  to  wonder,  as  one  tries  to  dis- 
cover what  that  so-called  greenbelt  swath 
to  the  north  and  in  a  semi-circle  around 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  as  shown  on  those 
maps,  really  means.  Does  it  mean  anything? 
Does  it  mean  anything  at  all?  What  is  the 
government  going  to  do  with  a  so-called 
development  like  Century  City?  A  solicitor 
who  is  well  known  to  the  minister  said 
pretty  loudly  a  little  while  ago  that  he  had 
the  undertaking  from  five  cabinet  ministers 
that  that  was  going  to  go  ahead.  And  while 
he  was  shocked  at  the  production  of  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan,  he  did  not 
really  give  up  hope.  He  knows  that  the 
word  that  comes  from  the  last  ministerial 
pronouncement  is  not  necessarily  the  final 
one,  and  he  is  still  hoping  that  he  is  going 
to  be  able  to  get  ahead  with  the  proiect 
that  his  clients  have  called  Century  Cit>'. 
That  is  the  one  in  the  east,  and  there  is 
another  one  in  the  west. 

A  year  ago,  we  were  trying  to  find  out 
from  the  minister  and  from  the  Treasurer 
of  the  day  exactly  what  was  going  on,  and 
we  were  told,  "Well,  in  due  course  you  are 
going  to  be  told."  Well,  more  months  have 
gone  by  and  we  still  do  not  know  and  we 
still  are  not  told. 

One  new  addition  to  the  Conservative 
Party   in    the   past   few   weeks    is    the    new 


candidate  for  the  riding  of  St.  David,  who 
has  expressed  herself  very  loudly  about  the 
Toronto- centred  region  plan.  I  do  not  think 
the  government  is  going  to  have  her  very 
long  if  it  goes  ahead  and  allows  develop- 
ments like  Century  City  or  some  of  th6 
others. 

I  think  the  least  that  could  be  done  by 
the  Treasurer,  who  I  am  sure  has  the  con- 
cern of  the  future  welfare  of  his  party  at 
heart,  is  to  clear  the  situation  up  so  that 
the  new  candidate  in  St.  David  can  approach 
the  campaign  with  a  clear  understanding  of 
what  this  government  stands  for. 

I  think  it  is  very  important  not  only  that 
they  tell  their  own  candidates,  but  that  they 
tell  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
what  they  mean  with  their  Toronto-centred 
region  plan.  Do  they  mean  there  is  going 
to  be  this  great  green-belt  swath  in  the 
semi-circle  around  the  northern,  eastern  and 
western  boundaries  of  Metropolitan  Toronto? 
Is  that  there  to  stay  or  is  it  not?  And  if  it 
is  there  to  stay,  how  then  do  they  call  a 
halt  to  their  developer  friends  who  have  the 
Century  City  and  other  developments?  And 
if  they  are  going  to  do  it,  why  do  they  not 
do  it  in  no  uncertain  terms? 

The  minister  has  seen,  with  me,  the  inter- 
views with  the  various  landowners  out  there 
who  have  entered  into  a  variety  of  agree- 
ments with  these  developers  who  are  now 
standing  aside  and  waiting  for  the  words 
of  wisdom  to  come  tumbling  from  the 
minister's  mouth  so  that  they  will  know 
whether  or  not  their  mortgages  are  ever 
going  to  be  paid  off. 

The  developers  say,  "Well,  we  entered 
into  these  agreements  with  you  in  good 
faith.  We  were  relying  on  the  word  and  the 
bond  of  the  government  and  then  the  govern- 
ment superimposed  the  Toronto-centred  dis- 
trict plan  with  a  great  green-belt  swath  on 
it.  Until  the  government  makes  up  its  mind 
whether  or  not  it  means  it,  we  really  cannot 
tell  you." 

I  do  not  know  how  many  people  are  being 
affected,  but  I  would  think  there  are  several 
hundred  people,  ordinary  people,  the  kind 
of  people  the  Premier  talks  about— you  know, 
the  people  he  prefers  to  automobiles.  These 
are  the  kind  of  people  who  are  being 
affected  by  the  government's  apparent  lack 
of  faith.  Does  he  mean  what  he  says  or  does 
he  not  mean  what  he  says?  Is  he  going  to 
have  his  green-belt  corridor  or  is  he  not 
going  to  have  his  green-belt  corridor?  Is 
Century  City  going  to  go  ahead  or  is  it  not 
going  to  go  ahead? 
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What  is  he  going  to  do  about  York  munici- 
pality? Remember  the  minister  entering  into 
competition  with  MGM  and  appearing  in  a 
darkened  hall  with  floodlights  playing  on  him 
as  he  walked  to  the  easel  in  a  high  school 
in  north  Bayview  Avenue  and  presented  this 
great  York  municipality  plaque. 

A  few  days  earlier  he  did  the  same  thing 
down  here  in  the  O'Keefe  where  he,  accom- 
panied by  a  couple  of  his  cabinet  colleagues, 
again  with  the  subdued  lights  and  the  spot- 
lights playing  on  them,  presented  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan.  A  new  day  in 
showmanship,  at  least,  had  arrived  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

We  had  all  of  these  plans,  full  of  diagrams, 
full  of  colours,  full  of  radiating  lines,  all  of 
which  apparently  mean  no  more  than  the 
government's  signature  on  an  agreement  to 
build  the  Spadina  Expressway.  One  gets  to 
the  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  where  one  does  not 
know  what  word  of  goverimient  to  trust  at 
what  time,  or  even  which  word  of  which 
minister  to  believe  or  even,  while  talking  to 
the  same  minister  as  he  moves  from  one  de- 
partment to  the  next  one,  whether  or  not  he 
has  any  idea  what  he  is  talking  about. 

An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  Singer:  One  wonders  why  he  cannot 
pay  some  attention  to  the  very  apt  words  put 
forward  by  my  colleague  from  York  Centre 
who  says  that  there  is  no  great  trick-^and 
they  have  been  saying  this  for  many,  many 
years— there  is  no  great  tiick  in  organizing 
ordered  development  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario provided  you  understand  there  has  to  be 
water  and  sewage  service  and  if  we  are  go- 
ing to  spend  government  money,  what  better 
use  could  we  put  it  to  than  in  regions  right 
for  development;  to  spend  government  money 
to  provide  this  kind  of  service  so  that,  in  fact, 
we  can  encourage  development? 

That  is  the  sort  of  sense,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  could,  and  should  be  made  out  of  plans 
for  development  in  Toronto-centred  region 
plans  and  so  forth.  What  have  we  got?  We 
have  a  two-year  hiatus,  as  the  minister 
dreams  up  his  next  masterful  production. 

Perhaps  the  spotlights  will  have  a  different 
colour  and  perhaps  the  new  plan  will  have 
different  schematic  angles  flowing  from  thean 
and  perhaps  there  will  be  bigger  or  better 
coloured  polka-dots  on  these  various  plans. 
But  will  they  be  anything  more  meaningful? 

Is  anybody  able  to  tell  yet,  either  from  the 
Toronto- centred  region  plan,  or  from  this 
statute  that  was  r^imied  through  this  Legis- 


lature dealing  with  the  York  municipality,  just 
where  the  southerly  boundary  of  York  muni- 
cipality is  going  to  be? 

Has  anybody  yet  been  able  to  tell  the 
York  municipality  whether  or  not  it  is  go- 
ing to  have  access  to  the  developed  area  just 
north  of  Steeles  Avenue  or,  whether  in  fact, 
that  is  going  to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
area? 

Has  anybody  yet  been  able  to  work  out  a 
scheme  whereby,  if  what  the  minister  said  a 
year  ago,  was  going  to  come  about,  a  scheme 
whereby  the  50  square  miles  of  land  that 
apparently  were  going  to  be  added  to  Metro- 
politan Toronto  to  the  north,  and  to  the 
south  of  the  new  projected  highway  407,  if 
that  in  fact  is  going  to  happen?  How  it  is 
going  to  be  developed  and  who  is  going  to 
benefit  from  the  assessment? 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  cannot  share  the  en- 
thusiasm, or  even  the  remote  hope  expressed 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Peterborough,  when 
he  suggested  that  this  minister  having  moved 
from  Municipal  Affairs  to  Treasury,  we  now 
would  see  some  order  come  out  of  the 
chaos. 

i  think  until  diis  minister  removes  himself 
completely  from  the  scene  and  we  get  some- 
one who  has  some  understanding  of  what 
goes  on,  who  is  prepared  to  go  ahead  with 
some  kind  of  reasonable  plan  that  relates  to 
things  like  water  supply,  and  sewage  dis- 
posal, things  like  adequate  and  planned  and 
thought  out  transportation  systems,  we  are 
not  going  to  get  any  further  ahead. 

We  will  have  more  productions,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. We  will  have  more  coloured  maps, 
but  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  satisfy 
either  the  people  of  Ontario  or  even  the  new 
Tory  candidate  from  the  riding  of  St.  David. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  the 
minister  removes  himself  from  the  scene,  I 
have  a  question- 
Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  In  tears. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —to  ask  him.  In  tears  or 
otherwise.  What  is  going  to  happen  to  Cen- 
tury City?  And  why  is  the  government  stal- 
ing? 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  elections,  the  member 
knows. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Just  let  me  elaborate  a 
bit  if  I  might.  When  the  Toronto-centred 
plan  was  announced  I  have  a  distinct  recol- 
lection of   the   then   Prime   Minister   saying 
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very  firmly  that  the  basic  principles  of  the 
plan  were  not  going  to  be  violated. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Was  it  you?  Okay,  all 
the  better.  I  am  dealing  with  you  rather 
than  the  former  Prime  Minister— that  while 
the  government  was  inviting  representations 
from  the  various  municipalities  and  that  in 
effect  whatever  those  representations  led  to 
by  way  of  minor  changes  in  the  plan,  it  was 
not  going  to  alter  the  basic  approach  of  the 
plan  and  that  applied  immediately. 

Okay,  what  are  we  waiting  for  in  Century 
City,  because  Century  City  is  completely  in 
conflict  with  the  Toronto-centred  plan?  The 
objective  of  the  Toronto- centred  plan  was 
for  300,000  people  in  zone  2.  There  are  now 
160,000  people  in  zone  2.  By  the  natural 
increase  in  population  it  will  be  up  to  the 
limit  fixed  by  government  by  the  year  2000. 
If  Century  City  is  going  to  plump  down— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  faster  than  that 
actually. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well  my  guess— you  are 
right.  If  Century  City  is  going  to  be  setting 
down  new  cities  of  40,000  or  50,000,  then 
your  original  plan,  which  you  asserted  was 
not  going  to  be  violated,  is  going  to  go  out 
the  window.  So  I  ask  the  minister  a  simple, 
forthright  question.  What  is  going  to  happen 
with  Century  City  and  why  do  you  stall  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  I  mentioned 
that  there  are  some,  what  we  call,  conflicts 
with  the  Toronto-centred  plan,  some  28  of 
them  which  represented  major  departures 
from  the  original  plan  either  by  way  of 
objections  to  what  we  had  proposed  or  by 
way  of  modification,  by  way  perhaps  of 
differences  between  government  departments. 

Each  one  of  these  conflicts  is  in  the 
process  of  being  sorted  out  by  the  cabinet 
committee  and  when  that  is  done  we  will 
know  the  fate  of  Century  City. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  will  not  be  now.  It  certainly 
will  not  be  before  the  election. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Some  of  the  modi- 
fications or  changes  which  have  been  sug- 
gested are  in  complete  contradiction  to  the 
original  plan.  I  can  think  of  one  or  two  of 
them  which  make  the  plan  much  better. 
Simply  because  it  was  in  complete  contra- 
diction to  the  plan  does  not  mean  that  it 
is  necessarily  going  to  be  rejected  out  of 
hand. 


In  the  case  of  Century  City,  I  thmk  it 
has  achieved  some  prominence  because  thei-e 
have  been  rather  loud,  and  rightly  so,  lobbies, 
petitions,  on  both  sides— both  for  it  and 
against  it.  It  does,  as  you  say,  violate  the 
original  concept  of  the  Toronto-centred  plan 
and  whether  or  not  it  can  be  accommodated 
I  am  noc  prepared  to  say  at  this  moment. 

Of  course,  I  think  the  other  thing  that 
has  to  be  remembered  is  that  it  was  never  an 
approved  official  plan  of  the  township.  It 
has  never  been  approved  by  the  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs.  There  has  never  been, 
to  my  knowledge,  any  approval  given  by 
the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission, 
even  if  the  plan  had  been  approved  by  The 
Department  of  Municipal  Affairs. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  All  the  more  reason  why 
the  minister  a  long  time  ago  should  cancel 
Century  City  out.  I  come  back,  what  are 
you  stalling  for? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  woidd  expect  that 
we  would  be  giving  an  answer  on  that,  in 
combination  with  a  few  other  things.  In 
fairness  to  it,  if  we  make  a  modification,  for 
example,  on  the  west  side  of  Toronto,  which 
substantially  reduces  population— I  am  not 
saying  this  is  happening— we  might  want 
then  to  develop  ways  to  increase  the  popu- 
lation somewhere  else  for  a  variant.  I  think 
we  are  keeping  some  of  the  options  open. 
You  will  have  your  answer  soon. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  does  that  mean? 
Weeks,  months? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  After  the  elec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the 
minister  was  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs, 
I  asked  him  when  he  was  going  to  initiate 
a  study  of  Brant  county  for  a  regional  study 
in  that  area.  He  said  he  was  waiting  until 
the  money  would  be  available.  Now  that  he 
is  Treasurer  and  in  control  of  the  purse- 
strings,  I  am  wondering  if  he  has  changed 
his  mind  or  has  made  funds  available  or 
intends  to  make  funds  available  to  initiate 
some  kind  of  study? 

This  matter  has  been  raised  with  the 
current  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr. 
Bales)  and  it  was  pointed  out  to  him  that 
perhaps  it  could  be  integrated  with  the 
Haldimand-Norfolk  study  that  is  going  on 
in  that  area  right  now.  Of  course,  I  imagine 
the  minister  is  aware  of  the  development 
that  is  going  on  to  the  south  of  Brantford? 
Land    assembly   schemes    are    developing   or 
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being  organized  in  the  Brantford  area  and 
it  is  probably  a  ver>'  appropriate  time  now 
to  start  taking  some  action.  I  wonder  if  the 
minister  could  give  me  some  indication  at 
this  moment  what  the  plans  are  m  that  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  afraid  you 
would  have  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs.  To  my  knowledge,  there  was  money 
placed  in  the  estimates  of  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs  for  such  studies  as  Brant, 
but  I  cannot  tell  you  what  his  priorities  are— 
whether  he  proposes  to  use  those  funds  at  all 
around  Brant  or  in  some  other  part  of  the 
province.  I  can  only  tell  you,  in  terms  of  the 
suggestion  that  there  be  an  integration  be- 
tween the  Haldimand-Norfolk  study  and  the 
proposed  Brant  study,  both  of  which  would 
not  be  done  by  my  department  but  by 
Municipal  Affairs,  that  I  doubt  whether  that 
idea  would  be  enthusiastically  received  in 
Haldimand-Norfolk. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  quite  agree  with  that, 
Mr.  Chairman.  There  is  a  feeling  in  the 
Haldimand-Norfolk  area  of  being  inimdated 
by  the  Brantford  area  because  of  the  popu- 
lation difference. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  do  not  love 
them,  that  is  for  sure. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  do  not  deny  that  this 
may  be  a  legitimate  concern  on  their  part, 
but  at  the  same  time  I  wish  that  the  two 
ministers,  or  your  people,  would  carry  on 
discussions  together  sometimes,  I  hope,  or 
you  talk  together  and  sort  these  things  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Both  those  things 
come  under  The  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Well,  the  Minister  of 
Municipal  Affairs  does  not  know  anything.  I 
asked  him  and  he  says  he  does  not  have  the 
money.  This  was  only  last  week.  I  wish 
the  t\vo  ministers  would  get  together  and  de- 
cide what  the  heck  is  going  on,  because  the 
people  up  there  are  trying  to  find  out  what 
is  happening.  There  is  development  going 
on,  and  again  we  are  going  to  get  ourselves 
in  the  same  kind  of  trap  where  industry  is 
springing  out,  urban  pressure  is  coming  in 
and  there  is  need  for  some  co-ordinated  trans- 
portation. There  are  new  expressways  going 
in,  and  there  is  a  request  for  reactivating  a 
rail  line,  and  nobody  seems  to  know  what  is 
happening.  Surely  if  we  are  going  to  have 
a  department  of  regional  development  and 
if  it  merits  the  title  then  perhaps  this  gov- 


ernment will  start  looking  into  some  of  these 
things. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  say  to 
the  minister  that  ever  since  I  came  into  this 
House  I  have  always  been  confused  by  the 
confusion  in  government.  I  have  felt,  for  a 
while  that  we  have  got  things  so  split  up  that 
it  is  practically  impossible  for  any  depart- 
ment to  do  a  reasonable  job. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  it  going  to  be  like 
if  they  ever  get  in? 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  it  gives  me  some  work 
to  do  during  the  early  part! 

I  think  when  we  take  a  look  at  regional 
development,  we  cannot  divorce  it  from 
regional  government,  from  planning  or  from 
the  Ontario  Housing  operations  or  The  De- 
partment of  Trade  and  Development.  We  are 
in  a  very  strange  situation,  where  one  depart- 
ment purports  to  make  the  decisions  in  regard 
to  what  is  best  in  an  economic  way  for  the 
province  without  actually  taking  into  con- 
sideration what  is  happening  within  the  other 
departments. 

I  am  not  saying  they  do  not  speak  to  each 
other,  but  I  think  it  is  impossible  to  set  up 
reasonable  and  logical  regional  government 
units,  it  is  impossible  to  do  any  reasonable 
planning  in  regard  to  housing,  it  is  virtually 
impossible  to  do  any  kind  of  industrial  plan- 
ning unless  you  put  all  of  these  departments 
together. 

I  have  often  wondered  why  the  govern- 
ment does  not  take  all  of  its  planning  func- 
tions and  put  them  within  one  dejyartment. 
Why  do  we  not  have  the  initial  studies  into 
regional  government  as  an  integrated  part  of 
regional  development?  Why,  when  we  plan 
to  develop  major  housing  projects,  is  this 
not  done  in  conjunction  with  the  overall 
planning  of  regional  development?  Why, 
when  we  are  looking  at  the  use  of  the  shore- 
hne,  is  this  not  looked  at  within  the  overall 
planning  function  of  regional  development? 
Why,  when  we  decide  to  either  cut  off  or 
expand  metropolitan  areas,  is  this  not  done 
within  regional  development  rather  than 
within  the  planning  of  The  Department  of 
Municipal  Affairs? 

The  whole  function  of  that  section  of  the 
department  that  deals  with  regional  develop- 
ment seems  to  operate  like  two  left  shoes,  if 
I  can  put  it  that  way.  There  does  not  seem 
to  be  any  overall  planning  concept  or  overall 
planning  function,  and  we  are  going  to  end 
up  with  The  Department  of  Municipal  Affairs 
making  decisions  on  the  one  hand  and  The 
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Department  of  Trade  and  Development 
making  decisions  on  the  other  hand  about 
different  things,  each  of  which  affects  to  a 
great  extent  the  regional  development  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  where  he 
has  given  consideration  to  placing  before  his 
cabinet  colleagues  the  prospect  of  either 
establis'hing  a  ministry  to  deal  with  these 
things  or  at  least  bringing  all  of  those  func- 
tions under  one  minister  so  that  when  the 
minister  stands  up  to  speak  about  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  and  the  economic  develop- 
ment of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  he  can  talk 
^bout  it  in  an  overall  way. 

He  can  talk  about  the  kind  of  expansion 
we  are  going  to  have  in  metropolitan  areas 
because  he  is  responsible  for  it.  Not  only  is 
he  responsible  for  the  expansion  itself  but 
he  is  responsible  for  all  of  the  components 
that  go  into  it,  and  he  can  make  decisions 
on  whether  housing  projects  are  gone  ahead 
with  or  whether  they  are  scrapped.  He  can 
inake  decisions  on  whether  we  are  going  to 
build  along  the  shoreline  or  build  15  miles 
back  or  whether  we  are  going  to  build  in 
northern  Ontario  or  southern  Ontario.  He 
oa.n  decide  whether  regional  government  is 
going  to  be  operative  or  not  because  he  has 
all  of  the  component  parts  within  his  juris- 
diction. 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister,  if  he  can 
stop  laughing  for  a  moment,  whether  he 
might  be  able  to  explain  to  me  why  there  is 
such  a  split  where  obviously  all  of  these 
functions  should  fit  well  together. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  it  is  com- 
pletely impractical  to  put  all  the  functions 
which  the  member  has  described  into  one  de- 
partment. It  would  encompass  a  great  deal 
of  the  government  and  would  be  completely 
unmanageable.  I  think  it  is  unrealistic  to 
divorce  the  planning  functions  from  the  pro- 
gramme activities  of  a  number  of  the  de- 
partments which  the  member  has  mentioned. 
I  think  an  integral  part  of  any  department, 
any  programme,  is  the  planning  function. 

The  great  problem  of  government  has  been, 
and  continues  to  be,  and  will  be  for  some 
time,  to  bring  these  things  together  into  a 
government-wide  programme.  This  is  accom- 
plished by  bringing  a  number  of  departments 
together  in  task  forces,  in  what  are  known  as 
liaison  committees  which,  in  turn,  report  to 
the  advisory  committee,  consisting  of  some 
nine  government  departments,  the  deputy 
minister  level,  chaired  by  the  Deputy  Minis- 
ter of  Treasury  and  Economics,  and  of  which 


the  regional  development  branch  is  the  secre- 
tariat to  the  advisory  committee. 

The  advisory  committee,  in  turn,  reports 
to  a  cabinet  committee  which,  in  turn,  reports 
to  the  whole  cabinet.  Now  the  cabinet  com- 
mittee—and perhaps  I  might  say  a  word  about 
this— has  been  reorganized  within  the  last 
month  or  so.  Whereas  formerly  there  was  a 
cabinet  committee  on  policy  development 
which  dealt  with  a  number  of  areas,  there  is 
now  specifically  a  cabinet  committee  on  eco- 
nomic and  regional  development  composed 
of  the  four  or  five  ministers  most  directly 
connected  with  this  whole  problem— the  prob- 
lems mentioned  by  the  member  for  Went- 
worth— who  are  meeting  weekly  to  resolve 
just  exactly  the  sort  of  problems  which  you 
have  mentioned. 

The  departments  represented  include 
Treasury,  Municipal  Affairs,  Trade  and  De- 
velopment—which includes  ODC  and  OHC— 
Energy,  which  includes  both  Hydro  and 
OWRC  and  the  deparbnent  itself,  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications  and  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs,  so  that  those  departments 
are  meeting  regularly,  or  the  ministers  of 
those  departments  with  support  staff  are  meet- 
ing regularly. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  let  us  for  a  moment  take 
The  Department  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment. Before  The  Department  of  Trade  and 
Development  makes  a  decision  to  grant  an 
EIO  loan  or  any  kind  of  a  loan  to  a  com- 
pany to  locate,  is  this  sent  to  the  department 
of  regional  development  prior  to  this  happen- 
ing? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Do  you  approve  this  before  it 
is  finally  granted? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  comment. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  comment?  When  you  say 
you  comment,  do  you  comment  on  the  appro- 
priateness of  this  company? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  pun  gently. 

Mr.  Deans:  Pungently,  I  see.   Okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  make  sure  that 
it  is  compatible  with  the  regional  develop- 
ment plan.  If  it  is  not  we  would  comment 
rather  strongly,  and  those  things  then  have 
a  way  of  coming  to  an  end,  not  always  but— 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  what  regional  develop- 
ment plan  do  we  actually  have  that  it  has  to 
be  compatible  with  before  you  agree  to  it. 
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and  what  regional  development  plan  has 
actually  been  adopted  by  the  government  that 
requires  an  approval  before  anything  can  be 
done? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  good  point— none 
as  yet,  except  TCR  is  accepted  as  the  concep- 
tual plan.  And  what  we  are  looking  at,  the 
things  which  would  now  come  to  the  advisory 
committee  or  the  cabinet  committee,  are 
things  which  would  come  to  see  if  they  are 
compatible  with  the  conceptual  plan,  for 
example,  for  northwestern  Ontario. 

For  example,  in  the  northwestern  Ontario 
plan  one  of  the  59  recommendations  is— 
and  I  assume  this  will  also  be  true  in  the 
northeastern  plan  without  even  seeing  the 
northeastern  plan— that  we  should  avoid  new 
townsites  at  all  costs  and  try  and  use  existing 
townsites. 

So  if  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs 
and  the  Minister  of  Mines  and  Northern 
Affairs  (Mr.  Bemier)  came  waltzing  in  with 
a  new  townsite,  we  would  check  it  against 
that  conceptual  statement  of  government 
policy,  or  statement  of  conceptual  policy- 
well,  perhaps,  no— I  had  better  not  put  it 
that  way. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  soon  does  the  minister 
feel  that  we  will  be  able  to  have  something 
in  black  and  white  that  we  might  be  able 
to  look  at  to  determine  what  the  economic 
plans— I  am  talking  about  economics  for  a 
moment  rather  than  any  other— of  the  prov- 
ince are?  How  soon  will  we  have  some  clear 
indication  from  the  government  of  what  it 
proposes  to  do;  which  areas  it  actually 
proposes  to  encourage  for  development  pur- 
poses; which  areas  we  would  hope  to  see 
encouraged  for  recreational  purposes  as 
opposed  to  industrial,  so  that  the  people  in 
the  area  have  an  idea  of  what  to  expect  for 
the  future? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  the  member 
is  aware  that  we  embarked  on  a  route, 
righdy  or  wrongly,  some  years  ago  of  instead 
of  preparing  a  provincial  plan,  preparing  10 
provincial  plans- 
Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  but  they  all  become  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —which  fitted  to- 
gether will  form  the  provincial  plan. 

I  am  guessing  1%  to  two  years  before 
we  have  that  sort  of  clear  statement  of  an 
overall  provincial  plan  and  I  think  there  will 
be  a  great  deal  of  refining  to  do  after  that. 
We  are  behind.  I  make  no  apologies  about 
that 


What  we  have  run  into  in  the  Toronto- 
centred  plan  alone  has  set  us  back,  I 
suppose,  a  good  six  months. 

Mr.  Deans:  Does  the  minister  feel  then 
that  it  makes  sense  to  continue  to  step  up 
regional  governmental  units  while  this  study 
is  going  on?  Does  he  not  feel  that  there  is 
a  certain  dependency  on  the  final  decision 
in  regard  to  regional  development  and  that, 
in  actual  fact,  to  set  up  units  of  adminis- 
tration before  one  determines  where  the 
growth  centres  are  going  to  be  does  not 
make  a  lot  of  sense? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  we  have  to.  I 
think  it  is  necessary.  With  the  regional 
governments  which  have  been  set  up  or 
proposed,  we  are  not  in  violation  of  any 
plans  which  will  follow  later. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Item    5   carried?    Carried. 
Vote  2402  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  order  to  comply  with 
the  10:30  closing,  we  should  now  have  a 
motion  to  rise  and  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  For  the  benefit  of  the 
committee,  I  might  point  out  too  that  that 
completed  vote  2402  and  that  there  are  now 
25  hours  and  25  minutes  remaining  for  con- 
sideration of  the  estimates,  which  includes 
the  concurrence  time  of  25  hours. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  committee  of  supply 
reports  that  it  has  come  to  certain  resolutions 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
moving  that  the  House  adjourn,  I  would 
intimate  that  we  will  continue  with  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Treasury 
tomorrow.  If  they  are  concluded  I  would 
hope  to  go  to  the  order  paper  for  some 
second  readings,  particularly  the  bills  intro- 
duced by  the  Provincial  Secretary  (Mr. 
Yaremko)  and  the  University  of  Toronto 
bill,  and  possibly  we  may  have  time  for 
others. 
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Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  When 
the  House  leader  says  "complete  the  Trea- 
sury," does  he  mean  the  whole  of  the 
Treasury  Board  and  Civil  Service  and  Pro- 
vincial Auditor? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  right. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Once 
I  get  wound  up— 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Could  the 
House   leader  indicate   what  is   wrong   with 


order  number  5  that  it  sits  on  the  order  paper 
for  so  long? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  We  are  just  not  ready 
to  call  it  for  third  reading  yet. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The    House    adjourned    at    10:30    o'clock, 
p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon  in  the  east 
gallery  we  have  students  from  Vincent  Mas- 
sey  Public  School  in  Oshawa. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  announce  to  the 
House  this  afternoon  the  appointment  of  the 
Committee  to  Study  the  Costs  of  Education 
in  the  Elementary  and  Secondary  Schools  of 
Ontario,  and  the  terms  of  reference  under 
which  the  committee  will  carry  out  its  assign- 
ment. 

The  objectives  are  to  provide  for  a  full 
review  of  the  costs  of  education  in  relation 
to  the  aims,  objectives,  programmes  and 
priorities  of  the  educational  system,  and  to 
evaluate  the  programmes  in  the  light  of 
the  experience  with  them  and  the  require- 
ments of  the  present  day.  More  specifically, 
the  purposes  are: 

1.  To  study  the  use  of  the  financial  re- 
sources being  provided  for  elementary  and 
secondary  education  in  Ontario  in  the  at- 
tainment of  the  educational  goals; 

2.  To  examine  the  present  grant  plan  to 
determine  if  the  various  difi^erentiating  fac- 
tors sudi  as  course,  level— that  is  elementary 
and  secondary-Hand  type— ordinary  and  extra- 
ordinary—generate funds  in  proper  balance 
consistent  with  the  needs  for  the  attainment 
of  desirable  educational  objectives; 

3.  To  examine  the  implications  of  ceilings 
on  expenditures  by  local  school  boards, 
including  the  effect  on  the  decision-making 
and  autonomy  of  local  school  boards; 

4.  To  examine  the  various  aspects  of  school 
programmes  with  particular  reference  to  in- 
novations and  new  concepts,  as,  for  example, 
the  open  plan  organization,  technical  and 
commercial  programmes,  and  use  of  educa- 
tional technology,  with  a  view  to  designing 
and  recommending  research  studies  to  deter- 
mine the  effectiveness  of  these  concepts  in 
relation  to  the  aims  and  objectives  of  edu- 
cation, these  studies  to  be  conducted  by  con- 
tract  arrangements    with    research   agencies; 
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5.  To  communicate  and  consult  with 
groups  and  organizations  representative  of 
parents,  teachers,  trustees,  students,  and  other 
interested  parties; 

6.  After  due  study  and  consideration,  to 
make  recommendations  and  to  submit  a  re- 
port or  reports  to  the  government  with  re- 
spect to  the  matters  inquired  into  under 
the  terms  set  out. 

It  will  be  seen,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
committee  will  be  able  to  go  into  all  aspects 
of  the  financing  of  education  and  to  enable 
emphasis  to  be  placed  on  the  quality  of 
education  and  its  accountability  to  the  public 
it  serves. 

The  chairman  of  the  committee  will  be  Mr. 
Thomas  A,  McEwan.  Mr.  McEwan  is  a 
graduate  in  commerce  from  Queen's  Univer- 
sity, Kingston,  and  is  president  of  Benton, 
Dickinson  and  Company,  Canada,  Limited, 
Clarkson.  He  has  been  most  active  in  com- 
munity service  and  in  particular,  in  the 
field  of  education.  Mr.  McEwan  is  a  former 
president  of  the  Ontario  Society  for  Crippled 
Children.  He  was  the  founding  chairman  of 
the  board  of  governors.  University  of  Guelph, 
and  in  recognition  of  his  service  to  that  in- 
stitution was  named  a  fellow.  University  of 
Guelph,  in  1969.  Mr.  McEwan's  interest 
and  wealth  of  experience  in  educational 
endeavours  will  be  most  helpful  in  the  work 
of  the  committee. 

Other  members  of  the  committee,  Mr. 
Speaker,  are  as  follows: 

Mrs,  Hazel  Farr,  a  specialist  in  primary 
education  at  Elgin  Avenue  Public  School, 
Simcoe; 

Paul  E.  Arsenault,  senior  partner  of  Arsen- 
ault,  Desmarais  and  Company,  chartered  ac- 
countants, and  chairman  of  the  finance  com- 
mittee, Laurentian  University,   Sudbury; 

Mr.  Lawrence  M.  Kerr,  of  Chatham,  a 
prominent  Kent  county  farmer; 

Dr.  William  G.  Phillips,  educator  and  econ- 
omist. Dean  of  the  Faculty  of  Arts  and 
Science,  University  of  Windsor; 

John  C.  Ronson,  a  specialist  in  manage- 
ment development  and  organization  planning 
at  the  Steel  Company  of  Canada  and  past 
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chairman  of  the  board  of  governors,   Sheri- 
dan College; 

Douglas  C.  Trowell,  president  of  Shore- 
acres  Broadcasting  and  general  manager  of 
radio  station  CKEY,   Toronto. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  That  is  a 
pretty  representative  group  the  minister  has 
there. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  That  is  for 
sure.  Right!  The  minister  is  going  to  the 
other  end  of  the  spectrum  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  As  previously  announced. 
Dr.  J.  R.  McCarthy  will  act  in  a  full-time 
capacity  as  executive  director  of  the  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

COMMITTEE  TO  STUDY  THE  COSTS 
OF  EDUCATION  IN  ONTARIO 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Education  if  he  is  placing  a  lime 
limit  on  the  deliberations  of  this  committee 
now  that  three  months  have  elapsed  since  he 
first  announced  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  naturally— 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Post 
election. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —I  want  the  committee 
to  take  the  time  that  is  required  to  go  into 
this  matter  in  some  detail.  I  would  be  hope- 
ful that  their  report  would  be  ready  in  about 
18  months. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  minis- 
ter says  18  months. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  am  also  very  anxious 
that  the  committee  might  address  itself— 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  horse  has  been  stolen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  We  will  go  through  that 
no  doubt  in  our  estimates  consideration. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  government  goes  around 
looking  at  the  bam  door  and  waits  three 
months  before  trying  to  close  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  knows  very 
well  that  is  not  the  case.  I  draw  attention 
to  item  No.  3  in  the  terms  of  reference;  that 
is  the  examination  of  the  implication  on 
ceilings.  It  would  be  my  intention  to  ask 
the  committee  to  address  itself  to  that  par- 
ticular matter  as  soon  as  it  can  because  I 


would  like  a  preliminary  report  on  that, 
particularly  as  it  might  have  reference  to 
the   1972  ceilings. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Right. 
About  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  the  minister  what 
his  former  deputy  has  been  doing  since  he 
was  replaced  on  May  I,  or  was  it  June  1, 
and  his  appointment  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Dr.  McCarthy  has  been 
quite  busy  in  the  preparation  of  the  organi- 
zation of  the  materials  that  will  be  neces- 
sary- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Always  busy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —for  this  particular  com- 
mittee. He  has  been  doing  a  great  deal  of 
research  himself  in  preparation  for  this 
announcement  today.  As  a  result  of  the 
work  that  he  has  been  able  to  do,  we  will 
be  prepared  to  share  this  with  the  com- 
mittee and  take  their  direction  with  respect 
to  the  research  projects  and  the  agenda 
which  the  chairman  and  the  members  of  the 
committee  will  want  to  follow  as  soon  as 
they  meet. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister,  in  his  terms  of  reference,  or  his 
private  direction  to  the  committee  indicating 
that  they  should  co-operate  with  the  standing 
committee  on  human  resources  in  the  re- 
searches that  they  have  attempted  to  under- 
take without  assistance  during  the  last  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  would  hope  whatever 
materials  and  whatever  research  have  been 
made  available  to  the  human  resources 
committee  would  be  made  available  to  this 
committee  as  well,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  minister  not  embarrassed 
by  making  this  kind  of  announcement  today? 
Where  is  the  minister's  sense  of  humour? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Is  the  member  not  embarrassed  by  asking 
a  question  like  that? 


FARM  MARKETING  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Attorney  General.  Have  his  legal 
ofiBcers  and  advisers  examined  the  judgeanent 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  con- 
nection with  farm  marketing  as  to  its  appli- 
cation   to    the    laws    of    Ontario?    Can    he 
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indicate  to  the  House  what  the  conclusions 
would  be? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  sir.  We  have 
not.  We  received  notice  yesterday  morning 
from  our  Ottawa  agent  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  had  given  judgement  just 
yesterday  morning  in  this   matter. 

The  reasons  are  very  lengthy.  Several 
judges  have  given  views.  While  they  all,  I 
think  with  one  exception,  concur  in  the 
final  result,  many  of  them  have  given  varying 
reasons.  I  have  not  seen  the  reasons  for 
judgement  yet,  even  though  it  was  supposed 
to  be  delivered  here  late  yesterday  afternoon. 
The  deputy  minister  has  not  seen  the  reasons 
for  judgement  yet.  They  may  have  been 
received  within  the  last  hour  down  at  our 
King  Street  oflGces  but  in  no  way  have  we 
yet  been  able  properly  to  assess  or  evaluate 
tie  decision. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Does  the 
minister  agree  with  his  colleague,  the  Min- 
ister of  Agriculture  (Mr.  Stewart),  that  the 
judgement  has  no  influence  nor  effect  on 
our  legislation?  If  so,  if  that  is  the  case,  why 
did  he  send  down  a  representative,  or  at 
least  an  observer,  under  instruction  of  this 
government  and  his  department,  to  take 
part  in  the  hearings  and  argue  against  what 
eventually  was  the  decision  of  the  court? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  sorry.  I  guess 
I  was  not  able  to  make  myself  understood 
by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  I  have 
indicated  that  I  have  not  been  able  to  see 
the  judgement.  I  have  not  been  able  properly 
to  evaluate  or  assess  it  in  relation  to  Ontario's 
laws.  As  soon  as  I— 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  not  prepared 
to  say  whether  or  not  he  agrees  with  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  in  this? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  I  usually  see  eye  to  eye 
on  a  lot  of  things.  On  this  particular  matter, 
because  I  have  not  seen  the  judgement  itself, 
1  have  not  been  able  properly  to  assess  it. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would  it 
be  fair  then  to  say  that  the  statement  made 
by  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  in  the  House 
yesterday  was  based  on  something  a  bit 
short  of  the  full  knowledge  of  the  decision 
of  the  court  and  its  application  to  our 
legislation? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Surely  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  is  not  indicating  that  every 


question  he  asks  in  this  House  is  fair  or  not, 
is  he? 

Mr.  Nixon:  No,  I  am  trying  to  assess  the 
minister's  answer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Samia  has 
a  supplementary? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Yes,  recog- 
nizing that  a  reply  to  the  decision  does  not 
apply  to  this  question,  would  the  Attorney 
General  advise  us— 

Mr.  Speaker:  That,  of  course,  is  the  hon. 
member's  view. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  I  suppose  I  am  en- 
titled   to    some    view.    In    any    event,    Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.   Speaker:   But  not  entitied  to  a  pre- 
amble to  his  question. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  I  apologize  and  I 
retract  the  preamble.  Would  the  Attorney 
General  advise  us  how  the  Ontario  legisla- 
tion does  not  fall  within  the  trade  and  com- 
merce section  of  The  British  North  America 
Act? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  in  a  position  today  to  indicate  that. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  way  of  supplementary,  the  At- 
torney General  indicated  that  there  was  one 
dissenting  opinion.  Could  he  tell  us  which 
judge  gave  the  dissenting  opinion,  because 
I  did  not  catch  that? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  indicated  that 
I  thought  there  were  a  number  of  varying 
reasons  for  judgement.  All  I  am  going  on 
are  three  rather  widely  divergent  press  re- 
ports that  I  read  last  night  and  this  morning, 
in  respect  of  the  Toronto  press,  which  in 
some  very  crucial  elements  differed  as  to 
what  was  said  by  some  of  the  learned  jus- 
tices of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  Ob- 
viously, I  want  to  take  a  look  at  these. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  is  the  Attorney  General 
suggesting  that  there  was  anything  less  than 
a  unanimous  opinion? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Have  you  got  the 
judgements?  If  the  hon.  member  has  the 
judgements  over  there,  I  would  be  glad  to 
see  them  from  him. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  Attorney  General  has 
them.  We  do  not  have  them. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  have 
them. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  flew  them  in  yesterday. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  have  not  seen 
them  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  member  for 
High  Park  has  the  floor  for  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Will  the 
minister,  after  seeing  the  judgement  and  the 
reasons  for  judgement,  presumably  within 
the  next  day  or  two,  if  he  comes  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  Ontario  legislation  is  aflFect- 
ed  by  this  judgement,  will  he  so  advise  the 
House  later  or  at  the  beginning  of  the  next 
week? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  we  are  deal- 
ing with  a  hypothetical  question  here— if, 
if,  if,  all  down  the  line.  Certain  opinions  of 
the  Attorney  General  in  respect  of  the  valid- 
ity or  non-validity  of  Ontario  legislation 
obviously  are  not  questions  that  should  be 
broadcast  publicly.  Whether  they  will  be  or 
not,  I  do  not  know.  I  am  not  trying  to  pre- 
judge the  matter,  as  some  members  opposite 
obviously  are,  but  until  I  see  the  judgement- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  That  is  a  matter  of  opin- 
ion. The  minister  should  have  been  ruled  out 
of  order. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Sure,  it  is  a  matter 
of  opinion.  I  thought  the  hon.  member  was 
expressing  a  matter  of  opinion  a  little  while 
ago. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr,  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Tomorrow 
they  will  give  us  the  answer. 


CENTURY  CITY 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs:  Following  the 
decision  by  the  Uxbridge  township  council 
last  night  pertaining  to  Century  City,  is  the 
minister  now  prepared  to  announce  to  the 
House  the  government's  decision  as  to  whe- 
ther the  plan  will  continue  or  not? 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  read  the  report  of 
the  decision  in  the  morning  paper,  as  the 
hon.  member  did,  and  I  think  it  speaks  for 
itself.  We  would  have  to  deal  with  this 
through  the  Toronto-centred  region  propos- 
als. I  think  the  answer  is  obvious. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker:  When  can  we  expect  the 
minister  to  give  us  some  report  on  the  gov- 
ernment's decision  with  regard  to  Century 
City? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  will  come  before  the 
Treasurer's  committee  considering  that  whole 
matter  of  change  in  population,  if  any,  and 
plans  for  that  area.  The  Uxbridge  council 
last  night  declined  the  matter,  and  I  think 
it  is  quite  obvious  that  if  they  have  declined 
it  that  certainly  has  to  be  taken  into  consi- 
deration. It  was  not  under  the  original  To- 
ronto-centred region  concept  in  any  event. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  further  supplemen- 
tary question:  Is  the  minister  in  effect  say- 
ing that  the  final  decision  on  this  issue  rests 
with  the  provincial  Treasurer  through  the 
Toronto-centred  plan  rather  than  with  him- 
self? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  Toronto-centred  re- 
gion concept  and  the  announcements  imder 
that  will  come  from  the  Treasmrer,  not  from 
me. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  the  way  of  supplementary: 
If  I  understand  the  meaning  of  the  minister's 
phrase  "it  should  be  obvious,"  he  is  saying 
to  the  House  that  the  govemmrait  will  sup- 
port Uxbridge  township  in  the  rejection  of 
Century  City? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Under  the  Toronto-centred 
region  concept  as  it  stands  today,  that  area 
was  not  looked  upon  as  a  growth  centre. 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Of  course  it  violates  the 
concept. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary:  What 
kind  of  tentative  approval  in  fact  was  given 
the  developers  of  Century  City  in  the  first 
place?  Is  the  minister  prepared  to  say  cate- 
gorically that  approval  of  his  predecessor 
or  any  of  the  other  planning  ministers  in 
the  government  was  never  given  even 
tentatively? 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Five 
ministers  were  in  on  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition is  asking  that  I  answer  that  categori- 
cally. To  my  understanding  there  was  no 
approval  given  for  that  concept.  There  were 
discussions  but  I  am  not  aware  of  any  ap- 
proval or  anything  else   being   given  to  it. 
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There  were:  discussions,  I  am  sure,  by  de- 
velopers who  were  interested  in  it,  but 
nothing  beyond. 

Mr.    Nixon:    Funny    there    was    so    much 
misunderstanding    on    the    other   side. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  mean  Rev- 
enue Properties  assembled  all  that  land  and 
met  with  the  minister's  predecessor  with- 
out knowing- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  may  now  have  the  floor,  if 
he  wishes  and  if  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition has  completed. 


NO-FAULT  INSURANCE 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  very  nice  of  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  a  question— I  am  not  sure 
whether  it  goes  to  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  or  the  Minister  of 
Health.  I  will  begin  with  the  Minister  of 
Health. 

Since  it  is  true  that  the  Ontario  Hospital 
Services  Commission  in  1969,  the  last  year 
for  which  we  have  records,  recovered  pri- 
marily from  automobile  insurance  companies 
in  Ontario  over  $5  million  by  way  either  of 
hospital  services  or  damages  or  negligence 
which  were  in  part  covered  by  OHSC,  under 
the  new  no-fault  insurance  will  the  Hospital 
Services  Commission  be  able  to  recover  that 
sum  of  money  again? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Plealth ) :  I  think  the  question  properly 
should  be  directed,  as  was  suggested,  to  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs, 
and  perhaps  added  to  it  should  be  the  ques- 
tion involving  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  the  Ontario  medical  care 
insurance  plan! 

By  way  of  supplementary  to  my  initial 
question,  which  I  am  redirecting,  all  of  these 
agencies  of  government  apparently  recovered 
well  in  excess  of  $5  million— somewhere  be- 
tween $5  million  and  $10  million— from  the 
automobile  insurance  companies  which  the 
legislation,  as  I  understand  it,  has  precluded. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
new  legislation  proposes  to  extend  the  cover- 
age to  enrich  the  benefits  by  making  the 
coverage  mandatory.  I  do  not  tliink  we  have 
changed -the  procedures  under  the  Act  ex- 
cept  that   a  person   deals    directly  with   the 


insurer.  I  do  not  know  at  the  moment  that 
this  affects  the  government  or  changes  the 
approach  it  has  to  take;  as  we  debate  the 
bill,  perhaps  we  can  examine  that  further. 
But  our  approach  to  this  legislation  was  an 
extension  of  coverage,  a  mandatory  require- 
ment, an  enrichment  of  benefits,  a  speedy 
payment— those  are  the  particular  terms  of 
the  legislation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  the 
provision  of  recovery  was  originally  based 
on  proof  of  fault.  Since  this  is  no-fault  in- 
surance, I  take  it  therefore  that  the  recovery 
can  no  longer  be  made,  in  which  case  the 
Province  of  Ontario  loses  through  Ontario 
Hospital,  Ontario  Health  Services  and  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  a  recovery  sum 
of  between  $5  million  and  $10  million, 
which  may  well  be  as  it  should  under  no- 
fault  insurance. 

Hon.  Mr.   Wishart:    It  may  well  be   that 
that   is    as   it  should.    It   may   well   also   be 
that  arrangements   can  be  made  to  recover 
proper   debt- 
Mr.  Lewis:  How?  There  is  no  fault. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  does  not  mean  the 
payment  cannot  be  directed  or  recovered 
by  other  arrangements. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  why 
are  no  other  arrangements  mentioned  any- 
where in  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  They  would  not  neces- 
sarily need  to  be  in  the  bill;  they  could  be 
in  regulations. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  did  this  government  not 
ask  the  insurance  companies  to  lower  their 
premiums  commensurate  to  a  saving  of  be- 
tween $5  million  and  $10  million,  which 
it  has  now  given  them  over  and  above  the 
$9  million  in  additional  premiums  to  cover 
the  so-called  additional  benefits? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  answer,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  very  simple:  because  we  took  the 
increased  premiums  and  enriched  the  bene- 
fits  on   the   other   side. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see.  Therefore,  by  the  way  of 
supplementary,  I  take  it  that  the  government 
included,  in  addition  to  the  $9  million,  the 
additional  $5  million  to  $10  million  which 
the  insurance  companies  would  no  longer 
have  to  pay  to  the  government  agencies  and 
which  they  previously  recovered.  ■ 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Back-door  bonanza. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  they  do  not  pay  it  to 

the  government- 


Mr.    MacDonald:    That    is    what   we    are 
doing. 


Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  very  profitable  scheme.  Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  So  am  I. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —they  pay  it  to  the  in- 
sured and  the  dependants  of  the  insured. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  They  pay  it  to 
the  shareholders. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  As 
I  understood  it,  the  increase  in  the  premium 
level— the  $9  package,  with  $7  for  death  and 
disability— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  There  is  not  an  increase. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —and  $2  for  medical  coverage 
—the  additional  $9  paid  by  the  30  per  cent 
who  were  not  previously  covered  was  to  allow 
for  the  enrichment  of  the  benefits— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  not  the  sudden  windfall 
of  an  additional  $5  million  to  $10  million 
which  is  no  longer  recoverable  by  OHSC, 
OHSIP  or  Workmen's  Compensation,  specifi- 
cally ruled  out  in  the  new  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
let  me  say  that  I  repudiate  the  words,  "in- 
creased premium."  The  premium  is  not  in- 
creased. The  premium  is  $9  for  that  coverage 
today.  Except  that  for  that  coverage  today 
there  is  a  greatly  enriched  benefit.  The  next 
step  was  to  make  mandatory  that  coverage 
at  the  same  premium  of  $9— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Increased  total  collec- 
tions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  And  the  amount  which 
the  companies  will  receive  by  reason  of  an 
enlarged  number  of  insured  who  will  pay 
that  premium  is  taken  into  account  and 
reckoned  in  the  enriched  benefits. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  should  hope  so,  considering 
they  will  be  getting  between  $14  million  and 
$15  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  But  I  do  not  think  they 
will  pay- 
Mr.  R.  Cisbom  (Hamilton  East):  No  won- 
der they  are  so  happy  aibout  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  can  com- 
pare it  with  any  other  he  likes  and  he  will 
find  it  is  much  better. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  where  the  defi- 
ciences  emerge. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  But  the  companies  are 
not  paying  less,  they  are  paying  more,  and  if 
the  government  does  not  get  it  the  insured 
will  get  it 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  insured  should  have  their 
premiums  reduced. 


THREATENED  CLOSING  OF 
WELLAND  PLANT 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Devel- 
opment. Has  the  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development  considered  intervening  in  the 
threat  on  the  part  of  Union  Carbide  in  Wel- 
land,  that  because  of  the  need  to  install  anti- 
pollution equipment  they  may  have  to  move 
their  operation  to  Beauhamois  in  Quebec,  or 
to  import  their  products  from  offshore  and 
closing  down  in  Welland? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rather  imagine 
that  my  staff  have  advised  them,  or  if  they 
have  not,  they  will  advise  them  that  loans  are 
available  for  antipollution  equipment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  company  has  already  received 
over  $200,000  by  way  of  forgivable  loans  in 
other  parts  of  Ontario.  Will  the  minister 
countenance  them  closing  down  and  packing 
up  under  these  circumstances? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  have  to  look 
into  the  situation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 


NORTH  YORK  HYDRO  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  Will  the  minister 
intervene  yet  again  in  the  hydro  dispute  in 
North  York,  as  I  gather  he  tentatively  inter- 
vened in  its  latter  stages,  although  unsuccess- 
fully? 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  are  in  touch  with  both  partners. 
We  were  this  morning  and  we  are  again  this 
afternoon. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  has 
the  minister  looked  into  the  practice  of  un- 
qualified personnel  handling  emergency  equip- 
ment during  the  strike  when,  in  fact,  mem- 
bers of  the  work  force  offered  to  handle  it  on 
an  emergency  basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  I  have  not  looked 
into  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  you  do  so? 


COSTS  INVOLVED  IN  OPENING 
OF  OLD  FORT  WILLIAM 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  one  final  question,  per- 
haps, for  the  provincial  Treasurer,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Can  the  provincial  Treasurer  indi- 
cate to  the  House  how  much  it  cost  the  gov- 
ernment of  Ontario  to  bring  the  buses  of 
children,  the  bands  and  the  personnel  dressed 
as  voyageurs  paddling  canoes,  from  Minne- 
sota to  the  site  of  the  opening  of  the  old  Fort 
William  yesterday  when  the  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis)  officiated  at  the  sod  turning?  Has  he 
an  estimate  of  cost? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  No,  I 
do  not,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  am  sure  the  Min- 
ister of  Tourism  would  be  happy  to  get  that 
figure  for  the  member.  No  doubt  it  would  be 
best  placed  on  the  order  paper. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  all,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Renfrew 
South  (Mr.  Yakabuski). 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  Who  was 
not  on  his  feet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
What  clairvoyance  do  you  have  to  recognize 
the  member  for  Renfrew  South  day  in  and 
day  out  when  he  does  not  arise  to  his  feet 
at  all? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  receive  from  many  members 
in  the  House,  notes  stating  that  they  have  a 
question.  I  have  received  some  today  from 
the  official  opposition;  I  have  received  some 
from  the  government  party.  The  organization 
here,  as  I  understand  it,  is  that  after  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  and  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  have  asked  their 
questions- 
Mr.  Peacock:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  You  might  wait  until  I  have 
finished.    The    arrangement   as   I   understand 


it,  and  I  shall  continue  to  enforce  it,  is  that 
after  the  leaders  of  the  two  opposition  parties 
have  asked  their  questions,  if  there  is  any 
member  of  the  government  benches  who  has 
a  question  he  is  entitled  to  ask  it  in  that 
rotation. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order.  I  understand  that  the  procedure  and 
routine  during  question  period  is  settled  much 
in  accord  with  your  view  of  the  way  in 
which  it  should  be  handled. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this  would  be  the 
opportune  time  for  you  to  consider  putting 
the  whole  matter  of  the  structure  of  question 
period  to  the  standing  committee  on  rules, 
or  what  is  now  called  the  procedural  affairs 
committee,  so  that  all  members  of  this  House 
who  rise  in  their  place  to  get  your  eye  have 
the  opportunity  to  ask  questions  during  the 
45  minutes  which  is  available  to  us  each  day. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  say  that  I  have  had 
very  few  complaints  from  the  members  who 
have  not  been  able  to  get  Mr.  Speaker's  eye. 
I  have  a  very  careful  record  of  the  number 
of  questions  and  supplementaries  asked  by 
the  members  and   I   go  over  that  regularly. 

I  must  say  that  it  appears  to  me  that  the 
members,  certainly  on  the  opposition  side 
of  the  House,  have  been  receiving  very  fair 
treatment.  There  have  been  more  questions 
asked  by  the  official  opposition— which  is 
quite  proper,  there  are  more  members— 
than  there  have  been  by  the  New  Democratic 
Party.  And,  by  and  large,  some  members 
in  each  of  those  parties  have  had  a  great 
many  more  questions  than  others.  That  is 
something  which  the  party  caucuses,  of 
course,  must  deal  with,  because,  as  the  hon. 
member  for  Windsor  West  has  pointed  out, 
I  endeavour  to  deal  with  the  members  as 
they  get  my  eye  either  by  rising  or  by  sending 
me  a  note. 

I  have  no  objection  whatsoever  to  the 
question  period  going  back  to  the  commit- 
tee, but  it  is  certainly  not  my  authority  to 
send  it  there,  and  if  the  House  wishes  to  do 
that  if  the  proper  motion  is  made  I  am  sure 
it  will  be  done. 

The  member  for  Renfrew  South  has  the 
floor. 


POSSIBLE  AMENDMENT  TO 
OHSC  REGULATION 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Health.  Has  the  minister  given 


3354 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


consideration  to  the  possibility  of  amending 
the  OHSC  regulation  which  is  detrimental  to 
those  residents  of  Ontario  who  might  be 
doing  missionary  work  abroad,  or  working 
abroad  in  some  other  field  for  a  couple  of 
years  or  more,  and  then  return  to  the  prov- 
ince and  find  out  that  they  cannot  be  im- 
mediately covered  for  hospitalization  in  this 
province? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  not,  but  I  would  think  not  only  in  rela- 
tion to  that  particular  circumstance  but  per- 
haps in  relation  to  those  on  government 
service,  thi5  might  be  something  to  be  looked 
into.  I  will  assess  it  and  get  in  touch  with 
the  hon.   member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downsview 
has  a  question? 


EXTRA  POLICE  COSTS 
FOR  ROCK  FESTIVAL 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Attorney  General.  Could  the 
Attorney  General  advise  us  whether  in  fact 
the  government  of  Ontario  has  not  sued 
Orange  Productions  Limited,  as  he  indicated 
in  his  answer  given  on  May  7,  or  has  sued 
them  as  he  alluded  yesterday  afternoon,  in 
relation  to  an  order-in-oouncil  passed  in 
September  of  1970? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  un- 
dertook for  the  hon.  member  yesterday  that 
I  would  obtain  that  information  for  him.  I 
have  been  tied  up  almost  completely  from 
yesterday's  question  period  until  today's  ques- 
tion period,  and  I  have  not  had  the  oppor- 
tunity to  speak  to  my  oflBcials  about  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  would  the  Attorney  General,  when 
he  is  pondering  this  answer,  consult  Hansard 
and  see  what  he  said  on  May  7  of  this  year? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  are  differ- 
ences from  time  to  time— I  know  it  is  hard 
for  the  hon.  member  to  recognize  but  time 
does  pass  on  and  a  lot  of  things  can  happen 
between  May  7  and  now.  I  said  I  would  get 
the  answer  for  him  and  I  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  do  not  know  what  the  At- 
torney General's  answers  Will  be  from  one 
^Afto  the  next}  «^^  ^th&U  \*>  i^^ 


SUMMARY  OF  LOGBOOKS 
OF  GOVERNMENT  AIRCRAFT 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  provincial  Treasurer. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  last  night  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  explained  that  the  reason 
for  the  chauffeur  limousines  taken  across  on 
the  ferry  to  make  a  50-yard  trip  to  the  planes 
was  needed  to  carry  the  booze  to  the  planes, 
I  would  like  to  ask  him  about  the  "Davis 
Air  Force." 

Would  he  supply  the  House  with  a  detailed 
monthly  summary  of  the  logbooks  on  the 
four  government-owned  executive  aircraft 
kept  at  Toronto  Island  airport?  And  would 
he  also  give  a  breakdown  of  the  number  of 
pilots  and  their  salaries,  the  fuel  costs,  num- 
ber of  miles  logged- 
Won.  ^.  D"nlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Order  paper. 

Mr.   Yakabuski:   No  executive  jets   here. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  hurts,  I  know,  boys. 
This  hurts.  The  names  of  passengers  carried 
and  the  full  passenger  list. 

An  hon.  member:  And  baggage. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  purpose  of  all  the  trips 
and  the  date  purchased,  and  the  capital  cost 
involved  in  the  four  aircraft. 

An  hon.  member:  Four  cases  of  booze. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  I  have  some  supplemen- 
taries  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Ask  them  all. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  he  also  outline  the 
need  for  purchasing  the  aircraft  in  view  of 
the  fact  the  government  used  to  lease  air- 
craft, rather  than  using  charter  aircraft 
when  min'Sters  make  so  few  trips  outside 
of  Toronto?  And  also,  will  the  government 
be  using  these  aircraft  for  the  Prime  Minis- 
ter for   the  upcoming  election   campaign? 

Mr.  Nixon:  They  already  are  being  used. 

Mr.  Sargent:  When  the  aircraft  are  not 
being  used,  would  the  Treasurer  tell  the 
House  what  the  duties  of  the  aircraft  pilots 
are  when  they  are  awaiting  instructions  from 
God  up  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
be  delighted  to  answer  that  question.  I  lost 
trade  of  a  fcouple  of  the  points.  I  am  afraid 
that  if  fatt^rrtpted  to  anSwef  the  qucstiOrt  it 
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would  be  to  the  chagrin  of  the  member  oppo- 
site and  he  would  be  a  continual  embarrass- 
ment to  his  party  again  today,  as  he  was  last 
night  in  the  House. 

I    would    suggest    that    that    question    be 
placed  on  the  order  paper. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The   member   for  Hamilton 
East. 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  a  point  of  privilege. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  point  of  privilege? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Yes.  This  upstart  over  here— 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  What  is  the  point  of 
privilege? 

Mr.  Sargent:  About  four  years  ago  he  sat 
in  the  back  row  there,  but  he  knows  the  an- 
swer to  everything  now.  When  he  cannot 
defend  himself  he- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  What  is  the  point 
of  privilege? 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  is  the  best  thing  that  ever 
happened  to  the  Liberal  Party. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  question  is 
for  the  Provincial  Secretary. 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 


BREWERS'  RETAIL  STORES 
AGE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

Mr.  Gisbom:  A  question  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary:  Would  the  Provincial  Secretary 
explain  to  the  youth  of  this  province  who 
are  looking  for  work  why  to  make  application 
for  casual,  probationary  or  full-time  work 
with  brewers'  retail  outlet  stores,  they  have 
to  be  at  the  age  of  21? 

An  hon.  member:  Wake  up  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  J.  liYaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  matter  is  governed 
by  the  terms  of  The  Liquor  Con'rol  Act, 
which  is  very  general  in  its  application  with 
I'eSpect  to  age  and  the  delivery  of  liquor, 
i  think  my  recollection  is  that  the  only  ex- 
ception is  the  appearance  of  minors  m  those 
premises-^liceiised  dining  lounges.  However, 
I  wOiild  b6  very-  pleased  to  take  the  matter 


in  review  and  give  the  hon.  member  a  further 
answer  if  necessary. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  It  is  important. 

By  way  of  supplementary,  would  the  min- 
ister agree  with  me  that  there  is  no  relevance 
between  the  dispensing  of  beer  in  cases  from 
the  retail  outlets  and  the  dispensing  of  the 
drinks  in  a  bar  or  lounge?  I  would  appreciate 
it  if  the  minister  will  look  into  this  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development  has  the  answer  to  a  number  of 
questions.  I  think  we  should  have  the  answers 
to  two  of  them  now  and  then  we  can  go 
back  to  questions. 


PURCHASES  OF  UNITS  FOR  OHC 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May 
25,  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  asked 
me: 

In  view  of  the  figures  prepared  by  his  department 
last  week,  which  showed  that  Ontario  Housing  units 
which  were  purchased  have  run  at  approximately  half 
the  cost  of  those  which  OHC  has  built  itself,  why 
has  he  stopped  the  purchase  of  all  such  units  be- 
ginning January  1?  From  January  1  to  the  end  of 
April    there    were    absolutely    no   units    purchased. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  delay  in  answering  this 
question  was  caused  by  the  difficulty  in  es- 
tablishing precisely  what  the  hon.  member 
was  referring  to.  We  believe  now  we  have 
found  the  document  he  referred  to,  which 
shows  187  units,  some  10  to  12  years  old,  the 
Twin  Pines  project,  purchased  at  about  half 
the  cost  of  building  new  senior  citizen  units. 
OHC  was  able  to  purchase  these  former 
limited  dividend  properties  at  slightly  more 
than  the  mortgage  principle  outstanding, 
which,  of  course,  brought  the  cost  per  unit 
well  below  the  average. 


CHARGE  AGAINST  OHC  TENANT 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member 
for  Scarborough  East  (Mr.  T.  Reid)  on  June 
10,  asked:    ; 

Is  the  minister  going  to  carry  out  his  threat  to 
charge  OHC  tenant  Gordon  Potts  with  contributing 
to  juvenile  delinquency,  as  he  stated  in  Hansard 
on   page    1922   and    on   CBC   television? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  did  not  at  any  time  say  that 
I  was  going  to  charge  this  particular  person 
with  contributing  to  juvenile  delinquency.  I 
had  stated  that  I  thought  some  of  those  iifi- 
volved  should  be  charged,  and  in  fact  there 
are  a  number  of  them  who  were  charged  in 
court  and  convicted.  Not  precisely  on  that 
charge—  ■   ■■ '     ^  ■     ■' 
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Mr.  Singer:  Charged  with  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Other  charges  related 
to  the  same  event.  I  have  been  given  legal 
advice- 
Mr.   Singer:  Just  shows   the   minister  was 
talking— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  have  been  given 
legal  advice  and  I  am  told  that  as  there 
was  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  evidence 
would  stand  up  in  court.  The  answer  is  no. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  A  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  supplementaries? 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Did  the  minister  in  his  re- 
search into  the  question  discover  that  Mr. 
Gordon  Potts  had  actually  been  acting  as 
an  intermediary  between  OHC  and  the 
tenants  who  were  occupying  or  were  in  the 
OHC  building?  If  so,  should  not  the  minister 
at  least  acknowledge  that  Gordon  Potts  was 
trying  to  calm  down  the  situation  and  apolo- 
gize to  him  in  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That,  Mr.  Speaker, 
was  another  question  I  was  going  to  answer 
which  the  hon.   member   raised   and— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  we  might  allow  the 
minister  to  answer  that  and  then  go  on  to 
the  supplementaries. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  deny  what  the  hon.  member 
has  stated.  He  was  one  of  those  who  created 
the  disturbance,  who  was  actively  involved 
in  its  organization.  The  hon.  member  asked 
me  if  the  director  of  community  relations 
for  the  Ontario  Housing  Corporation,  Mr. 
Robert  Bradley,  used  Gordon  Potts  as  a 
mediator  in  a  dispute  at  OHC.  The  answer 
to  that,  I  am  advised,  is  definitely,  positively 
and  absolutely  no. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex  South, 
unless  there  is  a  supplementary. 


AERL^L  SPRAYING  OF  CROPS 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Health. 
Has  he  ordered  aerial  crop  spraying  with 
pesticides  to  be  stopped  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 


Mr.  Paterson:  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
in  parts  of  Ontario  this  order  has  been  put 
into    effect   by   his    department   oflBcials? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  It  is  not  done  by 
order,  as  I  recall,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  policy 
is  exercised  by  turning  down  apphcations 
for  permits  where  required.  I  cannot  suggest 
that  every  permit  which  is  applied  for  in 
any  part  of  Ontario  has  been  turned  down 
or  will  be  turned  down. 

Mr.  Paterson:  As  a  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Is  it  the  intent  of  the  minister  to 
bring  in  specific  regulations  governing  the 
use  of  aircraft  in  crop  spraying?  I  do  not 
believe  there  are  any. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  know 
how  specific  the  regulations  are.  These  appli- 
cations go  to  a  board  and  the  board  hears 
tliem  on  their  merits.  I  would  think  that 
would  give  us  more  overall  flexibility  than 
trying  to  spell  it  out  in  elaborate  regulations. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  meniber  for  Windsor 
West. 


WINDSOR   CITY   STRIKE 

Mr.  Peacock:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Labour,  Mr.  Speaker.  Has  he  received 
a  request  from  either  party  to  the  dispute 
between  the  Canadian  Union  of  Pubhc  Em- 
ployees and  the  city  of  Windsor  for  medi- 
ation since  the  begiiming  of  the  strike  at 
midnight,  Saturday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  am  not  sure  about  the 
request  for  mediation,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  we 
are  in  constant  touch.  We  were  talking  to 
them  this  morning,  I  beheve. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  has  the  Min- 
ister of  Labour  made  any  investigation  of 
the  matter  in  dispute  with  a  view  to  de- 
termining whether  the  actions  of  the  city 
administration  were  in  violation  of  The  La- 
bour Relations  Act  in  respect  of  unfair  labour 
practices? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  I  have  not,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  presume  that  would  be  up  to  the 
union.  If  they  felt  that  were  the  case,  they 
would  bring  a  prosecution. 

Mr.  Peacodc:  One  further  supplementary, 
if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker:  Under  The  Labour 
Relations  Act,  is  it  an  unfair  labour  prac- 
tice for  an  employer  to  refuse,  as  in  the 
case   of   the    city   of   Windsor,    the    continu- 
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ation  of  employment  of  those  persons  en- 
gaged in  essential  services  when  offered  by 
the  trade  union  representing  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:   I  will  check  into  that, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  not  certain. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kent. 


DECISIONS  OF 
COUNTY  SCHOOL  BOARDS 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Educa- 
tion: Do  the  taxpayers  in  any  county  have 
any  say  if  a  county  school  board  decides  to 
build  a  senior  public  school  and  the  ma- 
jority of  the  taxpayers  are  opposed  to  it? 
Have  they  any  right  to  appeal  or  to  appeal 
to  any  branch  of  the  minister's  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  This  is  the  type  of  de- 
cision, Mr.  Speaker,  for  which  the  board 
would  be  accountable  to  its  own  electorate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wentworth 
was  on  his  feet  a  short  time  ago. 


ACCIDENTS  AT  HIGHWAY  27 
AND  QUEEN  ELIZABETH  WAY 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications:  Has  the  department  investi- 
gated at  any  time  the  accident  frequency  at 
the  intersection  of  Highway  27  and  the 
Queen  Elizabeth  Way?  If  so,  have  they  de- 
termined whether  or  not  there  is  some  archi- 
tectural or  structural  or  design  defect  that 
causes  so  many  trucks  to  have  so  many  acci- 
dents at  that  particular  intersection? 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  one  accident  in  particular,  where 
a  driver  hit  the  side  of  the  bridge  and  fell 
off,  was  investigated.  I  do  not  know  how 
many  more.  The  ramp  there  is  designed  for 
a  speed  of  55  miles.  In  the  circumstances 
that  were  discovered  upon  investigation,  the 
pavement  was  quite  wet. 

We  have  been  out  and  have  tested  the 
ramp  speed  a  number  of  times.  We  find  it 
is  not  diflBcult  to  negotiate  at  a  speed  of  55 
on  that  ramp.  So  we  can  only  conclude  that 
the  Mvet  pavement  made  a  contribution  to 
that  one. 

I  do  not  have  tlie  reports  on  the  other 
ones  at  the  moment  so  I  cannot  comment,  Mr. 
Speaker. 


Mr.  Deans:  May  I,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary question,  ask  the  minister  if  he 
would  conduct  an  investigation  into  the  fre- 
quency of  accidents?  I  drive  that  every  day 
and  my  impression  is  it  is  a  hazardous  inter- 
section. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
will  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  order  an  in- 
vestigation on  every  traflBc  accident.  Cer- 
tainly those  resulting  in  bodily  injury  and 
fatalities  are  automatically  investigated,  so 
the  reports  will  come  in  any  case. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South. 


POLLUTION  PROSECUTION 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Attorney  General:  With  reference  to  the 
judgement  yesterday  in  which  Canadian 
Gypsum  on  Oak  Street  in  Weston  was  fined 
$1,000  for  air  pollution  after  30  years  of 
pollution,  would  the  Attorney  General  con- 
sider appealing  this  judgement  since  the  fine 
is  only  one-fifth  of  the  amount  that  can  be 
established  under  the  legislation  and  there 
have  been  30  years  of  pollution? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  read 
with  interest  the  press  reports  in  respect  to 
that  particular  judgement.  I  have  not  seen 
the  transcript  of  the  evidence  or  the  actual 
wording  of  the  judgement,  but  I  noted  that 
the  provincial  judge  certainly  indicated  that 
in  his  opinion  it  was  a  single  offence,  not 
a  recurring  or  continuing  offence.  In  two 
of  the  three  press  reports  that  I  saw,  those 
words  were  reproduced. 

However,  I  would  certainly  be  glad  to  take 
the  matter  up  with  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management  (Mr.  Kerr),  under 
whose  direct  jurisdiction  air  pollution  falls, 
and  certainly  if  there  are  grounds  for  an 
appeal  and  if  we  think  it  is  worthy  of  an 
appeal,  we  will  pursue  the  matter. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  As  a  supplementary  ques- 
tion, is  the  minister  aware  that  this  c'harge 
was  laid  because  of  the  company's  violation 
of  a  ministerial  order,  and  the  ministerial 
order  was  placed  only  after  repeated  viola- 
tions down  through  the  years? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  was  not  aware 
of  that.    I  will  certainly  check  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Wajlkerville. 
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WORK  INCENTIVE  PROGRAMME 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  I 
ijave  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs:  Has  the  minister  received  copies  of 
the  resolution  of  the  city  of  Windsor  and 
the  Essex  county  council  requesting  an  exten- 
sion of  the  work  incentive  programme  for 
persons  who  normally  would  be  collecting 
welfare  for  another  three  months?  And  is  he 
giving  it  active  consideration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  received 
that  resolution.  The  present  programme  ter- 
minates as  of  June  30,  and  the  allotment  of 
money  for  that  was  $7.5  million.  We  have 
extended  the  programme  a  number  of  times 
to  June  30  for  those  municipalities  who  want 
to  take  advantage  of  it.  All  of  the  money,  I 
believe,  will  be  used  by  June  30,  and  it 
would  require  larger  funds.  Besides,  we  feel 
tliat  there  will,  hopefully,  be  other  employ- 
ment opportunities  that  the  municipalities  or 
the  people  who  would  normally  be  eligible, 
will  use.  Other  work  now  becomes  available 
with  the  change  in  season. 

Mr.  Paterson:  A  supplementary:  Did  the 
minister  notify  the  county  of  Essex  or  other 
counties  of  the  fact  that  funds  allocated  for 
each  county  and  not  used  by  individual  muni- 
cipalities could  be  picked  up  by  municipali- 
ties that  wanted  to  get  in  this  particular 
system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes.  I  did  that  back  in 
March  and  a  number  of  municipalities  took 
advantage  of  it.  That  is  why  all  the  funds 
are  used  up. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Each  municipality  was  noti- 
fied of  this  fact.  Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Labour  hias 
a  reply  to  a  question. 


BILLBOARD  ADVERTISEMENTS 
TERMED  OFFENSIVE 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Wed- 
nesday the  hon.  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  questioned  me  with  respect  to 
an  advertisement  on  billboards  in  the  subway 
by  CFRB.  I  wanted  to  advise  him  today  that 
I  contacted  the  head  of  the  respective  depart- 
ments in  the  branches  of  my  department  and 
r  am  advised  that  this  does  not  contravene 
any  of  our  legislation. 


I  did  a  little  reseai'ch  iiito  it,  sir,  and  this 
is  a  picture  showing  a  very  beautiful  girl  with 
a  well-muscled  arm  and,  without  in  any  way 
condoning  this,  I  think  if  you  read  what  goes 
along  with  the  picture,  I  think  I  can  get  the 
point  they  were  trying  to  make.  Basically, 
they  are  trying  to  highlight  certain  topics 
that  some  of  their  dignitaries  or  some  of  their 
headliners  for  CFRB  talk  about. 

In  this  case.  Bill  McVean  has  several  opin- 
ions, and  most  of  them  good  I  understand, 
on  the  women's  lib  group,  and  the  point  was 
that  he  was  trying  to  bring  this  to  the  atten-: 
tion  of  the  listeners. 

In  short,  sir,  I  suppose  it  depends  where 
the  muscles  are  located  with  respect  to  the 
feminine  sex,  but  they  have  not  received, 
other  than  a  representation  from  a  women's 
lib  group,  any  replies  or  any  queries.  I  would 
suggest  that  if  the  group  wants  to  carry  it 
further  they  could  go  to  the  Canadian  Adver- 
tising Advisory  Board. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  new  approach  for 
the  "family"  station. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Is  the  member 
against  the  family? 

Mr.   Speaker:   The  member  for  Brantford. 


REGIONAL  GOVERNMENT  STUDIES 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Treasurer  last 
night  said  that  funds  have  been  allocated  for 
a  regional  government  study— which  contra- 
dicts the  minister's  earlier  statement  last  week 
that  funds  had  not  been  allocated— can  the 
minister  indicate  now  whether  a)  he  has  re- 
ceived the  funds,  and  b)  if  he  has  received 
the  funds,  then  if  and  when  will  the  regional 
government  study  be  instituted  in  the  Brant 
area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I 
said  last  week  that  there  were  funds  in  the 
budget  for  a  number  of  studies,  and  it  had 
to  be  determined  which  ones  would  proceed. 
They  were  not  allocated  specifically  for  each 
area. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker,  can  the  minister  indicate  when 
the  studies  will  begin,  or  which  areas  will 
have  studies  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  I  will  determine  that  in 
the  near  future. 
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Mr.  Makarchuk:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
can  the  minister  explain  what  "the  near 
future"  means? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  It  speaks  for  itself, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  number  for  Huron-Bruce. 

TAXING  PREMIUM-FREE  OHSIP 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Health.  Since  OHSIP  premiums  are 
based  on  taxable  income,  and  since  the  new 
exemptions  under  The  Income  Tax  Act  come 
into  effect  on  the  first  of  January,  1972,  will 
premium-free  OHSIP  be  on  the  new  taxable 
income  basis? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  would  have  to 
think  more  deeply  into  that  quastion  than  I 
am  prepared  to  do  at  this  moment,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  it  would  be  against  the  back- 
ground of  the  fact  that  we  are  combining  the 
premium  for  OHSC  and  OHSIP  into  a  single 
package;  and  as  yet,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  it 
is  not  established  what  weight  revenue  and 
what  weight  premiums  will  bear  in  the 
formula. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  So  this  whole  matter  is  under 
active  consideration,  particularly  in  view  of 
the  upcoming  amalgamation  of  the  two? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Very  much  so, 
Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  a  decision  that  has  to  be 
made  very  soon. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  considering  re- 
ducing the  premiums  then?  That  is  what  it 
means,  I  take  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  brings  us  to  the  end  of 
the  oral  question  period. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko  presented  the  1970 
annual  report  of  the  Civil  Service  Commis- 
sion of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  presented  the  following 
reports: 

The  armual  report  of  the  Ryerson  Poly- 
technical  Institute  for  the  year  ended  March 
31,  1970; 

The  annual  report  of  the  board  of  gov- 
ernors of  the  Ontario  Institute  for  Studies  in 
Education  for  the  year  ending  June  30,  1970; 


The  annual  report  of  the  Teachers'  Super- 
armuation  Commission  for  the  year  ended 
October  31,   1970. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
pleasure  to  table  the  final  report  of  the  min- 
ister's committee  on  franchises.  The  report 
represents  a  year's  work  by  the  committee, 
established  by  my  predecessor,  the  present 
Minister  of  Health  on  June  17,  1970. 

This  committee  was  chaired  by  Mr. 
S.  G.  M.  Grange,  a  Toronto  lawo^er.  The 
members  were  Watson  W.  Evans,  a  Toronto 
businessman,  and  Miss  J.  R.  A.  Turner,  an 
active  member  of  the  Consumers'  Association 
of  Canada.  Professor  William  A.  W.  Neilson 
of  Osgoode  Hall  Law  School,  York  Univer- 
sity, acted  as  research  director  and  coun- 
sellor, and  Mrs.  D.  A.  Stafl,  research  econ- 
omist with  The  Department  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  was  secretary. 

In  its  study,  the  committee  had  the  benefit 
of  the  views  and  ideas  of  a  broad  cross- 
section  of  individuals  and  companies  engaged 
in  and  affected  by  franchising  operations  in 
what  we  commonly  refer  to  as  referral,  pyra- 
mid or  multilevel  selling.  The  committee 
heard  useful  representations  from  a  number 
of  interested  parties  during  a  series  of  public 
hearings  held  late  last  year  and  early  in  1971. 
The  hon.  members  are  aware  the  committee 
submitted  certain  interim  recommendations 
during  the  latter  part  of  its  study.  This  re- 
port embraces  those  concepts  and  other 
recommendations  and  views  formulated  since. 

The  terms  of  reference  of  the  committee 
in  undertaking  the  study,  Mr.  Speaker,  were 
quite  broad.  They  involved  a  consideration 
of  all  aspects  of  referral  and  pyramid  selling 
as  well  as  factors  influencing  sales  of  fran- 
chises and  the  relationship  between  the 
parties  engaged  in  such  transactions.  The 
position  of  the  consumer  and  a  healthy  en- 
vironment of  the  marketplace  were  con- 
sidered throughout  the  examination  of  these 
matters. 

The  problems  reviewed  by  the  committee 
are  not  confined  to  Ontario  alone  but  are 
Canada-wide,  and  during  a  recent  federal- 
provincial  conference  in  Ottawa,  much  in- 
terest was  expressed  in  this  study.  It  is  our 
intention  to  make  this  report  and  the  knowl- 
edge gained  from  this  study  available  to  all 
provinces  and  The  Department  of  Consumer 
and  Corporate  AflFairs  in  Ottawa. 

We  in  the  department  are  presently  re- 
viewing the  recommendations  of  this  report 
to    establish    what    action    is    desirable    and 
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feasible.  Members  of  the  House  have  re- 
ceived copies  of  the  report  of  the  summary 
of  what  we  consider  to  be  the  highlight  of 
the  committee's  findings  and  recommenda- 
tions. 

Mr.  R  .G.  Hodgson  from  the  standing  com- 
mittee on  legal  administration  presented  the 
committee's  report  as  follows  and  moved  its 
adoption: 

The  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bills  without  amendments: 

Bill  54,  An  Act  to  provide  a  Single  Pro- 
cedure for  the  Judicial  Review  of  the  Exercise 
or  the  Failure  to  Exercise  a  Statutory  Power. 

Bill  83,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Judicature 
Act. 

The  committee  begs  to  report  the  following 
bills  with  certain  amendments: 

Bill  53,  An  Act  to  provide  Procedures  gov- 
erning the  Exercise  of  Statutory  Power 
granted  to  Tribunals  by  the  Legislature 
wherein  the  Rights,  Duties  or  Privileges  of 
Persons  are  to  be  decided  at  or  following  a 
Hearing. 

Bill  55,  The  Public  Inquires  Act,   1971. 

Bill  56,  The  Civil  Rights  Statute  Law 
Amendment  Act,    1971. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  the  motion,  would  it  be  proper  for  me 
to  request  that  those  bills  come  through  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  that  would  be  the 
next  question  the  Speaker  would  ask  with 
respect  to  the  various  bills. 

Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the  House  that  the 
report  be  received  and  adopted? 

Report  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Now  we  have  several  bills 
and  I  think  that  the  disposition  of  each  bill 
should  be  decided  independentiy.  Bill  54— 
that  is  the  Single  Procedure  for  Judicial 
Review— is    that   one   for   third   reading   or— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
ask,  having  regard  to  the  importance  of  the 
bills  and  the  fact  that  a  number  of  members 
of  the  assembly  were  not  otherwise  able  to 
be  in  attendance  at  the  meetings  of  the 
legal  administration  committee,  that  these 
bills— forming  as  they  do  a  group  of  bills 
implementing  important  recommendations  of 
the  McRuer  commission— come  through  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House,  and  I 
would   so   request. 


Mr.    Speaker:    Is    the    hon.    member   sug- 
gesting that  the  whole  five  bills  comprising 
this   report- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —go  to  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House?  Has  the  minister  any  views 
on  the  matter? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 
One  of  those  bills  is  an  extremely  long  bill. 
If  we  are  going  to  go  through  it  clause  by 
clause,  as  we  went  through  this  morning, 
it  is  going  to  take  quite  some  time. 

My  understanding  of  the  comments  and 
the  views  of  the  hon.  member  the  other  day 
was  that  these  bills  should  go  to  the  standing 
committee;  they  were  sent  to  the  standing 
committee  and  I  myself  was  disappointed  at 
the  turnout  this  morning.  I  know  there  were 
perhaps  valid  reasons  why  some  of  the  hon. 
members  could  not  be  there.  I  have  no  basic 
objection  to  it,  but  should  all  five  of  them 
go  through  Committee  of  the  Whole  House? 
There  were  some  of  them  in  which  there 
was  absolutely  no  comment  this  morning. 
That  is  all. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may 
comment  in  reply  to  the  minister,  the  new 
rules  of  the  House  do  not  require  that  each 
and  every  section  go  through.  It  is  within 
the  discretion  of  the  chairman  to  call  the 
sections  of  the  bill  up  to  and  including  a 
certain  point  and  to  ask  for  comments  about 
them. 

I  think  a  number  of  the  members  of  the 
Legislature  are  not  members  of  the  legal 
administration  committee,  and  while  they 
have  an  opportunity  to  speak  at  that  com- 
mittee, they  nevertheless  do  not  have  any 
opportunity  to  vote  on  the  matters  dealt 
with  in  the  bill. 

Thirdly,  I  would  simply  say  that  a  number 
of  the  matters  I  wanted  particularly  to 
comment  about  in  the  bill  were  not  open 
to  me  because  of  being  engaged  otherwise 
because  of  the  transfer  of  business  from 
the  committee  on  Wednesday  to  the  com- 
mittee on  Tuesday  which  interfered  with 
other  equally  important  matters  concerned 
with  the  business  of  this  Legislature. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
the  orders  of  the  day,  there  has  been  a  ques- 
tion asked  of  me  now  in  two  successive  sit- 
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tings  of  the  House  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview  relating  to  the  issuance  of  a 
writ.  Would  it  be  in  order  for  me  very 
briefly  to  give  the  answer  that  he  has  been 
requesting  now  for  two  days  concurrently 
here? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  House  agrees,  any- 
thing can  be  done.  Is  it  agreeable  to  the 
members    that   this    procedure    be    followed? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  want  him 
to   go  through  any  more   sleepless   nights. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  just  do  not  want  this  to 
become  a  change  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
House  because  we  have  our  question  period 
for  answers.  But  the  House  is  agreed,  so  the 
minister  might  perhaps   give  the   answer. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Anything  for  the  member  for 
Downsview. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  just  wanted  to  in- 
dicate to  the  hon.  member  that  the  writ 
certainly  was   issued, 

Mr.  Singer:  What  day? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Today? 

Mr.  Singer:  Was  it  yesterday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
the  orders  of  the  day,  because  I  shall  not  be 
present  tomorrow,  I  should  like  to  mark  for 
the  record  of  Hansard- 
Mr.  Sargent:  The  party  is  not  until  Thurs- 
day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —in  a  formal  way,  the 
national  day  of  Canada,   July   1.   I  shall  not 
dwell   upon  this   day  at  any  length- 
Mr.  Sargent:  And  this  government  is  play- 
ing politics  with  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —because  I  think  all 
of  us  are  aware  of  the  significance  of  the 
day. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  are  a  fortunate 
country.  We  are  a  fortunate  people.  We  have 
much  to  celebrate  and,  as  was  discussed  the 
other  day  and  reported  in  one  of  Toronto's 
papers,  everybody  is  asked  to  a  July  1  picnic 
on  the  front  lawn  of  Queen's  Park.  It  will 
start  off  at  11  o'clock  with  a  21-gim  salute 
of  105-millimetre  howitzers;  then  the  party 
will  begin. 

Mr.  Randall:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce 
had  better  not  get  in  the  way. 


Mr.  Sargent:  We  are  paying  for  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  36th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  A.  E.  Renter  in 
the  chair. 

ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  TREASURY 

AND  ECONOMICS 

(concluded) 

On  vote  2403. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2403,  item  1.  Is  there 
anything  under  item  1  of  vote  2403? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Can  we 
hold  for  just  a  moment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2402  was  carried  just 
at  adjournment  last  night. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  it  was  not,  as  I  understand 
it.  I  had  understood,  perhaps  wrongly,  that 
there  was  still  an  opportunity  to  raise  some- 
thing under  regional  development.  No? 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  had  discussed  that  fifth 
item  considerably  and— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  gathered  that.  I  was  not  here 
last  evening,  and  I  shall  have  to  try  deviously 
to  enter  my  questions  in  other  areas.  I  do 
n3t  have  much  to  ask  or  to  contribute.  I  did 
have  some  particular  questions  of  the  minis- 
ter. Is  there  any  other  way  I  might  get  it  in? 
Perhaps   under   Treasury   Board? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  I  would  suggest  the 
hon.  member  try  it  under  that  particular  vote. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Economic  analysis,  I  think,  is 
exactly  what  I  would  want,  as  I  see  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  vote  is  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  economic  and  statistical 
services  programme,  vote  2403,  Economic 
analysis  is  more  dead  on  than  I  would  ever 
have  hoped  in  terms  of  what  I  want. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  perhaps  the  hon. 
member  could  refer  to  the  economic  analysis 
feature    of   this   particular   vote. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Vote  2403,  item  4. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  under 
item  1?  Shall  item  1  carry?  Carried.  Item  2, 
the  Ontario  Statistical  Centre.  Anything 
under  that  particular  item? 
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Mr,  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  can  I  ask  the  minister  what  type 
of  statistical  analysis  is  being  done  under  this 
vote?  Is  it  something  to  do  with  the  provi- 
sion of  programme  budgeting,  performance 
budgeting?  What  does  the  statistical  force  do? 
Is  it  studying  the  economic  conditions  in 
the  province  and  providing  the  sort  of  data 
that  assists  the  Ontario   Economic  Council? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  The 
collection  of  economic  data.  If  I  could  read 
just  a  little  bit  to  the  member: 

The  basic  function  of  the  Statistical 
Centre  will  continue  to  be  the  efficient 
collection,  storage  and  production  of  sta- 
tistical information  required  by  the  cen- 
tral research  units  for  economic  analysis 
and  policy  planning  under  The  Depart- 
ment of  Treasury  and  Economics. 

I  think  that  covers  it.  The  centre  is  working 
toward  the  development  of  a  central  inform- 
ation system  including  a  data  bank  facility 
designed  to  integrate  selected  economic, 
financial  and  administrative  data  necessary 
for  improved  economic  analysis  and  decision- 
making in  the  government.  This  centre  pro- 
vides a  liaison  between  the  government  and 
the  Dominion  Bureau  of  Statistics  in  statisti- 
cal matters. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  one 
of  the  points  I  wanted  to  bring  out.  To  what 
degree  is  there  co-ordination  or  overlap  with 
the  Dominion  Bureau  of  Statistics?  Is  this 
an  arm  that  co-operates  with  the  Dominion 
Bureau?  Is  it,  in  effect,  a  partnership  deal 
with  Ottawa  in  the  provision  of  these  data? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  assured  that 
there  is  no  overlap  and  there  is  a  very  high 
degree  of  co-operation.  The  officials  talk  to 
each  other,  if  not  daily,  certainly  weekly, 
and  are  continually  sorting  out  to  make  sure 
that  each  is  doing  what  he  should  be  doing 
and  not  overlapping.  There  is  a  high  degree 
of  co-operation. 

Item  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3,  systems  and  pro- 
gramming. Anything  under  that  item? 

Item  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4,  economic  analysis. 
The  hooi.  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

•  Mr.  E.  iR.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  We 
can  only  assume  that  the  economic  analysis 
carried  out  by  The  Department  of  Treasury 
has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  the  total  and 


final  usefulness  or  otherwise  of  the  regional 
development  of  our  province.  The  Treasurer 
is  shaking  his  head,  "no." 

Consequently,  what  I  was  concerned  with 
here  is  to  ask  what  new  areas  or  what  new 
avenues  of  analysis  are  being  done  so  that 
the  economic  procedures  within  the  province 
as  they  are  developed  through  the  regional 
development  councils— how  they  are  going 
to,  in  fact,  give  us  a  truer  and  better  pattern 
of  our  economic  growth  throughout  the 
province. 

I  think  it  is  generally  agreed  by  all  in  the 
department  that  the  former  regional  develop- 
ment which,  in  fact,  was  the  economic  devel- 
opment of  the  province,  has  failed.  It  has 
failed  in  that  the  goals  and  guidelines  as  set 
out  by  the  Treasury  Department  did  not 
materialize  in  producing  anything  of  too 
great  a  usefulness,  either  to  the  province  or 
to  the  municipalities  involved  or  to  the 
people  within  the  province. 

Could  the  minister  briefly  outline  for  us 
what  new  thrusts  there  might  be  taken  now? 
It  has  been  recognized  by  the  new  director 
of  the  regional  development  councils  that 
there  has  to  be  a  new  emphasis  on  the  work 
within  the  Treasury  department  so  that  the 
economic  development  of  the  province  will 
in  fact  proceed  in  a  manner  different  from 
what  it  has  up  to  now.  We  have  our  regional 
disparity.  We  have  loans  given  by  the  other 
departments  within  the  government  which 
have  affected  the  economy  of  the  province 
from  one  municipality  to  the  other. 

The  analysis  being  done  here,  I  presume, 
would  have  some  bearing  on  the  general 
economy  of  the  various  parts  of  the  province. 
If  the  Treasurer  could  outline  briefly  for  us 
in  what  new  directions  the  province  is  mov- 
ing toward  eliminating  some  of  the  problems 
which  have  resulted  and  which  found  no 
solution  in  the  past  10  years,  through  the 
regional  development  councils'  information 
which  is  fed  into  the  Treasury,  I  would  like 
to  hear  from  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  a  branch 
that  was  created  to  provide  economic  re- 
search service  to  the  policy  division  and  to 
other  government  agencies  through  the  de- 
velopment and  application  of  advanced 
mathematical  and  statistical  techniques  of 
economic  analysis. 

I  must  tell  the  member  that  much  of  tliis 
is,  frankly,  over  my  head.  They  are  working 
on  such  things  as  input-output  analysis, 
econometric  studies  which  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  has  a  great  interest  in.  After  that 
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issue  of  that  Ontario  Economic  Review,  we 
have  discussed  back  and  forth  provincial 
accounts,  the  relationship  with  the  statistical 
centre,  demographic  studies  and  so  on.  This 
is  the  sort  of  work  which  is  going  on. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  have  to  say 
that  there  is  really  very  little  relationship 
between  it  and  the  regional  development 
programme.  Some  day  we  hope  to  achieve 
that,  but  basically  what  has  been  worked  on 
is  provincial  economic  analysis.  At  some  point 
it  will  be  broken  down  into  regions,  but  not 
yet. 

Mr.  Good:  Would  the  minister  then  say, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  they  are  hoping  to  ascer- 
tain through  this  department  what  was  not 
ascertained  through  the  information  coming 
from  the  bottom  up  through  the  regional 
development  council? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  basically 
they  are  probably  two  different  things.  It 
would  be  unreasonable  to  expect,  witliin  the 
regions  of  the  sort  of  analysis  which  is  going 
on  here,  that  the  models  which  are  being 
built   could   be   developed   locally. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4,  economic  analysis. 
This  is  the  item  that  the  hon.  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  wanted  to  speak 
about.  However,  in  his  absence,  if  there  are 
no  other  speakers,  if  there  are  speakers- 
Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  to  tell  you  that  he  is 
presently  before  the  TV  cameras  outside  the 
door.  Economic- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Analysis. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Analysis.  Is  there  not  an- 
other form  of  economic  pursuit  in  another— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Econometric. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  regret  I  shall  have  to 
carry  the  item  then. 

Shall  the  item  carry?  Carried. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Treasurer): 
That  was  called  contempt  of  the  House  the 
other   day. 

Vote  2403  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2404: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2404,  finance  pro- 
gramme. Anything  under  item  1? 


Shall  item   1  page  322,   carry?  Carried. 

Item  2,  finance  management.  Anything 
under  that  programme? 

Carried?  Carried. 

Securities  control.  The  hon.  member  for 
York   Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  ap- 
preciate the  minister  explaining  what  he 
means  under  this  item  of  securities  control. 
What  sort  of  programme  is  involved  in  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Basically,  the  vault; 
safekeeping  of  securities. 

Mr.  Deacon:  What  securities? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  securities  of  the 
government.  The  registration  securities,  the 
blank  securities,  the  redeemed  securities. 

All  the  bonds,  for  example,  which  would 
be  posted  through  The  Department  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs,  are  all  kept 
over  in  the  east  corner  of  the  north  wing  of 
the  Frost  Building  under  lock  and  key  and 
bars.  Some  day  the  member  should  go  over 
and  see  it.  You  are  locked  in  and  out,  and 
it  is  very  interesting.  It  is  the  vault  operation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3  carried?  Carried. 
That  completes  vote  2404. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  do  we  not 
have  an  opportunity  to  discuss  the  public 
debt  here? 

Mr.  Chainnan:  I  would  not  restrict  discus- 
sion although  it  is  a  statutory  item  and  does 
not  need  to  be  voted  upon. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  wish  to  ask  the  minister- 
Mr.  Chairman:  If  the  hon.  member  wishes 
to  comment  upon  it,  he  may  do  so. 

Mr.  Deacon:  First  of  all,  yesterday  he 
mentioned  he  anticipated  there  would  be  $1 
billion  of  borrowing  done  by  the  province 
this  year.  I  am  not  sure  what  the  division  is 
between  provincial  debt  and  Hydro  debt, 
direct  borrowing  and  Hydro  borrowing. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  $600  million 
potentially.  Now  Hydro  may  not  go  to  that 
amount  and  we  may  not,  publicly,  but  the 
potential  is  $600  million  for  Hydro,  $400 
million  the  amount  of  the  cash  deficit  for  us, 
which  was,  to  be  specific,  $397  million. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Then  there  are  no  maturities 
this  year  that  are  coming  due?  This  is  net 
new  debt  that  the  minister  is  talking  about 
when  there  is  $400,000  of  net  new  borrowing. 
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In  respect  to  the  Hydro  borrowing  of  $600 
million,  has  Hydro  been  approached  to  in- 
vestigate the  possibility  of  it  starting  to  bor- 
row on  its  own  base— treating  Hydro's  bor- 
rowing in  the  same  way  that  Consolidated 
Edison  does  its  borrowing?  In  other  words, 
you  are  relieving  the  province  of  the  burden 
of  a  guarantee. 

Three  years  ago  I  discussed  this  situation 
and  the  possibility  of  our  moving  in  this 
direction  with  some  insurance  executives  in- 
dividually. They  felt  that,  although  everyone 
in  the  institution  likes  to  have  the  provincial 
guarantee,  quite  naturally,  it  would  be  pos- 
sible for  Hydro  to  develop  a  borrowing  instru- 
ment whereby  it  could  borrow  on  its  own 
base. 

They  indicated  at  that  time  that  they 
thought  it  would  probably  cost  Hydro  0.25 
per  cent  to  0.375  per  cent  more  than  it  now 
does,  but  that  it  also  would  help  the  credit 
rating  of  the  province  for  its  own  borrowing. 
The  reason  that  it  would  help  the  province 
is  that  the  province  would  then  be  faced 
with  a  total  borrowing  picture  of,  for  ex- 
ample, this  year  of  $400  million  instead  of 
$1  billion. 

The  fact  that  the  rate  to  the  province  is 
dependent  to  some  degree  on  the  volume 
of  the  borrowing,  would  indicate  that  pos- 
sibly the  province  could  expect  to  borrow 
at  a  better  rate  if  it  did  not  have  the  burden 
of  that  Hydro  guarantee.  Would  the  minister 
comment  on  anything  that  has  been  done 
to  investigate  the  possibility  of  having  On- 
tario Hydro  move  on  its  own? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  has  been  discussed. 
The  hon.  member  has  used  the  figure  of 
0.25  per  cent,  and  we  are  satisfied  that  that 
is  a  minimum  figure  that  we  are  told  their 
borrowings  would  rise  if  there  were  not 
a  provincial  guarantee.  We  are  told  there  is 
no  way  they  could  borrow  in  the  United 
States  or  probably  in  Europe  without  the 
province  actually  doing  it  for  them. 

We  do  not  think  it  will  add  to  our  credit 
rating  to  divorce  the  Hydro  debt  from  our 
debt  and  not  guarantee  it.  The  sophisticated 
investor,  in  our  view,  is  looking  at  the  total 
debt  of  the  two  in  either  case. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  view  of 
the  fact  diat  the  Hydro  debt  in  the  past  has 
a  provincial  guarantee,  to  that  extent  it  will 
be  a  continuing  burden  upon  the  total  pro- 
vincial debt  position.  But  I  cannot  under- 
stand the  minister  saying  that  it  would  not 
have  any  beneficial  efiFect  on  the  province's 


current  borrowing,  when  the  province  could 
go  to  the  market  and  say,  "We  are  re- 
quiring $400  million  this  year.  We  are  not 
going  to  be  burdening  our  guarantee  posi- 
tion or  our  overall  debt  obligations  by  an- 
other $600  milhon  of  borrowing  by  Hydro. 
We  are  going  to  gradually  relieve  ourselves 
of  that  burden  by  having  Hydro  borrow  on 
its  own." 

Would  the  minister  not  agree  that  by 
means  of  this  guarantee  the  province  is  de- 
priving its  taxpayers,  the  public  at  large,  of 
borrowing  ability  for  maybe  things  that  have 
equal  or  even  greater  priority  than  Hydro 
has  at  this  time?  At  the  moment  he  is  in 
fact  subsidizing  users  of  Hydro  by  this  guar- 
antee that  he  is  granting? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  agree  that 
we  are— I  do  not  think  you  can  separate  the 
thing  into  two  compartments  and  necessarily 
improve  the  credit  rating  of  the  province  in 
the  process.  That  is  apparently  a  disagree- 
ment between  us.  In  our  judgement  it  would 
not  open  up  great  avenues  for  the  province, 
for  its  requirements.  On  the  other  hand 
I  have  to  point  out  that  if  all  of  the  $2 
billion  for  example  that  Hydro  owes  were 
not  guaranteed  by  the  province,  the  0.25 
per  cent  would  amount  to  something  like 
$5  million  a  year,  which  to  the  hydro  users 
of  the  province  is  not  a  small  amount  of 
money. 

I  would  be  more  concerned,  I  think,  if  we 
were  talking  about  this  kind  of  a  guarantee 
being  given  on  that  amount  of  money  per- 
haps for  universities— though  I  do  not  think 
they  can  stand  on  their  own  two  feet— or 
even  for  provincial  pipelines  for  example, 
water  pipelines,  which  axe  used  by  a  very 
small  segment  of  the  population.  It  so  hap- 
pens that  Ontario  Hydro  serves  99  per  cent 
of  the  people  of  this  province,  so  that  the 
hydro  users  and  the  people  of  the  province 
are  about  as  close  to  being  one  and  the  same 
group    as   you   would   ever   achieve. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  here  I  think 
the  minister  will  agree  that  the  large  con- 
sumer of  hydro,  like  Union  Carbide,  or  some 
of  these  others  that  are  very  large  con- 
sumers of  hydro,  in  their  processes  in  effect 
are  getting  a  subsidy  to  a  far  greater  degree 
than  are  the  ones  who  are  ordinary  small 
consumers.  I  agree  that  the  $5  million  extra 
cost  would  be  a  substantial  one,  but  in  re- 
lation to  Hydro's  total  revenue  it  would  not 
be  all  that  great. 

My  concern  here,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that 
the    province   has    great   problems    obtaining 
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funds,  as  I  understand,  for  such  important 
matters  as  water  pipelines,  and  water  pipe- 
lines and  sewage  treatment  plants,  if  con- 
structed by  the  province.  Guaranteeing  the 
debt  of  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Com- 
mission would  not  only  permit  the  develop- 
ment of  areas  quite  remote  from  the  present 
builtup  areas,  but  would  enable  us  to  put  in 
area-wide  rates  across  the  province  so  that 
we  would  not  have  the  present  shortage 
of  servicemen  and  have  the  great  discrepancy 
there  is  between  the  price  of  services  in 
different  parts  of  the  province. 

But  in  addition  to  that,  such  a  corpora- 
tion as  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Com- 
mission could  develop  into  another  Ontario 
Hydro  and  have  a  sufficient  revenue  base 
that  in  time  it  might  itself  be  able  to  borrow 
without  burdening  the  province  widi  a 
guarantee. 

I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  Consolidated 
Edison,  which  is  a  major  utility  operating 
in  New  York  State,  does  not  impede  the 
borrowing  power  of  that  state  when  it  goes 
out  to  develop  and  provide  service  to  its 
consumers.  The  actual  effect  on  the  rates 
for  electricity  or  power,  I  am  sure,  is  neg- 
ligible as  a  result  of  allowing  it  to  be  inde- 
pendent. I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  when 
Hydro's  borrowings  have  risen  so  sharply 
and  are  likely  to  rise  at  a  continuing  high 
rate  in  the  future,  that  the  province  should 
quickly  investigate  this  situation  and  pursue 
it. 

It  was  only  two  or  three  years  ago  that 
Hydro's  borrowings  were  almost  identical  to 
those  of  the  province.  In  recent  years  they 
have  been  climbing  quite  sharply  and  they 
are  likely  to  continue  to  do  so  in  the  future. 
I  think  this  is  going  to  have  a  really  serious 
effect  on  the  province's  ability  to  service  its 
other  needs.  After  all,  they  are  not  going 
to  be  depriving  the  power  users  of  their 
ability  to  get  more  power  by  removing  this 
guarantee.  I  ask  the  minister  to  give  con- 
sideration to  the  future  and  the  restrictions 
we  are  going  to  place  upon  ourselves  by 
continuing    this    Hydro    guarantee. 

The  minister  has  no  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  might  just  say  that 
this  is  one  of  the  matters  which  the  Hydro 
task  force,  under  COGP,  is  taking  a  look  at 
as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Brantford. 


ir- 


Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  Mr.  Chaa. 
man,    on    the    following    item,    development 
loans,  can  the  minister  indicate— 


Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  we  should  stick  to 
this  and  clear  this  up  first. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Wa- 
terloo North,  on  public  debt. 

Mr.  Good:  On  the  matter  of  the  Hydro 
planning.  I  had  the  occasion  to  see  the  pros- 
pectus of  the  last  Hydro  borrowing  of  $100 
million  in  New  York  State,  and  one  sees 
that  everything  is  done  in  the  credit  of  the 
province;  everything  was  signed  by  the 
Treasurer  and  all  the  data  and  fact  sheets 
pertained  to  the  Province  of  Ontario.  So,  in 
fact,  anyone  buying  the  Hydro  issue  would 
very  well  know  that  the  Province  of  Ontario 
was  behind  it  and  gave  all  the  statistical  in- 
formation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  actual  fact,  it  is 
our  issue. 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  what  I  wanted  to  ask 
the  Treasurer.  How  much  control  in  fact 
does  the  province  have  over  Hydro  when  it 
comes  to  the  type  of  debenture  being  issued, 
the  terms,  where  the  borrowing  is  done  and 
this  sort  of  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  the  simple 
answer  would  be  that  it  is  complete  control, 
except  that  it  is  worked  out.  Hydro  has  a 
very  expert  group  under  its  treasurer  and 
these  things  are  worked  out  together— in 
partnership,  if  I  could  use  that  term— rather 
than— 

Mr.  Good:   Duplication  of  expertise? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Duplication?  No, 
but  it  is  a  cross-check  one  against  the  other, 
and  it  is  very  helpful. 

Mr.  Good:  As  an  example,  in  1970  Hydro 
had  one  issue  late  in  the  fall  at  a  very  low 
interest  rate  of  extendable  debentures,  T  be- 
lieve. They  have  never,  to  my  knowledge, 
had  that  type  of  bond  before  or  since. 
Would  the  province  say  to  Hydro,  "Look,  we 
think  instead  of  putting  out  this  kind  of 
issue  you  should  try  this  market  over  here 
with  another  type  of  bond  and  you  would 
maybe  save  yourself  some  money"?  How 
much  control  does  the  province  have  over 
the  type  of  issue  that  Hydro  is  making  at  a 
particular  time  in  the  money  market? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  vice-chairman 
behind  me  keeps  muttering  "complete  con- 
trol," but  it  is— 
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Mr.  R.  J.  Boyer  (Muskoka):  The  member 
really  does  not  mean  that. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  He  should 
get  up  and  speak  once  in  a  while.  He  is  the 
vice-chairman  of  Hydro. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  I  should  not 
have  interjected  that  at  the  moment. 

It  was  a  question,  I  am  told,  of  the  market 
at  that  time.  The  advice  of  the  syndicate 
managers,  with  which  we  concurred,  was 
that  the  market  would  not  accept-^I  have 
forgotten  the  amount  of  that  loan—but  would 
not  accept  a  long-term  loan;  therefore  Hydro 
had  to  go  into  the  market  on  a  shorter  basis. 
The  bond  market  has  strengthened  since  that 
time,  and  of  course  yesterday  they  went  for 
25  years.  Circumstances  have  varied. 

Mr.  Good:  But  with  interest  rates  declin- 
ing now,  would  the  Treasurer  not  agree  that 
was  a  very  prudent  move  at  that  time  and 
probably  should  have  been  repeated? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Holmes,  the 
comptroller  of  finance,  sitting  in  front  of  me, 
says  all  our  moves  are  prudent. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Tlie  hon.  member  for 
Brantford. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  de- 
velopment loans,  can  the  minister  indicate 
under  the  $20-million  Ontario  land  acquisi- 
tion programme  if  this  land  is  being  pur- 
chased for  OHC,  The  Department  of  Lands 
and  Forests?  For  what  purpose  is  this  being 
purchased? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  the  legislation 
is  not  yet  before  the  House.  Whether  it  will 
be  introduced  between  now  and  when  we 
rise  for  the  summer,  I  am  not  sure. 

I  cannot  give  all  the  details  offhand  be- 
cause the  legislation  is  not  in  front  of  us  as 
yet.  Offhand,  I  would  think  not  in  terms  of 
OHC;  it  has  the  power  in  its  own  Act  for 
land  banking.  We  see  this  for  land  banking 
of  other  kinds,  other  than  Ontario  Housing; 
in  particular  for  long-term  provincial  park 
needs,  recreation  needs,  such  things  as  the 
parkway  belt  in  the  Toronto-centred  plan. 
We  have  not  really  thought  this  through 
completely  yet.  What  we  know  is  that  there 
has  to  be  a  vehicle  to  purchase  land  and 
put  it  on  the  shelf  until  it  is  needed,  if  I 
can  put  it  that  way. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  take  it  then  that  you 
definitely  intend  to  spend  the  $20  million 
this  year? 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  The  ideas  of 
my  colleagues  and  the  ideas  of  this  House 
would  spend  many  times  that  amount. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the 
minister  why  it  is  he  feels  he  has  to  go 
ahead  with  the  programme  of  land  banking 
now?  What  is  the  reason  for  his  sense  of  ur- 
gency in  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  the  members 
could  recite  instances  here— I  am  not  sure 
that  this  is  how  it  will  be  paid  for,  probably 
not  because  it  has  already  been  purchased. 
But  we  do  not  regard  Peche  Island  at  Wind- 
sor as  a  provincial  park;  I  do  not  think  we 
will  be  regarding  it  as  a  provincial  park. 
The  municipality  cannot  afford  to  buy  it  to 
develop  it  at  this  point  in  time. 

The  Parks  Integration  Board  and  the  gov- 
ernment came  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was 
something  we  thought  should  remain  in 
pubhc  ownership.  We  have  bought  it;  frank- 
ly, we  do  not  know  what  we  are  going  to 
do  with  it  at  this  point  but  it  is  something 
we  feel  we  should  have  and  it  should  not 
have  gone  into  private  ownership.  There  are 
countless  other  pieces  of  property  in  that 
same  category. 

That  will  not  be  paid  for  from  the  Land 
Development  Acquisition  Corporation  be- 
cause it  is  not  operative  yet.  We  will  prob- 
ably pay  for  that  out  of  the  normal  Public 
Works  vote  or  Lands  and  Forests  vote  for 
parks  acquisition.  In  the  future  I  think  that 
is  the  sort  of— the  estimates  reflect,  by  and 
large,  what  is  needed  this  year  ratlier  than 
what  is  needed  at  some  point  in  the  future. 
This,  in  effect,  will  be  the  way  to  look 
somewhat  ahead. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  does  the  min- 
ister agree  that  there  has  been  a  tremendous 
inflation  in  land  costs,  but  that  the  inflation 
in  land  costs  has  been  largely  as  a  result  of 
the  high  cost  of  cottage  properties,  the  high 
cost  of  residential  properties  rather  than  for 
any  other  purpose? 

The  high  cost  has  been  caused  by  people 
forecasting  a  continued  shortage  of  such 
residential  properties  whether  for  just  rec- 
reational times  or  for  full-time  residential 
purposes.  Based  upon  that  continued  shortage 
and  the  fact  tliat  there  has  been  no  recession 
in  the  prices  of  such  residential  lots,  there  has 
been  speculation  in  the  purchase  of  whole- 
sale quantities  of  land.  Would  the  minister 
agree  with  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 
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Mr.  Deacon:  Would  the  minister  not  feel 
that  an  essential  step  that  the  province  should 
be  taking  now  would  be  that  of  eliminating 
the  cause  of  the  speculation?  Would  the 
minister  not  feel  that  an  important  pro- 
gramme now  would  be  to  ensure  that  there 
was  an  oversupply  of  lots  on  the  market  so 
that  there  would  be  a  buyer's  market?  Instead, 
for  20  years  almost,  we  have  had  a  seller's 
market. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  can  do  that  in 
northern  Ontario  and  you  can  do  it  in  a 
great  deal  of  Ontario.  The  simple  fact  is 
that  the  Crown  owns  90  per  cent  of  the  land 
mass  of  the  province.  There  is  no  sense  talk- 
ing about  that  in  Bertie  township,  I  say  to 
my  friend  from  Niagara  Falls,  because  we 
do  not  own  it  there  and  that  happens  to  be, 
with  great  respect  to  the  members  from  the 
north,  where  the  people  of  Niagara  Falls 
probably  want  to  go,  not  to  Sudbury,  where 
there  is  lots  of  Crown  land. 

Mr.  Deacon:  What  I  am  asking  about  here 
is  whether  the  minister  is  planning  to  buy 
land  for  the  public  good— whether  it  is  for 
parks  or  something  else.  I  am  not  sure,  what 
other  projects  the  minister  has  in  mind  here. 
Is  it  largely  just  for  recreational  purposes 
that  this  is  allocated? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  it  could  be  for 
the  purpose  of  the  regional  development 
programme,  for  the  parkway  belt,  for  simply 
open  space.  We  could  be  putting  more  money 
into  the  provincial  park  land  acquisition  pro- 
gramme, but  by  and  large  the  provincial 
parks  are  adequately  serving  in  most  locales 
in  the  province,  and  quite  frankly.  Lands  and 
Forests  are  having  a  tough  time  developing 
the  parks  with  the  amount  of  money  which 
has  been  available  and  they  do  not  want  to 
get  too  far  ahead. 

We  can  draw  this  distinction;  to  use  Peche 
Island  again  as  an  example,  it  will  not  be 
called  a  provincial  park,  it  simply  happens 
to  be  Crown  land.  And  in  that  way  there  will 
not  be  the  continual  pressure  on  the  de- 
veloper which  there  has  been  in  so  many 
other  cases;  and  which,  frankly,  we  cannot 
afford  to  develop  at  this  moment,  nor  perhaps 
do  we  need  to  in  this  year,  perhaps  five  years 
from  now  or  10  years  from  now. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  entirely  agree  with  the  min- 
ister going  ahead  with  purchases  in  areas 
where  the  land  prices  have  not  escalated,  and 
where  there  are  no  other  competitors  in  the 
purchasing  of  the  land,  where  in  effect  we 
are  not  aiding  and  abetting  speculation.  What 


I  am  asking  the  minister  for  though,  is  for 
information  as  to  what  approach  he  is  taking 
with  regard,  for  example,  to  the  acquisition  of 
lands  for  the  parkway  belt. 

Would  it  not  be  important  for  the  prov- 
ince, to  institute  measures  which  would 
reverse  and  actually  completely  change  the 
present  attitude  that  land  can  only  go  up? 
And  that  attitude  having  been  created  by  our 
continual  encouragement  of  a  seller's  market, 
would  the  minister  not  feel  that  it  is  impor- 
tant for  funds  to  be  directed  to  correct  that 
imbalance  that  has  occurred  and  has  therefore 
caused  such  a  high  price  to  prevail  in  areas 
such  as  the  parkway  belt  that  the  minister  is 
interested  in  purchasing  land  in?  Would  the 
minister  have  any  comments  on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Surely  the  minister  has  some 
views  as  to  what  the  province's  policy  is 
going  to  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  the  views  that 
I  might  express  I  would  have  expressed  in 
the  former  department,  not  in  this  depart- 
ment. I  think,  with  great  respect,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  are  wandering  away  from  the  statu- 
tory items  which  we  really  do  not  discuss. 

In  any  case,  we  are  discussing  a  statutory 
item  which  is  not  yet  even  a  statutory  item, 
and  we  are  away  over  into  community  plan- 
ning, and  the  member  is  desperately  trying 
to  get  back  to  his  ideas  about  sewer  and 
water  pipelines  and  serviced  land  which 
he  raises  under  The  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs  or  The  Department  of  Energy,  but 
not  in  this  department. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Well,  perhaps  I  am  in  that 
area  to  some  degree,  but  I  am  still  concerned 
about  the  province  setting  aside  funds  and 
proceeding  to  purchase  land  in  competition 
with  other  speculators,  rather  than  setting 
the  funds  aside,  or  utilizing  funds  only  where 
there  is  not  speculation  in  the  land  at  this 
time,  and  taking  measures  in  other  ways  to 
correct  the  land  speculation  situation  in  the 
parkway  belt  region. 

Surely  the  minister  has  some  plan  so  that 
we  will  not  be  aiding  and  abetting  specula- 
tion in  the  parkway  belt  or  in  these  other 
areas  where  the  minister  suggested  monies 
in  this  vote  would  be  used? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  the  minister  has  re- 
plied to  the  hon.  member's  comments  which 
are  somewhat  out  of  the  area  of  this  par- 
ticular item. 
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Mr.  Bukator:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask 
a  question  of  the  minister? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  Bukator:  The  Hydro  Electric  Power 
Commission  functions  and  operates  under  an 
Act  of  its  own.  I  reahze  they  use  the  credit 
of  the  province  to  borrow  money  for  the 
reasons  that  the  minister  just  a  few  moments 
ago  related  to  this  House.  Maybe  the  minis- 
ter cannot  answer  this  question,  and  I  would 
not  condemn  him  if  he  could  not  because 
of  the  short  time  that  he  has  held  this  port- 
folio, but  just  how  does  the  Hydro  come 
about  with  the  Treasury  to  sit  down  and 
discuss  the  borrowing  of  money,  and  do  they 
have  to,  other  than  through  courtesy? 

Do  they  not  have  the  right,  through  the 
Act,  to  borrow  all  the  money  they  want 
except  in  one  area  and  that  is  use  the  credit 
of  the  province  to  borrow  the  money?  Is 
that  not  as  far  as  it  goes?  And  yet  they 
do  sit  with  you,  Mr.  Minister,  I  understand, 
with  your  department,  to  discuss  their  pro- 
gramme in  the  future.  I  would  like  to  know 
if  they  do  this  through  courtesy  or  is  it  by 
some  particular  statute  that  I  am  not  ac- 
quainted  with? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Power  Act,  or 
The  Hydro  Commission  Act,  whichever  one 
it  is— The  Power  Act,  Mr.  Holmes  says— gives 
them  approval  to  borrow,  you  are  quite  cor- 
rect, but  with  the  approval  of  the  Lieutenant- 
Govemor-in-Council. 

Mr.  Bukator:  They  do  have  to  have  the 
approval  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  necessarily  the 
guarantee  but  the  approval. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Let  me  ask  you  another 
question,  through  the  Chairman.  Does  the 
minister  not  believe  that  Sir  Adam  Beck, 
away  back  when— you  have  studied  this 
problem,  I  am  sure— persuaded  the  Legis- 
lature to  give  him  unhmited  powers  and  it 
was  never  meant  to  be  that  way  as  I  read 
the  history  of  Hydro?  Would  it  not  be  good 
business  for  the  legislators  to  be  able  to 
question  not  the  operation  of  Hydro,  but 
their  expenditures,  and  I  think  in  certain 
areas  with  the  legislators  asking  questions 
of  the  Hydro.  They  have  the  supreme  power 
to  spend  their  money   as   they   wish. 

They  have  the  right  to  raise  their  rates 
when  they  feel  that  they  should.  They  have 
no  one  to  be  responsible  to  when  they  do 
these  things  and  yet  there  are  other  com- 
panies, such  as  Bell  Telephone  and  the  gas 


company,  that  come  to  the  province,  especi- 
ally the  gas  company,  before  a  rate  increase 
comes  about  to  get  the  approval  of  this 
government. 

Would  you  not  believe  that  a  minister 
should  have  a  little  more  authority,  you  or 
some  other  minister,  to  be  able  to  bring 
this  to  the  Legislature  and  that  we,  in  turn, 
should  be  able  to  scmtinize  a  little  closer 
than  we  do?  I  think  that  they  have  more 
power  than  one  commission  should  have 
and  that  is  not  the  first  time  I  have  made 
that  statement.  Just  how  does  the  minister 
feel  about  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  agree  some- 
what with  the  member.  I  do  not  know  that 
much  about  the  history  of  Hydro.  I  recall 
the  member  for  London  North  (Mr.  Robarts), 
the  then  Prime  Minister,  saying,  I  think,  as 
recently  as  six  months  ago,  how  things  have 
changed  in  the  nine  years  that  he  led  the 
government— that  nine  years  ago  if  anyone 
had  suggested  what  the  member  has  just 
suggested— which  I  might  agree  with— there 
was  an  outcry  from  the  whole  province  that 
this  was  political  interference  with  Hydro 
which  Adam  Beck  set  up  not  to  be  inter- 
fered with. 

In  terms  of  the  amount  of  money  which 
they  require  today— in  terms  of  the  impact— 
I  think  we  have  to  examine  the  relationship 
somewhat  between  this  Legislature,  the  gov- 
ernment, and  Ontario  Hydro  and  of  course, 
the  part  owners,  the  municipalities,  whatever 
that  may  mean,  and  I  do  not  think  anybody 
really  knows  today.  Then,  I  would  say  that 
there  are,  in  some  ways,  the  sort  of  things 
that  the  Task  Force  Hydro  in  the  Committee 
on  Government  Productivity  is  taking  a  look 
at. 

Mr.  Bukator:  May  I  just  make  one  more 
point  and  then  I  will  go  on  about  my  busi- 
ness. The  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources 
Management  did  set  up  this  task  force  and 
I  believe  the  government  has  to  look  into 
a  bit  of  the  operation  of  Hydro.  It  may  be 
a  little  later  than  I  would  have  had  them 
do  that,  but  I  think  it  is  about  time  we  and 
the  people  of  the  province  had  an  oppor- 
tunity to  look  at  their  activity. 

I  condemn  no  one.  Believe  me,  I  have  the 
greatest  respect  for  the  chairman  of  the 
Hydro,  but  I  think  that  he  should  be  respon- 
sible to  us,  as  legislators,  because  we  do  rep- 
resent the  people  in  this  province. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  few 
short  questions.  The  capital  aid  corporation, 
the  education  and  the  university— 
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Mr.  Chairman:  What  vote? 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  under  2404. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  is  the  hon.  member 
talking  about? 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  under  2404.  The  pubUc 
debt  portion.  We  are  still  discussing  the 
public  debt  portion? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  we  are  on  to  the  de- 
velopment. I  specifically  asked  if  there  was 
anything  further  on  the  public  debt  portion. 
We  are  up  to  development  now. 

Mr.  Good:  I  am  sorry,  it  is  development 
loans.  I  said  public  debt,  I  meant  develop- 
ment loans. 

The  Education  Capital  Aid  Corporation 
and  the  Universities  Capital  Aid  Corporation 
—are  both  county  school  boards  and  universi- 
ties paying  the  province  the  same  rate  of 
interest  on  these  loans? 

Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:    Yes,   exactly. 

Mr.  Good:  And  is  it  still  the  policy  to 
round  out  the  federal— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr,  Good:  —rate  to  the  nearest  quarter 
per  cent? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   Yes. 

Mr.   Good:   Is  it  done  quarterly? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  On  a  monthly  basis. 

Mr.  Good:  Now  in  contrast  to  that,  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Improvement  Corporation, 
what  is  their  interest  compared  with  the 
school  boards  and  education  aid? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  OMIC  is  8.8  right 
now.  It  is  kept  about  a  half  point  higher. 

Mr.  Good:   Why? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Why? 

Mr.  Good:  It  is  the  same  money,  is  it  not? 
Federal  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  no.  The  federal 
money  is  all  used  up  between  the  education 
capital  aid  and  the  universities  capital  aid. 

Although  we  have  undertaken  to  purchase 
anything  from  any  municipality  imder  20,- 
000,  we  are  not  anxious  to  move  into  that 
market  completely.  There  is  still  a  municipal 
bond  market  and  we  try  and  keep  our  rate 
about  a  half  point  above  the  provincial  rates, 


which  puts  it  in  line  with  what  a  good 
municipal  credit  can  borrow  a  little  more 
cheaply  on  the  open  market  normally,  than 
they  can  from  OMIC  and  we  are  trying  to 
keep  that  balance. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr,  Chairman,  is  the  popula- 
tion of  the  municipahty  the  only  basis  on 
which  the  loan  is  made,  or  does  the  minister 
look  at  the  past  credit  performance  of  the 
municipality?  As  I  say,  many  municipalities 
under  20,000  had  difficulty  selling  their 
debentures  in  years  gone  by. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Under  20,000,  we 
do  not  look  at  the  purposes. 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  does  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  we  could  not 
care  whether  it  is  for  a  swimming  pool,  a 
sewage  system  or  whatever  is  needed;  it  is 
entirely  their  determination,  subject  to  the 
availability  of  funds.  Quite  frankly,  it  might 
be  a  good  point  to  say  that  $8  million  to  $9 
million,  I  think,  was  used  last  year,  and  we 
expect  it  might  go  considerably  higher  than 
that.  Many  of  the  smaller  municipalities  are 
still  able  to  call  on  the  money  that  is  in  the 
people's  socks  at  a  very  favourable  rate  of 
interest  and  the  demands  on  OMIC  have  not 
been  as  great  as  we  thought  they  would  be. 

Mr.  Good:  One  further  question,  Mr. 
Chairman,  which  I  am  sure  the  Treasurer 
can  answer,  although  it  may  be  a  little  out  of 
context.  Who  finances  the  money  under  the 
OWRC  vote,  where  the  Ontario  Water  Re- 
sources Commission,  I  think,  has  about  $50 
million  for  construction  costs?  Is  that  money 
that  OWRC  borrows  from  the  province  and 
lends  to  the  municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:   Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  Where  is  tliat  in  this  vote? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  in  loans  and 
advances.  It  is  under  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management's  votes.  He  gets 
it  from  us,  but— 

Mr.  Good:  He  gets  it  from  the  Treasurer? 

Hon.  Mr,  McKeough:  Yes,  but  the  statu- 
tory appropriation  is  shown  on— 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  I  have  that  on  page  86. 

Hon.   Mr.   McKeough:   Right. 

Mr.  Good:  What  I  would  like— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  $50  million  or 
the  amoimt  that— 
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Mr.  Good:  Yes.  And  what  interest  does  the 
Treasury  department  charge  OWRC  on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  About  an  eighth  over 
our  cost,  being  the  servicing  of  it.  It  varies; 
it  is  rounded,  but  it  is  roughly  an  eighth  over 
the  cost  of  money  to  the  province  at  any 
given  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  the 
Treasurer  has  not  borrowed  any  money  for 
2^  years.  How  does  he  determine  the  cost  on 
a  long-term  investment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  But  it  is  related  to 
Hydro's  rate  and  our  rate.  There  is  in  effect 
an  Ontario  cost  of  borrowing  money,  which 
really  is  determinable  any  day  by  looking  at 
the  Globe  and  Mail  in  the  morning.  We  can 
figure  roughly  what  it  would  cost  us  if  we 
did  go  to  the  market. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  one  final  ques- 
tion— 

Hon,  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  not  a  very  pre- 
cise thing,  but  it  is  precise  enough. 

Mr.  Deacon:  What  has  been  the  trend  in 
OMIC  borrowing  over  the  last  three  or  four 
years?  Has  it  stayed  relatively  stable  or  has 
it  been  rising?  What  actual  borrowing  has 
been  taken  advantage  of  by  the  municipali- 
ties? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  In  1968  it  was  $3.5 
million;  in  1969  it  was  $2.7  million;  in  1970 
it  was  $5.2  million;  in  1971  it  was  $6.2  mil- 
lion; and  in  1972  we  are  estimating,  which 
is  probably  less  than  shows  here,  about  $8.1 
million.  We  show  here  $10  million. 

Oh,  I  am  told  there  is  some  roll  over  in  this 
$10  million. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the 
studies  done  for  the  Smith  committee  on  tax- 
ation, I  believe,  was  by  Professor  Barber;  he 
did  some  reassessment  of  provincial  govern- 
ment role  in  fiscal  policy.  I  will  not  go  into 
that,  but  he  had  some  comments  that  caught 
my  fancy  with  regard  to  the  higher  differ- 
ential in  interest  rates  that  traditionally  have 
to  be  faced  by  provinces,  including  a  prov- 
ince the  size  of  Ontario,  as  compared,  for 
example,  with  the  federal  government's  bor- 
rowing. 

The  explanation  seems  to  be  that  because 
of  the  operation  in  the  market  by  the  Bank 


of  Canada,  which  deals  exclusively  in  federal 
bonds,  they  have  got  a  more  marketable 
bond  and  therefore  the  money  can  be  secured 
at  a  lower  interest  rate.  I  think  I  am  correct 
in  saying  that  the  margin  is  approximately 
one-half  of  one  per  cent  now  on  borrowings? 
Am  I  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Holmes  says 
right  now  it  is  about  nine-tenths  of  a  point. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Nine-tenths? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Nine-tenths  of  one 
per  cent.  Closer  to  one  per  cent  right  now, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Closer  to  one  per  cent. 
If  one  takes  into  account  the  amount  of 
money  that  is  borrowed  by  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  either  directly  or  through  such  major 
agencies  as  Hydro,  nine-tenths  of  one  per 
cent  in  interest  adds  up  to  a  fairly  sizable 
amount  of  money. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  provincial  Treasiu'er 
and  his  department  have  examined  how  we 
might  break  out  of  this  traditional  approach? 
As  a  matter  of  fact  the  investment  world,  I 
suspect,  is  about  as  hidebound  and  as  con- 
servative in  its  approach  as  any  sector  of  our 
economy  or  of  our  society.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  just  as  secure 
a  credit  risk  as  the  Dominion  of  Canada  and 
therefore  there  is  really  no  justification,  other 
than  these  traditional  attitudes  for  a  differ- 
ential of  nine-tenths  of  a  per  cent. 

Has  the  provincial  Treasurer  studied  this 
problem?  For  example,  has  he  raised  it  with 
the  consortium  of  investment  houses  that  are 
brought  together  for  the  handling  of  his  bond 
issues  to  see  if  there  are  not  ways  and  means 
by  which  he  could  break  out  of  that  tradi- 
tional  approach? 

For  example  has  this,  the  largest  province, 
ever  made  approaches  to  the  Bank  of  Canada 
to  see  if  the  Bank  of  Canada's  dealings  in  the 
bond  market  could  not  be  extended  to  include 
provincial  bonds,  so  that  you  would  eliminate 
that  inhibition  which  apparently  helps  to 
create  the  differential  in  interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  glad  the  hon. 
member  asked  that  last  question.  It  just  so 
happens  that  on  June  7  I  wrote  to  the  Min- 
ister of  Finance.  As  background  to  that  we 
have  raised  the  points  directly  with  the  Bank 
of  Canada  over  the  last  four  years  I  am  told. 
On  June  7  I  did  write  to  the  Minister  of 
Finance.  I  will  put  this  letter  on  the  record. 
We  have  exchanged  correspondence  oil 

the  question  of  foreign  borrowing— 


JUNE  29,  1971 


3371 


That  is  what  precipitated  tliis. 

—and  your  desire  that  we  carry  out  our 
future  borrowing  on  the  Canadian  market. 
Your  request  was  received  with  great  in- 
terest here  because  it  opens  up  several 
questions  regarding  the  better  co-ordina- 
tion of  fiscal  policy  in  this  country. 

I  understand  that  your  letter  of  April 
22  to  all  provincial  Treasurers  was  dis- 
cussed at  a  meeting  of  the  continuing 
committee  on  fiscal  and  economic  matters 
held  in  Ottawa  on  April  28  and  29.  Mr. 
Reisman,  the  Deputy  Minister  of  Finance, 
has  undoubtedly  reported  to  you  that  my 
deputy  minister,  Mr.  Macdonald,  outlined 
a  number  of  our  views  on  this  question  and 
it  was  agreed  that  a  reaction  to  his  sug- 
gestions would  be  forthcoming  from  your 
people. 

Perhaps  I  might  take  this  opportunity 
to  repeat  some  of  these  views  and  ask 
for    your    opinion    on    our    suggestions. 

First  of  all,  of  course,  I  should  express 
to  you  our  strong  concern  about  the  impact 
of  the  current  value  of  the  dollar  on 
economic  activity  in  this  country  and  in 
particular  on  those  manufacturing  indus- 
tries which  compete  with  foreign  manu- 
.factured  goods  in  the  Canadian  or  external 
markets.  As  I  indicated  in  my  budget 
address,  I  believe  that  it  should  be  a 
matter  of  high  priority  for  goverrmients  to 
take  positive  action  to  force  down  the 
exchange  value  of  the  Canadian  dollar. 
It  would  appear  to  me  that  action  to 
achieve  this  end  lies  largely  within  the 
power  of  the   federal   government. 

With  regard  to  your  request  that  the 
province  do  its  borrowing  in  Canada,  we 
have  run  up  against  a  conflict  of  opinion 
between  your  apparent  view  of  the  avail- 
abihty  of  Canadian  capital  and  that  of 
the  managers  of  our  investment  syndi- 
cates. We  have  expressed  to  them  over 
several  months  our  strong  preference  to 
borrow  in  the  Canadian  market  if  at  all 
feasible.  Thfey  in  turn  have  indicated  to 
us  in  no  uncertain  terms  that  the  Canadian 
market  is  not  sufficient  to  meet  all  the 
needs  of  the  Ontario  govemmernt  and  On- 
tario Hydro,  which  potentially  could  reach 
as  much  as  $1  billion  this  year,  or  at  least 
not  without  an  adverse  effect  on  interest 
rates  and,  correspondingly,  a  deterioration 
in  the  credit  rating  of  the  province. 

We  have  also  been  told  that  if  all 
borrowing  on  behalf  of  Ontario  and  On- 
tario Hydro  were  to  be  done  in  Canada, 


sufficient  capital  would  almost  certainly 
not  remain  for  other  provinces  or  munici- 
palities, except  at  a  substantial  increase  in 
cost.  Private  sector  borrowing  ability  would 
undoubtedly  deteriorate  as  well.  It  was 
this  advice  that  prompted  us  to  borrow 
on  behalf  of  Hydro  in  April  in  the  United 
States  although,  as  you  know,  that  de- 
cision was  delayed  and  conditions  were 
applied  to  it  so  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
issue  would  not  be  converted  into  Cana- 
dian dollars. 

My  deputy  minister  suggested  at  the 
meeting  last  month  that  it  might  be  very 
useful  if  a  better  co-ordination  of  provin- 
cial and  federal  borrowing  could  be 
achieved  through  any  of  the  following 
possible  measures: 

(a)  Bank  of  Canada  backing  for  pro- 
vincial issues,  which  would  involve  a  more 
orderly  scheduling  of  public  borrowing; 

(b)  Deferral  of  federal  borrowing  in 
Canada  to  permit  greater  access  by  pro- 
vincial governments; 

(c)  The  creation  of  a  group  which 
would  include  representatives  of  the  Bank 
of  Canada,  The  Department  of  Finance 
and  provincial  Treasury  Departments  to 
discuss  forthcoming  issues,  and  insofar  as 
practicable,   schedule   borrowing; 

(d)  The  calling  of  a  meeting  of  federal 
and  provincial  ministers  and  ofiidals  con- 
cerned with  finance  and  leaders  of  the 
investment  pommunity  with  the  aim  of 
achieving  some  consensus  on  market  ca- 
pacity and  better  methods  of  ensuring  that 
public  borrowing  is  more  in  Hne  with 
announced  economic  and  fiscal  policies. 

I  believe  that  these  suggestions  are 
most  definitely  worth  further  exploration. 
I  would  be  very  pleased,  therefore,  to  hear 
your  views  on  these  proposals. 

Mr.  Benson  replied  yesterday;  or  at  least 
we  received  his  reply  yesterday,  perhaps  it 
was  Friday.  He  has  asked  for  further  de- 
tails, and  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  it  with 
us.  We  have  not  analysed  his  reply  fully 
as  yet. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  raises  two 
points  in  my  mind.  One,  I  had  assumed  that 
there  was  on-going,  or  at  least  periodic  con- 
sultation between  the  federal  and  provincial 
governments  so  that  you  can  sort  out  the 
need  for  all  levels  of  goverimient  in  the 
money  market  and  see  if  you  cannot  resolve 
some  of  this  problem  of  the  federal  govem- 
merrt  pre-empting  the  field  so  that  you  have 
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difficulty;  and  you  pre-empting  the  field  so 
that  the  municipalities  and  the  private  sector 
have  difficulty.  If  there  ever  was  an  area 
where  you  wanted  some  co-operative  federal- 
ism and  co-ordination  of  policies,  this  is  it. 

The  letter  the  minister  has  just  read  seems 
to  suggest  that  my  assumption  there  is  an 
on-going  examination  of  this  really  is  not  the 
case.  Am  I  right  or  wTong  in  my  assumption? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  you  are 
largely  right.  You  have  to  remember— and  this 
is  not  being  critical  of  any  level  of  govern- 
ment—when a  borrower  goes  to  the  market 
for  bonds,  it  is  a  matter  of  great  secrecy. 

He  is  not  particularly  anxious  to  tell  some- 
body else  that  a  month  from  now  he  is  going 
to  raise  $100  million  because  that  borrower 
may  put  that  information  together  and  with 
two  or  three  other  tid-bits,  decide  he  had 
better  get  in  first.  These  things  are  shrouded 
in  great  secrecy.  In  addition,  even  in  the  bond 
market,  there  is  a  certain  amount  of  specula- 
tion, and  fortunes  can  be  made  on  the  change 
of  one-eighth  of  one  per  cent  in  the  value  of 
bonds  from  day  to  day  or  hour  to  hour. 

There  is  this  tradition  of  great  secrecy— I 
think  second  only  to  budget  secrecy,  really— 
among  Ministers  of  Finance  and  Treasurers 
and,  for  that  matter,  their  respective  officials. 
I  suspect,  and  I  think  this  is  what  the  member 
for  York  South  is  saying,  that  is  not  going  to 
be  quite  good  enough.  We  may  have  to 
learn  to  trust  each  other  and  take  some  of  the 
risks  involved  in  trusting  so  that  we  can 
achieve  a  greater  degree  of  co-ordination. 

This  has  not  been  particularly  a  problem 
for  Ontario  for  the  last  three  years,  of  course, 
because,  we  have  not  gone  to  the  market.  We 
have  managed  our  affairs  to  the  extent  that 
we  did  not  go  to  the  market,  and  we  left 
the  market  largely  free,  we  hope,  for  the 
municipalities  who  used  it  to  good  advantage. 

But  now  that  we  are  back  in  the  market; 
and  the  federal  government  obviously  are  in 
as  far  as  they  are,  or  will  be  during  the 
course  of  this  year;  and  with  the  require- 
ments of  Hydro;  the  requirements— I  do  not 
think  we  have  to  co-ordinate  all  the  munic- 
ipalities but  certainly  Metro,  the  regional 
municipalities,  the  very  large  borrowers— I 
think  we  are  going  to  have  to  take  some 
steps  to  try  to  co-ordinate  our  affairs  and 
our  borrowing  plans  and  run  the  risks  which 
are  entailed. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let  me  come  back  to  the 
second  point  that  was  in  my  mind.  I  was 
interested  in  what  the  minister  read  in  his 


letter  to  Mr.  Benson,  but  it  did  not  deal 
explicitly  with  the  point  that  I  raised  earlier. 
It  did  by  implication,  but  it  did  not  deal 
explicitly  with  it  namely,  the  traditional  ap- 
proach. 

Apart  from  all  the  other  factors  that  may 
come  in  to  influence  the  picture  at  any  given 
period,  the  traditional  differential  which  re- 
sults in  the  province  having  to  suffer,  can 
we  not  come  to  grips  with  that  because  it 
seems— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  think  there 
is  no  question,  and  there  are  two  reasons  for 
that.  One— the  biggest  reason  in  my  view— is 
the  Bank  of  Canada  attitude,  and  secondly, 
the  psychological  thing  that  Canada  is  always 
going  to  have  a  better  rate  than  one  of  its 
constituent  parts.  Youn  know,  if  Canada  goes 
broke,  the  provinces  for  sure  will  go  broke. 
It  is  the  same  differential  really  that  exists 
between  Ontario  and  Ontario  Hydro,  which 
is  very  small  today— and  which  I  think  repre- 
sents a  degree  of  sophistication  among  in- 
vestors, because  obviously  if  Ontario  Hydro 
goes  broke,  we  are  broke. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  completely  one 
and  the  same.  I  really  think  that  is  true 
between  Canada  and  a  province. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right.  Particularly  the 
province  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  market  is  funny 
this  way.  Now  Ottawa-Carleton,  for  example, 
probably  has  the  third  best  borrowing  rate  in 
this  province.  They  call  it  Ontario  and  Ca- 
nada and  they  come  in  often  even  ahead  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  although  a  critical  an- 
alysis of  their  balance  sheet  would  lead  one 
to  believe  that  this  is  not  in  as  excellent 
shape  financially  as  Metro  is.  But  it  is  simply 
the  fact  that  it  is  the  nation's  capital,  and 
some  investor  or  a  number  of  investors  think 
that  is  just  a  little  bit  better  bond  because 
we  never  let  Ottawa  go  broke,  or  we  would 
let  Toronto  go  broke  before  we  would  let 
Ottawa  go  broke. 

Mr.  J.  E.  BuUbrook  (Samia):  Well,  I  think 
you  would  let  Ottawa  go  broke. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  city  of  Ottawa, 
we  are  talking  about  the  region  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton.  It  is  a  psychological  thing. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  sorry. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  just  let  me  make  a 
final  comment  on  this.  My  point  to  the  min- 
ister is  to  plead  with  him  that  I  think  the 
time  has  come  to  tackle  these  alleged  psycho- 
logical reasons,  and  let  me— if  it  has  not  got 
too  provocative  overtones— cite  to  the  min- 
ister a  case  which  I  think  proves  my  point. 
When  the  CCF  government  was  elected  in 
1944  in  Saskatchewan,  I  suspect  that  there 
were  few  provinces  whose  credit  rating  was 
shakier.  After  all,  they  just  had  years  of 
Liberal  administration  and  depression  years, 
and  everything  of  that  nature. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  this;  that 
within  10  years,  working  with  a  province 
with  the  limited  means  of  the  Province  of 
Saskatchewan— but  with  rather  competent 
handling  of  the  finances  by  an  ex-school 
teacher,  namely  Clarence  Fines— Saskatchewan 
was  brought  to  a  position  where  the  psycho- 
logical disadvantage  was  eliminated.  So  they 
were  able  to  go  to  the  money  markets  in  New 
York  and  borrow  money  at  rates  as  favour- 
able I  believe  as  any  province,  including 
Ontario. 

Now,  the  point  I  am  making  is  that  if  a 
province  like  Saskatchewan,  with  all  of  the 
alleged  psychological  problems  it  had  to  cope 
with,  could  overcome  them,  I  think  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario— whose  credit  surely  is  just 
as  sound  as  that  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada 
—should  be  able  to  tackle  this  problem  and 
eliminate— at  least  reduce,  if  not  eliminate— 
a  nine-tenths  differential;  because  a  nine- 
tenths  differential  in  the  kind  of  borrowing 
that  we  may  have  to  indulge  in  in  the  next 
two  or  three  years  is  going  to  add  up  to  a 
pile  of  money.  And  it  is  worth  saving. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  these  items? 

Vote  2404  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2405: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2405  is  the  govern- 
ment accounting  programme.  Anything  under 
item  1?  Carried.  Item  2,  government  account- 
ing services. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  a  brief 
question  of  the  minister.  In  Ottawa  there  are 
monthly  statements  on  receipts  and  expendi- 
tures, and  I  understand  from  those  who  are 
familiar  with  these  fields  and  work  with  these 
reports  regularly,  that  they  are  extremely 
useful.  I  am  wondering  if  we  have  not 
reached  that  stage  of  sophistication  and  de- 
velopment in  the  Province  of  Ontario  where 
we  might  consider  monthly  statements  of 
receipts  and  expenditures  in  our  accounts? 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  be  glad  to 
take  that  under  consideration.  They  are  in- 
ternally produced  now,  both  by  the  govern- 
ment accounting  programme,  this  section,  and 
also  by  the  auditor.  The  two  things  do  not 
necessarily  agree  so  they  are  a  little  confus- 
ing between  the  two,  but  I  would  be  glad  to 
take  that  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  under 
item  2— government  accounting  services? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  I  might  just  say, 
on  the  receipts  side  they  certainly  can  give 
some  indication  of  the  buoyancy  of  the 
economy,  and  I  can  see  no  reason  why  that 
information  could  not  be  made  available  out- 
side as  well  as  for  internal  purposes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  under 
item  2,  government  accounting  services?  Car- 
ried. 

Item  3  is  government  accounting  systems. 

Mr.  Makarehuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  brief 
comment  under  that  item. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3? 

Mr.  Makarehuk:  Item  3.  In  the  discussions 
regarding  the  Provincial  Auditor,  it  seems  that 
the  Province  of  Ontario  at  the  moment  does 
not  have  any  system  or  means  of  finding  out 
whether  we  got  value  for  the  money  that  is 
spent.  It  was  suggested  in  committee,  and  I 
think  it  will  be  suggested  in  the  auditor's 
duties  report  that  will  be  going  in,  that  some 
system  should  be  set  up  to  ensure  that  the 
various  departments  are  spending  their  money 
wisely.  This  could  be  done  in  many  ways. 
One  of  the  ways  is  a  comparison  of  what  one 
department  would  pay  for  similar  goods  in 
relation  and  comparison  to  another  depart- 
ment. I  just  wonder  what  the  minister  feels 
on  that  particular  subject? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  PPB,  programming, 
planning  and  budgeting  really  does  not  fall 
under  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  under 
item  3?  Carried. 

Item  4  is  the  government  banking  and 
cheque-writing  services.  Any  comments?  The 
hon.  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may  ask  a  question  in  this 
regard.  During  the  past  few  months  I  have 
had  occasion  to  find  that  certain  cheques 
have  been  issued  by  various  departments  and 
were  being  held  up  at  Treasury.  These  are, 


3374 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


let  us  say,  for  property  tax  rebates  or  farm 
gasoline  tax  rebates,  and  they  are  held  up 
there  for  weeks.  Are  they  being  held  because 
of  lack  of  funds  pouring  into  the  province  in 
order  to  honour  them  or  is  it  just  the  mech- 
anics of  getting  them  through? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  the  mechanics 
of  pre-audit  really,  and  this  is  one  of  the 
things  we  will  get  away  from  as  we  switch 
to  post-audit.  I  am  not  sure  that  we  are 
going  to  see  anything  dramatic  because  on 
the  one  hand  we  will  be  taking  the  auditor 
out  of  that  step  which  has  perhaps  held  up 
the  cheques  for— Mr.  Spence  would  shoot 
me  if  he  were  here— but  we  think  it  is  per- 
haps two  or  three  days  on  the  average,  some- 
thing like  that.  We  eliminate  that  holdup. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  fully  expect,  that 
in  a  number  of  departments  the  accountants 
and  the  paying  officers  are  not  going  to  be 
quite  as  quick  to  requisition  the  funds  as 
perhaps  they  have  been  in  the  past  because 
they  are  going  to  have  to  prove  to  their 
satisfaction,  before  they  send  it  on,  that  it 
is  a  proper  expenditure.  So  some  cheques 
may  come  out  a  little  faster;  some,  I  think, 
may  be  a  little  bit  slower.  It  is  going  to 
take  some  time. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Therefore,  we  should  not 
expect  overnight  service  and  should  inform 
our  constituents  accordingly. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No.  We  are- 
Mr.    Paterson:   In   the   fullness   of  time,   I 
guess. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  are  pretty  proud 
of  our  paying  record.  It  is— what— an  average 
of  45  calendar  days.  It  can  be  improved  and 
we  think  eliminating  the  pre-audit  will  do 
something  for  this  in  the  long  run  but  not 
overnight. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4  carried?  We  will 
move  to  vote  2406,  which  is  the  government 
benefit  plans  programme. 

Vote  2405  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2406: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1,  government  pen- 
sion funds,  any  comment? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  a  general 
comment  on  this.  I  want  to  come  back  again 
to  press  the  case,  without  belabouring  it,  of 
the  investment  of  moneys  in  government 
pension  plans  at  interest  rates  that  are  far 
below  the   current  available  rates  and  what 


justification  a  government  which  is  a  trustee 
of  the  savings  of  its  own  employees  can 
advance  for  tolerating  the  kind  of  low  in- 
terest rates.  We  find  this  issue  being  raised 
in  reference  to  the  firemen  and  the  police- 
men and  at  the  municipal  level. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  a  difference. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  is  it  different? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  because  the 
firemen  and  the  policemen  do  in  fact  depend 
—their  ultimate  pension  will  depend  under 
OMERS  or  under  a  private  plan— actually  do 
depend  on  the  amount  of  interest  which  is 
being  paid  into  that  fund  and  how  well  the 
money  is  invested.  With  the  Provincial  civil 
servant,  public  servant,  it  really  does  not 
matter  whether  the  money  is  invested  at  all. 
It  could  be  in  the  vault  on  the  ground  floor 
of  the  Frost  Building;  it  would  not  be  wise 
from  my  point  of  view. 

But  the  simple  fact  is  that  we  guarantee 
that  they  will  receive  X  number  of  dollars 
of  pension  according  to  the  formula.  It  is  X 
percentage  really— which  works  out  to  dollars 
—and  whether  we  mismanage  the  money  in 
the  process,  we  still  make  that  guarantee  that 
they  will  receive  their  pension.  The  firemen 
and  the  policemen,  do  depend  on  how  well 
the  money  is  managed. 

The  same  thing  is  true  of  the  legislative 
retirement  fund  which  both  you  and  I  pay 
into.  We  are  guaranteed  a  pension  and 
whether  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario,  as  the 
trustee  of  that  fund,  is  investing  it  terribly 
wisely  or  well,  is  secondary;  the  pension  will 
come  out. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  but  the  logic  of  the 

minister's  argument  escapes  me  a  bit.  What 
in  effect  he  is  saying  is  that  the  pensioners 
need  not  worry  because  they  are  going  to  be 
paid  in  accordance  with  the  fund  and  there- 
fore if  you  mismanage  it,  or  do  not  invest  it 
at  the  maximmn  interest  rate  available,  you 
do  not  need  to  worry  because  it  is  guaran- 
teed and  the  fund  will  be  supplemented  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  begs  the  point  I  am 
raising.  If  the  money  could  be  invested  else- 
where and  increase  the  returns  to  the  pen- 
sion fund— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  would  be  in- 
creasing the  returns  to  me  as  Treasurer,  not 
to  the  pension  fund.  If  I  took  this  money 
out,  which  is  in  the  public  service  superan- 
nuation fund,  which  is  now  at  five  per  cent 
and  which  you  will  see  by  the  Act— and  in 
an  accounting  sense  the  argument  is  correct 
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—you  will  see  by  the  amendment  to  the  Act 
that  we  propose  to  remove  the  interest  rate, 
put  it  in  regulations  and  we  will  be  boosting 
it  to  at  least  six,  perhaps  something  more— 
we  do  not  know  yet  but  we  should  have  that 
flexibility.  But  if  we  took  it  all  out,  perish 
the  thought,  out  of  the  Treasurer's  hands  and 
invested  it  in  mortgages  at  the  Crown  Trust, 
at  10  per  cent  or  9^,  the  profit,  if  you  like, 
that  we  made  on  that  would  all  come  to  the 
Treasurer  of  Ontario  and  not  one  penny  of 
it  would  find  its  way  into  the  pension  fund. 
The  two  things  really  are  not  related  except 
that  every  three  years  the  actuary  says,  "Are 
you  putting  enough  money  into  that  fund?" 

There  are  two  ways  you  can  put  money 
into  the  fund;  one  way  is  by  the  annual  pay- 
ment, contributions  from  the  employer.  As 
you  know,  that  fund  was  unsound  actuarially, 
so  as  a  bookkeeping  entiy  really  we  are 
putting  in  an  extra,  what,  $10  million  a 
year,  $14  million  a  year,  to  bring  it  up.  The 
other  way  of  doing  it:  If  we  raise  the  interest 
from  five  to  six  per  cent,  for  example,  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say,  or  let  us  hyphothetic- 
ally  say  we  will  not  have  to  put  in  the  $14 
million  because  the  interest  which  will  be 
earned  will  actuarially  pay  the  pensions  which 
have  been  agreed  upon. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1  carried. 
Item  2  agreed  to. 
Vote  2406  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2407: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener:)  On  this 
vote,  I  would  be  interested  in  knowing  the 
departments  which  are  actually  provided 
with  facilities  by  the  computer  ser\dce 
centre.  I  had  noted  at  the  meetings  of  the 
public  accounts  committee  that,  in  the  re- 
views that  we  have  had  with  the  Committee 
on  Government  Productivity,  several  discus- 
sions were  held  with  members  of  the  staff 
of  the  committee  concerning  certain  changes 
in  the  statistical  services,  and  also  in  the 
data  processing  services  within  the  provin- 
cial   government. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  presently 
an  ongoing  programme  to  change  the  bal- 
ance of  the  various  services  and  to  ensure 
that  there-  is,  no  untoward  duplication.  I  am 
wondering  if  the  minister  can  tell  us  the 
departments  which  are  receiving  these  facili- 
ties and  those  departments  which  have  their 
own  facilities  and  are  not  serviced  under  this 
programme? 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Highways  and  Trans- 
port (which  were  two,  now  one)  HIRB,  and 
Education  are  the  ones  which  have  their  own 
computers  and  do  not  use  the  central  com- 
puter. There  are  five  major  users,  or  there 
have  been,  of  the  central  computer:  Treasury 
and  Economics,  Revenue,  Municipal  Affairs, 
Labour,  and  Lands  and  Forests.  I  say,  "there 
have  been"  because  Revenue  are  in  the  pro- 
cess of  switching  over  to  the  Highways  com- 
puter, the  one  at  Downsview  as  opposed  to 
the  one  down  here.  I  can  give  the  member 
the  figures  of  use  from  other  departments. 
These  are  the  estimated  figures  for  this  year 
and  they  do  not  vary  that  much,  but  I  will 
give  them  to  the  member  that  way:  Agricul- 
ture and  Food,  32,000;  Energy,  25,000;  Fi- 
nancial and  Commercial  Affairs,  3,000;  La- 
bour 138,000;  Lands  and  Forests,  124,000; 
Mines,  8,000;  Municipal  Affairs,  38,000; 
Public  Works  1,000;  Revenue,  489,000  and 
that  will  of  course,  change;  Tourism,  22,000; 
Trade  and  Development,  24,000;  Ontario 
Housing,  104,000;  Treasury  and  Economics, 
456,000;  Treasury  Board,  4,000;  for  a  total 
of  1,468,000. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  in  some  ways 
those  are  guesses  based  on  past  experience, 
but  the  use  by  the  departments  does  vary 
from  time  to  time,  particularly  the  smaller 
ones. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  And  these  particular 
charges  then,  are  reflected  within  the  budget 
of  the  particular  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  This  is,  in 
effect,  a  zero  budget  except  that  we  do  allow 
a  float  of  $250,000.  So  if  the  charges  are- 
if  managers  do  not  do  a  good  job  and  col- 
lect every  last  penny  from  the  other  depart- 
ments they  have  got  $250,000  to  play  around 
with. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  So  that  is  approximately 
one  sixth  of  the  total  servicing? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2407?  The  member 
for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  that  epochal  speech 
of  the  minister's  to  the  Financial  Executives 
Institute  on  March  9  he  indicated  that  in  the 
last  five  years: 

We  have  saved— in  the  sense  of  having, 
through  careful  scrutiny,  prevented  the  in- 
efficient use  of  data  processing  equipment 
and  the  introduction  of  less  than  adequate 
data  systems— something  like   $6.5  million. 
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Could  he  elaborate  on  exactly  what  was 
done?  Is  that  the  pooling  of  equipment 
among    various    departments? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  there  is  very 
tight  control  by  the  computer  services  pro- 
gramme here,  in  the  use  of  their  shared 
facility  monitored  in  turn  by  the  Treasury 
Board  ADP  branch,  who  keep  an  eye  on  this 
computer  and  on  the  other  computers,  pro- 
vide advice  to  all  government  departments 
and  agencies  as  to  what  computer  they  might 
or  might  not  lease  or  buy,  whether  they 
should  be  in  this  programme  in  the  shared 
facility,  whether  they  can  really  justify  their 
own,  and  making  sure,  insofar  as  possible, 
that  all  our  computers  are  being  worked 
literally  24  hours  a  day,  which  is  what  you 
try  to  achieve  when  you  lease  a  computer. 
Is  that  correct?  They  are  getting  Friday  off 
though,  or  Thursday  off.  Sundays  they  have 
off.  But  reaUy,  that  is  where  the  saving  has 
occurred  to  make  sure  that  there  has  been 
that    kind    of   utilization. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  we  are  still  not 
satisfied.  COGP  have,  really,  a  separate  study 
under  way  on  the  use  of  computers.  There 
is  always  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
government  should  not  buy  one  great  big 
computer.  You  know,  there  are  the  econo- 
mies of  scale,  but  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  there  is  really  no  one  you  can  compare 
us  with  if  we  folded  up  all  of  our  little 
computers— which  are  not  so  little— and  bought 
one  big  one.  That  is  an  enormous  step 
which  is,  perhaps,  facing  us,  as  I  under- 
stand it— this  really  comes  under  the  ADP 
branch  and  secretariat— some  time  in  the 
next  two  or  three  years.  And  we  are  wait- 
ing for  the  advice  from  COGP  on  that  score 
particularly. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Having  analysed  some  of 
the  alleged  savings  that  the  minister  con- 
tended had  been  made  in  that  speech  of 
his,  I  am  wondering  how  much  of  a  ball- 
park figure  this  $6.5  million  is?  I  do  not 
want  to  pursue  it  for  any  great  length  of 
time,  but  forgive  me  for  my  doubts,  or  my 
wonderings  as  to  how  much  of  a  ball-park 
figure  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  we  can  ana- 
lyse the  computer  part  of  that  rather  well. 
I  will  be  glad  to  dig  those  figures  out  and 
explain  the  rationale  of  thait.  I  think  there 
was  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2407,  the  member  for 
Kitchener. 


Mr.  Breithaupt:  Just  another  comment,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  was  interested,  of  course,  in 
reviewing  the  initial  comments  in  Interim 
Report  No.  1  of  the  Committee  on  Govem- 
menst  Productivity.  On  page  13  there  are 
some  comments  with  respect  to  automatic 
data  processing.  I  am  wondering  if  the  min- 
ister can  elaborate  as  to  how  the  in-depth 
review  of  the  use  of  ADP  by  Health,  Lands 
and  Forests,  and  Municipal  Affairs  has  been 
progressing?  It  would  appear  that  some  six 
mondis  now  have  gone  by  since  this  report 
was  received.  We  should  expect  to  have 
some  basic  development  in  the  second  sub- 
project  of  the  two  that  were  planned  by  this 
committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  we  should 
leave  this  for  the  secretariat  vote  and  the 
COGP  portion.  I  will  have  the  right  people 
here.  Mr.  MacDonald  is  a  member  of  the 
COGP.  He  tells  me  that  there  is  a  report 
in  front  of  the  COGP  now.  A  progress  re- 
port carrying  out  some  of  what  was  recom- 
mended in  that  particular  recommendation 
to  the  COGP. 

Vote  2407   agreed   to. 

On  vote  2408: 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  2408:  The  member 
for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  would  the 
minister  indicate  how  many  plans  are  now 
registered  with  the  pension  commission?  If 
possible,  how  much  funding  do  they  now 
represent?  Thirdly,  with  regard  to  the  com- 
mission, have  there  been  any  changes  in  the 
personnel  and  when  can  we  expect  another 
report?  Have   I  missed   a  recent  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  are  8,500 
plans  which  are  registered.  We  are  not  sure 
of  the  amount  of  money.  As  for  the  mem- 
ber's last  question,  the  present  chairman  of 
the  commission  is  the  now  Minister  of  Labour 
( Mr.  Carton ) ,  and  if  the  member  can  hold 
his  breath  until  tomorrow,  the  minister  will 
be  replaced,  I  think,  tomorrow  by  a  new 
chairman. 

Quite  frankly,  I  would  have  to  indicate 
my  almost  complete  ignorance  of  this  area. 
The  pension  commission,  to  my  knowledge, 
is  working  very  well.  They  do  not  meet, 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  all  that  often.  Every 
two  weeks?  They  seem  to  resolve  their 
problems  very  Well  and  they  have  not 
bothered  the  minister  at  all  during  this  time. 
There  was  a  great  flurry  of  activity,  of 
course,  when  the  bill  came  in  and  that  has 
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died  down  somewhat.  Tihen  there  were 
amendments  to  the  Act  two  years  ago— and 
I  remember  the  now  Minister  of  Labour 
really  took  those  amendments  through  the 
House.  But  I  can  honestly  say  I  have  not 
been  bothered  in  the  four  months  by  one 
particular  problem  relating  to  the  pension 
commission. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  assume  that  the  guide- 
lines have  now  been  very  firmly  laid  down 
as  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —investments  and  things 
of  that  nature.  Would  I  be  correct  in  as- 
suming that  there  is  a  constant  review  of 
the  situation  by  accountants  or  auditors 
or  somebody  apart  from  the  pension  com- 
mission and  therefore  that  they  really  are 
just  a  supervisory  group  that  meets  periodi- 
cally to  see  if  some  trouble  has  not  broken 
out  in  some  areas? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  Plans  are  all  review- 
ed, I  am  told,  by  the  staff  itself,  by  the 
actuarial  department  of  the  Treasury  Board 
Secretariat  and  then  with  outside  advice  that 
is  needed.  How  often? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  How  sizable  is  the  staflF? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  The  complement  is 
21.  I  was  asking  if  there  is  an  annual 
report  of  the  pension  commission.  It  has 
not  been  written  yet  but  it  will  be  avail- 
able soon. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  For  which  year  are  you 
now  thinking? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  For  the  year  ending 
March  31,   1970.  It  is  not  available  as  yet. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  On  the  same  point,  Mr. 
Chairman,  does  the  commission  keep  any 
record  or  track  of  totally  company-funded 
plans  where  the  funds  are  kept  within  the 
company,  to  find  out  whether  the  funds  are 
adequate  enough  to  provide  the  pension 
which  the  company  agrees  to  provide  to  its 
employees  at  the  termination  or  on  termina- 
tion of  their  employment?  The  other  place 
where  it  could  be  very  interesting  is  where 
a  plant  decides  to  shut  down  and  pays  the 
employees  some  severance  pay,  or  it  may 
pay  no  severance  pay  at  all,  but  then  it 
walks  off  with  the  pension  plan,  completely 
to  the  detriment  of  the  employees.  Now, 
does  your  conunission  or  group— do  they  have 
any  record  of  all  the  employers'  pension  plans 
in  existence  in  Ontario? 


Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  As  far  as  we  know, 
every  plan  in  the  province  is  registered,  and 
regardless  of  whether  the  funds  are  kept  in- 
ternally, they  all  should  be  registered.  The 
funds,  whether  they  are  registered  or  not, 
should  be  kept  separately,  maintained  sep- 
arately. We  do  get  an  annual  report  attest- 
ing, and  those  reports  are  gone  over  each 
year. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  In  other  words,  you  do 
an  actuarial  analysis  of  the  reports  to  find 
out  whether  there  is  enough  money  in  the 
funds  so  that  the  employees  will  be  able  to 
collect  the  pension  that  they  are  entitled  to? 
There  is  that  kind  of  actuarial  analysis  done 
by  your  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  Yes,  it  is  not  done 
every  year  on  a  thorough  basis  but  it  is  done 
every  third  year. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  On  this  same  point,  Mr. 
Chairman,  would  you  be  able  to  tell  us— I 
ask  you  specifically— the  example  I  am  think- 
ing of  is  Westinghouse  in  Brantford  which 
shut  down  and  had  a  completely  company 
funded  pension  plan.  Would  you  be  in  a 
position  to  tell  me  how  much  money  that 
company  had  in  that  pension  plan  when  it 
shut  down? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  Perhaps  not  on  the 
day  that  it  shut  down  but  we  would  on  the 
date  of  their  last  return  to  us.  Also  on  the 
day  that  they  shut  down  because  according 
to  the  Act,  they  have  to  provide  a  statement 
on  that  day  that  they  shut  down,  so  the 
answer  is,  yes. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  If  I  wanted  to  get  hold 
of  this  information,  would  I  be  able  to  get  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  Only  with  my  ap- 
proval. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  In  this  case,  I  will  ask 
the  minister.  Would  you  approve  that  the 
information  be  made  available  to  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  MeKeough:  I  think— I  would 
want  to  think  about  this.  Pension  funds,  both 
to  the  person  receiving  the  pension  and  both 
to  the  company  or  the  person  who  is  re- 
sponsible for  paying  them,  are,  I  think, 
somewhat  of  a  confidential  nature.  Offhand 
I  can  think  of  no  reason  why  I  would  not 
give  it  to  you  but  I  would  not  want  to  com- 
mit myself  to  it  without  thinking  about  it. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  can 
see  the  problem  that  can  develop  in  this  case, 
that  it  may  be  in  some  cases  to  the  advantage 
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of  the  company  that  has  accumulated  a  fairly 
hefty  pension  fund  to  shut  down  before 
they  start  paying  out  of  that  fund.  They  close 
down  and  the  fund  reverts  back  to  the  com- 
pany. The  employees  may  get  certain  bene- 
fits, certain  severance  allowances,  but  in 
terms  of  straight  financial  benefits,  the  com- 
pany is  better  ofiF  to  close  down  because  of 
these  pension  fimds,  and  this  is  where  there 
is  the  kind  of  conflict  of  interest,  that  I 
would  hke  to  see  resolved:  whether  this  is 
being  done  in  some  cases,  or  it  is  not  being 
done. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Why  do 
you  not  ask  him  an  easy  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  think  I  can 
answer  this  off  the  top  of  my  head.  We  will 
look  into  it  and  we  will  get  together  on  it 
if   that   is    satisfactory. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
South,  then. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  May  I— this  is  my  ignor- 
ance; if  the  minister  professes  his  ignorance 
in  this  field,  let  me  join  him— as  I  understand 
the  Act  which  we  passed  a  few  years  ago, 
at  35  years  of  age  you  begin  to  get  a  vested 
iinterest  and  at  45  it  is  complete. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  At  45. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  At  45.  Do  you  mean  to 
say  that  if  a  company  were  to  close  down, 
or  becomes  amalgamated  with  some  other 
company,  all  of  the  money  that  has  gone 
in  on  behalf  of  a  pensioner,  of  an  employee, 
in  effect  is  beyond  his  control  and  it  is  lost 
to  him  if  he  has  not  got  some— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  if  it  is  vested 
it  is— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  no,  no,  I  am  talking 
about  prior  to  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  preserved  for 
him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  if  he  has  a  vested 
interest  in  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  even  if  he  has 
not  a  vested  interest  he  is  entitied,  as  I 
understand  it,  under  the  Act  to  a  minimum 
of  a  return  of  his  own  contribution,  plus  some 
rate  of  interest.  It  would  depend  on  the  plan. 
A  new  plan  would  be  on  that  basis.  An  old 
plan— heaven  knows  what  the  rules  may  have 
been  when  it  was  drawn  up. 


Mr.  Makardiuk:  On  that  same  point,  what 
the  minister  means  then  is  that  if  the  em- 
ployees have  contributed  a  certain  portion  of 
money  to  the  plan,  then  they  have  a  certain 
vested  right  in  it  because  of  that  legislation 
that  was  passed  a  year  or  two  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  have  a  vested 
right  in  their  own  contribution. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Right,  in  their  o\\ti  con- 
tribution. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  after  a  period 
of  time,  and  after  age  45,  they  have  a  vested 
right  in  their  employer's  contribution  as  well. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Right,  but  if  the  money 
was  totally  contributed  on  behalf  of  the  em- 
ployee by  the  employer,  then  the  employees 
have  absolutely  no  right  to  it  by  legislation 
right  now? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  After  45,  yes? 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Could  we  have  this  clari- 
fied then?  Do  the  employees  have  any  right 
to  any  kind  of  a  pension  fund,  or  pension 
plan,  or  pension  payments,  after  the  age  of  45 
or  55,  whatever  it  is,  if  all  the  money  that 
was  contributed  to  the  fund  was  contributed 
by  the  employer  and  there  were  no  contribu- 
tions extracted  or  taken  out  of  the  employees' 
wages? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  about  before  45? 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  am  sorry  Mr.  Minister, 
when  you  said,  yes,  the  company  does  not 
necessarily— the  employees  do  not  have  any 
right.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no,  he  is  saying- 
Mr.  BuIIbrook:  His  interpretation  was  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Was  it? 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  He  said,  yes,  they  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  the  plan  was 
woimd  up,  then  the  answer  is,  yes,  whether 
he  is  under  or  over  45,  or  whether  is  is 
vested  fully  or  not.  If  he  simply— 

Mr.  Lewis  t  Yes  to  what?  I  am  sorry. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  it  is  vested  in 
him— let  me  start  at  the  begirming.  Even 
though  he  has  contributed  nothing  himself, 
and  it  has  all  been  contributed  by  the  em- 
ployer,  as   I   understand   it  if  the   company 
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wound  up,  and  therefore  the  plan  wound  up 
as  of  tomorrow,  he  would  be  entitled  even 
though  he  did  not  have  10  years'  service  and 
was  not  45,  he  would  be  entitled  to  the  fully 
vested  portion. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  What  if  his  job  unilaterally 
wound  up,  not  the  company  winding  up?  I 
think  this  is  the  essential  aspect  of  the  query 
that  we  are  undertaking.  Is  it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  As  I  understand  it, 
the  unit  entirely  has  to  wind  up,  not  just  a 
segment  of  it.  If  they  close  down  a  depart- 
ment of  that  particular  factory  we  will  say,  or 
industry,  then  that  is  not  a  complete  winding 
up  of  the  affairs  of  the  company. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  The  minister  can  see  then— 
and  perhaps  I  usurp  a  continuancy  by  the 
member  for  Brantford  and  his  leader.  The 
minister  can  see  obvious  deficiencies  right  in 
this  concept  because  if  he  has  a  searate 
bargaining  unit  and  they  bargain  for  a  total 
employer  contribution  plan  at  General  Motors 
in  Oshawa  and,  heaven  forbid,  they  close 
down  that  institution,  and  they  continue  to 
operate  elsewhere  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada 
—for  that  matter,  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, as  I  understand— the  present  protection  to 
the  employees  is  completely  nothing.  Nothing 
whatever. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  We  have  got  to  do  some- 
thing about  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce.  Oh,  I  am  sorry,  the  member  for 
Brantford  wishes  to  pursue  his  question. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Yes,  on  the  same  point,  I 
would  like  some  clarification.  Can  the  min- 
ister give  us  some  clarification  at  this  time 
to  the  effect  that— in  this  case  again  I  am 
referring  to  Westinghouse.  If  Westinghouse 
eohtinues  to  operate  in  Canada— it  has  a  plant 
say,  in  Hamilton,  but  it  closes,  it  winds  up 
completely,  totally,  its  operation  in  Brantford, 
then,  from  what  I  understand,  the  employees 
in  Brantford  do  not  have  any  right  whatso- 
ever to  any  kind  of  a  pension  plan? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  would  have  to 
look  at  the  plan  before  we  can  answer  that 
question. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Then  could  we  possibly, 
since  there  is  obviously  some  degree  of  sym- 
pathetic sensitivity  in  this  connection  by  the 
minister,  could  we  possibly  look  forward  to 


some  type  of  information  to  the  House, 
either  individually  to  the  member  for  Brant- 
ford, and  since  I  have  expressed  some  con- 
cern— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  already  said 
that. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  —because  it  seems  to  me 
obviously  inequitable  that  a  company  can 
build  up  a  significant  equity  position  relative 
to  Employee  A  at  the  City  of  Oshawa  in  a 
total  pension  plan,  and  then,  in  effect,  that 
equity  position  can  be  completely  wiped  out 
as  far  as  that  employee  is  concerned.  I  think 
probably  we  have  a  responsibility  carried 
forward  from  the  legislative  point  of  view, 
something  to  protect  the  public  here. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  A  question  of 
the  minister.  Is  there  any  legislation  that  pro- 
vides a  sense  of  right  for  employees? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Oshawa— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman  has  called  me 
twice  now.  This  is  the  third  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Oshawa  is 
pursuing  exactly  the  same  question. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  the  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  on  this  topic? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  hope  to  be. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  All  right.  I  yield  to  the  senator 
for  Owen  Sound. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister—first of  all.  Senator  Javits  in  New  York 
State  has  launched  a  nationwide  investigation 
into  pension  plans  claiming  that  many  mil- 
lions of  Americans  will  lose  billions  of  dollars 
in  the  U.S.  pension  plans  across  the  nation 
because  of  the  lack  of  equity  in  the  plans. 
First  of  all,  does  the  minister  know  how 
many  millions  of  dollars,  or  billions  of  dollars, 
are  in  pension  plans  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  does  not  know 

that?  How  then  can  he  supervise  the  job  if 
he  does  not  know  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  know  for  each 
plan  but  I  do  not  think  we  have  ever  totalled 
up  the  8,500  plans. 
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Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  say  then  that  the 
first  thing  the  minister  should  do  is  find  out. 
Obviously,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister  does 
not  know  very  much  about  this  and  I  agree 
that  he  would  not  necessarily  have  to  know 
if  he  had  the  people  to  tell  him.  The  thing 
I  am  concerned  about  is  that  there  might  be 
a  million  people  in  this  province  who  are  in- 
volved in  pension  plans,  but  who,  when  pay- 
day comes,  have  no  equity  in  the  plan.  My 
colleague  from  Sarnia— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  exactly  what 
we  have  been  discussing,  I  think,  under  the 
kind  of  supervision  given  by  the  pension 
commission.  That  situation  could  not  happen. 
It  could  be  said  that  Senator  Javits  is  prob- 
ably issuing  a  call  for  legislation  which  we 
have  had  here  in  the  province  of  opportunity 
and  good  government  for  eight  years. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  would  seem  then  that  if 
what  the  minister  says  is  true— which  I  can- 
not believe,  because  he  has  to  ask  the  boys 
in  front  of  him  everything  he  knows.  So  he 
does  not  know  much  about  it.  The  minister 
does  not  even  know  how  much  is  involved 
in  pensions  in  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  no  need  to 
know. 

Mr.  Sargent:  There  is  no  need  to  know.  So 
we  are  spending  $229,000  in  supervision, 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —to  look  at  individ- 
ual plans.  There  is  no  necessity  to  total  them. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right.  Then  does  the  min- 
ister have  the  power  to  go  in  and  look  at  a 
pension  plan,  to  investigate  the  equity  of  all 
of  the  people  in  that  plan,  and  the  probability 
that  they  will  get  something  out  of  it?  The 
majority  of  people  in  the  United  States  to  the 
south  of  us— there  are  millions  of  people, 
when  they  leave  they  have  nothing  left  of 
their  equity.  Nothing  is  left  at  all.  Does  the 
minister  have  the  power  to  go  into  a  plant 
and  say— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  has  the  powers 
to  say— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —to  make  them  change  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  To  rewrite  the  plan? 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  Well,  to  rewrite 
it  means  having  to  conform  to  the  pension 
benefits  legislation. 

Mr.  Boyer:  We  are  away  ahead  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Not  in  ministers,  you  are  not. 

Mr.  Chairman:   The  member  for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand 
the  pension  legislation  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  a  company  or  corporation  has  15 
years  to  totally  fund  the  plan,  that  is  by  legis- 
lation. 

The  problem  that  arises  is  that  an  em- 
ployee may  be  part  of  that  pension  pro- 
gramme and  as  a  result  of  that  plant  closing 
out  or  his  employment  being  terminated,  he 
then  has  no  vested  rights  in  the  plan.  He  is 
just  laid  off  and  the  rights  he  has  accumu- 
lated are  gone. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  happens  under  most 
collective  bargaining  agreements  particularly 
in  the  auto  industry.  The  fellow  has  to  have 
10  years  seniority.  Once  he  accumulates  10 
years  he  has  a  vested  right  in  the  plan  and 
previous  to  that  number  of  collective  bar- 
gaining agreements,  he  had  to  be  45  years  of 
age  and  have  10  years.  Well,  in  a  lot  of 
agreements  that  has  been  eliminated  now 
and  there  is  no  year  stipulation  at  all  that  you 
get  vested  rights  at  the  time  you  get  10  years. 

There  are  some  collective  bargaining  agree- 
ments in  the  Province  of  Ontario  where  five 
years  give  you  vested  rights  in  the  plan  but 
I  just  happen  to  think— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Not  too  many  though,  not  too 
many  of  them  have  them. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  No,  you  are  right,  not  too  many 
but  there  are  a  few.  But  what  we  really  need 
in  this  province  is  legislation  that  gives  an 
employee  vested  rights  in  the  plan  if  that 
corporation  is  phasing  the  operation  out  or 
where  there  is  a  permanent  layoff  of  that 
employee.  If  he  had  a  vested  right  in  the 
plan,  it  appears  to  me  that  we  would  be  pro- 
viding in  essence  some  portability  in  the 
pension  scheme  itself.  He  accumulates  five 
years  in  plant,  A,  10  years  in  plant  B,  another 
five  in  plant  C— he  accumulates  pensions  from 
all  these  sources  and  he  builds  them  up. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Portability  in  essence. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well,  it  is,  in  essence;  it  could 
be  portability.  Though  he  has  accumulated 
a  pension  in  each  industry,  it  is  vested  and 
when  he  gets  to  age  60  or  65  or  w'hatever  the 
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age  may  be  that  he  can  get  his  pension,  he 
would  make  application  for  it  and  it  would 
be  available  to  him. 

The  other  way  obviously  is  to  provide 
portability  itself,  to  make  it  mandatory  that 
it  goes  into  a  central  fund;  therefore,  it 
would  be  a  portable  type  of  pension  the 
same  as  we  have  under  the  Canada  Pension 
Plan. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Do  not  talk  to  me,  talk  to 
him.  I  agree  with  the  member. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Oh,  I  am  sorry.  But  it  appears 
to  me  there  are  a  number  of  avenues  that 
could  be  explored  by  this  government  to 
give  the  workers  the  kind  of  protection  that 
is  necessary  at  this  point  in  time.  Let  me 
put  it  this  way  to  the  minister:  Where  there 
are  collective  bargaining  agreements,  then 
the  workers  have  some  protection.  I  am 
not  suggesting  every  one  of  them  are  pro- 
tected, but  by  the  same  token  only  one-third 
of  the  workers  in  this  province  are  organ- 
ized. I  submit  to  the  minister  that  t\vo- 
thirds  of  the  workers  in  this  province,  where 
there  are  pension  plans,  are  vulnerable  to 
the  corporations.  They  will  phase  it  out,  lay 
them  off  and  the  employees  will  receive 
exactly  nothing. 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  But  they  are  vulnerable 
whether  they  are  organized  or  not. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well  I  say  this  to  the  member 
for  Samia:  In  a  lot  of  collective  bargaining 
agreements  there  are  vested  rights  irrespec- 
tive of  age;  they  can  pick  them  up  at  the 
time  they  retire,  and  it  is  usually  spelled  out 
at  what  age  they  can  pick  them  up  or  when 
they  are  eligible  for  the  pension.  But  I  agree 
that  even  in  some  organized  jurisdictions  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  they  are  at  the 
mercy  of  that  employer  and  they  lose  those 
rights.  The  government  should  investigate 
this  whole  problem  and  provide  legislation 
that  makes  it  equitable  for  every  employee 
right  across  the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Brantford. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman  I  am  not 
sure  that  this  is  happening  in  Canada  at  the 
moment,  but  in  the  United  States  in  some 
cases  of  corporate  takeover,  the  corporate 
takeover  was  based  on  the  fact  that  the  com- 
pany had  a  very  healthy  sum  of  money  in  its 
pension  fund.  What  happened  is  that  a 
company  would  be  taken  over,  and  of 
course  functions  or  operations  of  the  pension 
plan  would  be  terminated  and  the  money 
then    picked    up    by    the    new    group.    The 


money  would  come  out  of  the  pension  fund, 
and  of  course,  the  employees  would  end  up 
with  very  little  or  nothing  at  all.  Again  I 
just  wondered  if  some  supervision  is  done 
by  the  Ontario  Pension  Commission  to  en- 
sure similar  situations  do  not  develop  in 
Canada,  or  in  Ontario  particularly,  at  the 
present   time. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  have  not,  and 
should  not.  There  can  be  no  guarantee  under 
the  legislation,  but  the  legislation  is  designed 
so  that  sort  of  thing  will  not  happen.  Whe- 
ther there  is  some  loophole  in  it,  I  suppose 
only  time  will  tell,  but  it  should  not  happen 
here,  and  I  agree  that  it  has  happened  in 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  When  the  Treasurer  says 
it  should  not  happen,  the  companies  or  the 
employees  are  protected  by  legislation  at 
the  moment,  is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister how  many  people  are  employed  in  the 
supervision  of  this  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Twenty-one. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Twenty-one  people,  and  we 
are  paying  them  $229,000.  Twenty-^one  peo- 
ple to  cover  possibly  $10  billion  worth  of 
pensions!  That  figure  may  be  pulled  out  of 
the  air,  perhaps  it  is  realistic,  but  it  is  the 
money  and  the  future  of  a  lot  of  people. 
Does  the  minister  think  think  this  is  a  suf- 
ficient number  of  people  to  do  a  proper  job 
on  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  the  minister  still  does 
not  know  the  amount  of  money  involved? 
Does  his  department  do  an  across-the-board, 
geographic  survey?  How  does  it  go  about  a 
survey? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Every  pension  plan 
has  to  be  registered.  If  it  is  not  registered  it 
does  not  qualify  under  either  our  Corpora- 
tions Tax  Act  or  The  Personal  Income  Tax 
Act— federally  or  provincially.  It  must  be  a 
registered  pension  plan.  Each  one  submits  an 
annual  return,  and  every  three  years— and 
there  are  8,500  of  them— they  are  looked  at 
very  intensively. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  do  you  measure  a  plan? 
What  is  the  yardstick,  what  do  you  look  for 
when  you  assess  a  plan? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  You  make  sure  it  is 
actuarially  sound  and  is  going  to  provide  the 
kind  of  pensions  which  are  called  for,  and 
conforms  to  The  Pension  Benefits  Act  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Then,  bearing  in  mind  what 
the  hon.  member  for  Oshawa  and  others 
have  said  in  regard  to  vested  interest  in  peri- 
ods of  five  to  ten  years,  have  you  at  this 
time  ordered  any  firms  to  review  their  plans 
and  rewrite  them  as  to  modem  day  needs? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  are  doing  that  now? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2408— the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Just  one  comment,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  have  a  situation  which  I  can 
perhaps  use  as  an  example  to  show  some  of 
the  problems  to  the  minister,  of  at  least  cer- 
tain workmen  in  a  plant  in  Kitchener.  Under 
a  group  annuity  programme,  pursuant  to  The 
Pension  Benefits  Act,  there  was  an  agree- 
ment with  a  group  of  employees  stating  that 
the  company  would  pay  for  all  the  benefits. 
The  problem  has  arisen  where  the  group 
agreement  was  cancelled  on  January  1,  1971, 
for  all  of  the  employees  who  happened  to  be 
union  members— members  of  the  Teamsters 
Union.  The  difficulty  of  course  arose  when 
many  of  the  persons  who  have  stayed  on  the 
job,  and  are  members  of  the  union,  wish  to 
withdraw  the  proceeds  of  the  funds  that 
they  have  put  in.  My  imderstanding  is  that 
in  1965  and  1966  they  had  the  ability  to 
remove  their  proceeds  and  some  of  them  did 
this.  Now,  however,  the  company  has,  in 
effect,  cancelled  the  contributory  part  of  the 
pension  programme  for  them,  and  they  of 
course  find  that  they  are  unable  to  deal  with 
these  funds.  In  a  memo  which  appears  to 
have  been  given  by  one  company  man  to 
another  the  comment  is  "Mr.  X  wants  to 
withdraw  his  pension  for  investment  pur- 
poses, please  reply  and  state  the  implica- 
tions." The  answer  is  "Pension  contributions 
are  not  withdrawable  until  severance  of  em- 
ployment. There  is  no  other  alternative  than 
that  which  was  presented  to  those  fellows." 
It  would  seem  to  me  that  if  the  company 
has  tile  opportunity  to  withdraw  the  pro- 
gramme, those  persons  who  are  continuing 
within  the  company  and  no  longer  have  the 
opportunity  of  contributing  should  have  some 
course  of  action  open  to  them  which  would 
allow  them  to  reinvest  their  funds  if  they 
chose  to  do  so. 


My  understanding   is   that   the   return   on 
this   pension  fund   programme  was   2.7   per 
cent  and  it  would  appear  that  a  somewhat 
higher    benefit    could    be    obtained    by    any 
investment  than  that  small  amount.  I  agree 
with  the  purx>ose  of  the  legislation  which,  of 
course,    is   to    protect    members    against    the 
hastily  or  ill-conceived  programme  of  cash- 
ing  out   their   investment.    I   am   wondering, 
Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  minister  can  advise  me 
whether  any  alternatives  have  been  consid- 
ered  for   those    persons   who    find    that   the 
contributory  portion  of  the  employer  is  sud- 
denly  cancelled,    and   they   are   left   with   a 
pension  programme?  The  only  benefit  to  them 
is  to  set  up  a  personal  contribution  to   the 
group  or  to  the  insurance  company  that  had 
been    previously   handling   the    group.    In    a 
letter    received,    over    the    signature    of    the 
president  of  the  company  that  was  involved, 
the    statement    of   pension    benefit    went    to 
these  various  persons  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
suitable    certificate— so   that    the   insurer   can 
provide  a  suitable  certificate  rather- the  evi- 
dence of  proof  of  age  and  such  like  had  to 
be  submitted,  and  the  end  result  was  in  this 
last  paragraph  of  the  letter,  and  I  quote: 
Anyone  interested  in  continuing  a  sup- 
plementary pension  programme  with  the  X 
Life  Insurance  Company,  should  advise  us 
and  we  will  put  you  in  touch  with  their 
sales   representative.   Furthermore,   we   are 
agreeable  to  an  arrangement  whereby  the 
cost  of  such  a  contract  would  be  deducted 
from  your  regular  pay  and  remitted  direct. 

This  appears  to  be  a  policy  decision  on  the 
part  of  the  company  that  employs  these  per- 
sons, that  the  benefit  which  they  had  been 
receiving  was  no  longer  received  upon 
unionization,  or  after  some  terms  of  a  con- 
tract. I  am  wondering  if  the  minister  has  any 
comments  with  respect  to  this  kind  of  a  situ- 
ation, and  whether  consideration  should  be 
given  to  changes  in  the  Act  that  would  bene- 
fit these  individuals  caught  in  this  apparent 
company-union  difficulty  which  leaves  the 
individual  out  in  the  cold? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Act  states  that 
an  employee  cannot  withdraw  while  he  is  in 
the  employ  of  tliis  particular  company,  imless 
the  plan  itself  is  terminated.  It  is  a  clear 
statement  in  the  Act.  I  think  I  can  see  the 
problem  the  member  has  described.  Perhaps 
after  we  have  had  a  chance  to  look  at  Han- 
sard, the  member  may  have  some  additional 
information,  and  we  may  be  able  to  come  up 
with  suggestions,  or  perhaps  some  change  in 
policy  is  indicated,  but  I  am  afraid  I  cannot 
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indicate    anything    more    than    that    at    this 
moment,  although  I  can  see  the  prcyblem. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
have  the  particulars  of  the  policies  and  some 
letters,  one  received  from  the  pension  com- 
mission, and  also  the  correspondence  from 
the  company  involved.  I  chose  not  to  name 
either  the  insurance  company  or  any  other 
individual  because  I  think  it  is  a  matter  that 
should  be  resolved  as  a  principle.  I  will  be 
pleased  to  deliver  these  items  I  have  received 
to  the  minister  and  perhaps  some  benefit 
could  accrue. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Thank  you. 
Vote  2408  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2409: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sarnia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  make  some  comments 
in  connection  with  this  vote.  The  total  ex- 
penditure of  $2,382,000. 

Now,  during  the  course  of  my  remarks  I 
am  going  to  be  talking  about  some  aspects 
of  my  own  personal  thoughts  that  are  not  to 
be  taken  or  recorded  as  the  thoughts  of  this 
party-^because  we  have  not  been  called  upon 
to  respond  to  any  initiation  by  the  govern- 
ment. As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  government 
has  been  traditionally  lethargic  in  the  field. 

I  first  want  to  say  that  from  time  to  time 
during  the  course  of  this  particular  vote, 
there  is  a  tendency  on  the  part  of  all  of  us, 
myself  included,  to  take  issue  with  that  trans- 
fer payment  of  $1,885,000  this  year,  the 
grants  to  the  racing  industry  itself.  It  is  not 
my  intention  to  do  so  today.  Enough  has 
been  said  in  years  past. 

I  want  to  put  a  question  to  you.  Do  you 
have  someone  here  from  the  Racing  Com- 
mission who  might  assist  the  minister  in 
answering  some  questions?  Well,  the  first 
question— we  saw  this  year  what  would  ap- 
pear to  have  been  a  unilateral  decision  by  the 
Jockey  Club,  and  as  I  perhaps  chastise  them 
for  making  this  decision,  I  am  going  to  make 
them  feel  happy  in  the  future  in  connection 
with  comments  relative  to  breeding  in  this 
province,  and  the  decision  was  to  abolish 
show  betting,  and  I  read  much  about  it  in 
the  paper. 

I  have  never  at  any  time  read  that  the 
decision  was  either  upon  the  direction  of  or 
with  the  acquiescence  of  the  Racing  Com- 
mission. Firstly,  I  am  wondering  if,  as  I 
resume  my  seat  for   a  moment,   you   could 


advise  me  whether  the  Jockey  Club  took  this 
up  with  the  Racing  Commission? 

Secondly,  the  Racing  Commisison,  I  take 
it,  obviously  acquiesced. 

Thirdly,  what  public  good  was  served?  I 
emphasize  the  words  "public  good,"  not  the 
good  of  the  Jockey  Club. 

But  you  know  there  are  ladies  who  go 
down  there  on  a  Saturday  afternoon,  armed 
with  their  $18  to  bet  $2  show  on  every  race 
or  perhaps  $12.  They  will  bet  $6  on  three 
races  or  something  of  that  nature. 

I  am  very  interested  in  the  function  of  the 
Racing  Commission  in  this  connection.  I  am 
very  interested  as  to  what  public  good  was 
served  in  this  because  obviously  the  Jockey 
Club  did  not  agree  with  it.  At  the  end  of  the 
Fort  Erie  meet,  they  reverted  back  to  the 
normal  worldwide— at  least  North  American 
tradition  of  win,  place  and  show  betting. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Ontario  Racing 
Commission  was  not  involved  in  that  change. 
An  application  presumably  would  have  been 
made  to  the  federal  Department  of  Agricul- 
ture which  must  have  approved  the  change 
and  probably  approved  the  change  back  but 
our  Racing  Commission  was  not  involved  or 
consulted  and  therefore  has  no  view.  It  is 
the  federal  responsibility. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  then,  you  are  saying 
to  me  in  effect  that  The  Department  of  Agri- 
culture at  Ottawa  has  the  total  responsibility 
for  the  totalizator  operation. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  For  the  parimutuel. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  Racing  Commission 
has  no  responsibility  in  this  connection  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Does  the  Racing  Commis- 
sion have  any  persuasive  value  over  the  oper- 
ation of  the  Jockey  Club  in  connection  with 
public  betting? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Only  if  it  is  con- 
sulted, and  it  was  not  in  this  instance. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  It  is  indeed  unfortunate 
that,  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  we  the 
public  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  assist  the 
Jockey  Club  limit,  if  not  directly,  tangenti- 
ally,  to  the  tune  of  almost  $2  million  a  year, 
that  it  could  not  see  fit— namely  the  Jockey 
Club— to  have  the  common  sense  and  com- 
mon courtesy  to  say  to  the  Racing  Commis- 
sion, "This  is  what  we  have  in  mind,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  constitutionally  you 
have  no  right  or  responsibility  to  direct  us." 


3384 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


I  say  that  first.  I  want  to  record  without 
reservation  that  were  I  the  chairman  of  the 
Racing  Commission  they  would  have  heard 
from  me.  I  think  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Racing  Commission  should  hang  his  head  in 
shame  and  so  should  his  cohorts  in  connection 
with  the  lack  of  public  response  relative  to 
this  matter.  All  we  had  to  do  was  read  the 
sports  pages  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
during  three  months  of  this  year  and  find 
that  the  public  were  not  satisfied  with  that 
particular  enterprise. 

It  does  not  salve  my  wound  at  all  as  far  as 
representing  part  of  that  segment  of  the 
public,  to  say  we  have  no  constitutional  res- 
ponsibility. Be  damned  the  constitutional  res- 
ponsibility. I  say,  without  reservation,  were  I 
chairman  of  the  Racing  Commission,  I  would 
have  let  them  know  immediately  I  did  not 
like  it,  if  I  felt  it  was  not  in  the  public  good. 
Having  regard  to  the  fact  that  we  as  legis- 
lators transfer  payments  of  $2  million  to  them 
to  upgrade  that  industry,  one  would  have 
hoped  that  they  might  have  listened, 
whether  we  had  the  legal  right  to  persuade 
them  or  not.  So  be  it.  That  is  all  I  will  say 
in  this  connection. 

Now  as  far  as  the  payment  is  concerned, 
one  hesitates  to  say  that  normally,  a  payment 
of  this  nature  collectively  to  people  who  are, 
in  the  majority  instance,  wealthy  people,  is 
really  in  the  best  interests  of  the  public. 
However,  I  think  we  have  to  recognize  this— 
and  happily  so— the  thoroughbred  industry  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  breeding  con- 
current therewith,  and  to  a  great  extent  the 
standardbred  racing  industry  has  become 
recognized  throughout  the  world  as  being 
happily  one  of  the  finest  industries  of  its  kind. 

I  invite  the  consideration  of  any  other 
member  of  this  House  as  to  what  other  prov- 
ince or  state  has  produced  Northern  Dancers, 
or  Nijinskys  or  Kennedy  Roads.  We  are  happy 
in  this  connection.  I  think  really  in  the  long 
run  this  payment  is  comparatively  insignifi- 
cant, having  regard  to  the  improvement  of 
the  industry,  and  as  a  result  the  reception  by 
the  public  and  concurrently,  therefore,  the 
return  to  the  public  purse.  I  think  it  is  a 
fairly  good  investment. 

I  do  want  to  record  that  if  we  are  going  to 
say  to  the  breeders,  such  as  Mr.  Gardiner  and 
Windfields  Farms,  people  who  really  signifi- 
cantly contribute  of  their  own  money  and 
time  and  effort  sometimes  wdth  great  return, 
but  not  always  with  great  return  I  would 
think,  that  they  have  done  this,  yet  it  bothers 
me  to  think,  for  example,  that  E.  P.  Taylor 
has  somewhat  the  unilateral   right  to  stand 


Northern  Dancer  at  stud  at  Maryland.  I 
wonder  about  that,  notwithstanding  the  initia- 
tive, the  dedication  to  the  industry  of  E.  P. 
Taylor— and  I  praise  him  heartily  for  that; 
he  has  been  the  leader  in  this  connection  in 
the  thoroughbred  industry— one  wonders 
about  motivation.  I  am  not  going  to  talk 
this  afternoon  about  his  motivation  in  ship- 
ping $14  million  down  to  Barbados  through 
certain  vehicles  that  are  open  to  him  as  a 
result  of  the  continued- 
Mr.  Sargent:  The  Bahamas. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Did  I  say  Barbados?  I  am 
sorry,  to  the  Bahamas  through  the  continued 
sleep  of  this  government  and  the  government 
at  Ottawa. 

When  you  contribute  to  an  industry  con- 
tinuing amounts  such  as  $2  million  a  year— 
and  we  say  there  is  a  significant  and  worth- 
while purpose  in  this  connection;  we  hope  it 
is  eventually  for  the  upgrading  of  this  breed 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  I  do  not  for 
one  moment  say  that  Mr.  Taylor  or  anybody 
else  can  salve  his  conscience  by  saying  that 
the  good  mares  are  down  there— the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  the  good  studs  should  be  up 
here,  because  the  public  of  Ontario  conti- 
buted  to  the  elevation  of  the  breed. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  I  would  like  to 
know  the  stud  fees  concurrent  vdth  Northern 
Dancer.  And  now  Nijinsky  I  understand  has 
been  syndicated  and  he  will  stand  in  stud 
in  the  United  States  or  in  Great  Britain— 
and  what  about  the  stud  fees  in  that  con- 
nection? Are  they  paid  through  the  State 
of  Maryland?  I  would  really  like  to  know. 
I  am  inclined  to  think  they  are. 

I  really  do  iiot  know  what  they  are  but 
I  imagine  Northern  Dancer  can  call  upon 
$20,000  to  $25,000  now  without  any  diffi- 
culty. What  about  the  capital  gains  and  the 
increase  in  equity  that  accrues  to  people 
such  as  Mr.  Taylor?  So,  as  much  as  we  say 
that  we  are  happy  and  pleased  that  this 
investment  in  that  industry  by  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  over  a  considerable  length 
of  time  has  borne  fruit,  so  to  speak,  we 
doubt  very  much  whether  the  Racing  Com- 
mission- 
Mr.  Sargent:  For  a  few  people. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  —or  the  government  of 
Ontario  really  are  looking  beyond  their  nose 
in  this  connection.  And  I  think,  frankly,  I  say 
myself,  were  I  involved  in  this  I  would  want 
to  look— I  would  want  to  really— were  I  the 
Racing    Commission,    because   you   see   their 
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responsibility  is  to  govern,  direct,  control 
and  regulate  horse  racing  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

I  am  told  by  those  who  are  knowledgeable 
that  the  quality  of  horse  racing  is  dependent 
totally  upon  the  quality  that  is  done  within 
the  area  itself.  That  is  really  what  ultimately 
attracts  the  public  itself  and  makes  going 
to  a  thoroughbred  race  an  exciting  involve- 
ment for  many  of  the  public,  an  exciting 
involvement  in  sport. 

So  I  exhort  the  minister,  through  his 
chairman,  or  vice-chairman,  or  whatever 
members  of  the  commission  who  are  here, 
to  take  up  this  question  of  transportation 
of  the  key  stallions  outside  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  are  the  commiss-ion 
members  not  here? 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  It  is  a  strange  type  of 
topic  to  be  taking  up  the  time  of  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario  but  it  is  a  very  im- 
portant one.  I  think  it  is  very  important 
because  we  put  this  money  into  it. 

I  want  to  digress  and  I  want  to  get  into 
something  that  causes  me  great  concern. 
What  I  talked  about  before  is  the  lethargy 
on  the  part  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  in 
connection  with  the  offtrack  betting  situation. 
I  am  not  going  to  be  dissuaded  one  moment 
by  someone  telling  me  that  it  is  a  federal 
responsibility. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  record  in  this 
House  personal  discussions  I  have  had;  suf- 
fice to  say,  and  I  have  said  it  before— my 
colleague  from  Downsview  (Mr.  Singer)  has 
said  it  before;  members  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  to  a  certain  extent  have  said  it 
before— that  they  believe  that  should  the 
Province  of  Ontario  take  a  position  in  this 
connection  they  could  persuade  the  Minister 
of  Justice  at  Ottawa  to  enact  forthwith 
enabling  legislation. 

So  I  premise  my  remarks  by  saying  that  I 
for  one  are  not  prepared  to  accept  the  retort 
that  the  Minister  of  Justice  in  Ottawa  must 
show  some  initiative.  The  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  the  Ministers  of  Justice  of  this  Domin- 
ion have  met  on  four  separate  occasions  since 
this  whole  question  of  offtrack  betting  arose. 
What  you  have  permitted  to  continue  in  this 
province  is  the  following: 

A  complete  deterioration  of  the  horse  rac- 
ing industry  which  is  taking  place  as  a  result 
of  the  siphoning  off  of  a  significant  amount  of 
the  betting  that  is  made   ordinarily  through 


the   parimutuel  machines    and  which  assists 
the  industry  to  subsist  itself. 

Secondly,  you  have  completely  closed  your 
eyes  and  negated  your  responsibility  in  con- 
nection with  the  tax  revenues  that  the  public 
of  Ontario  are  justifiably  entitled  to. 

The  third  thing  you  have  done  is  that  you 
have  closed  your  eyes  to  an  opportunity  and 
a  vehicle  to  deal  a  significant  blow  to  organ- 
ized crime  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Be- 
cause the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  if  a  person  is 
able  with  facility  to  make  a  wager  through 
a  legitimate  enterprise,  he  is  not  going  to  do 
it  through  an  illegitimate  enterprise  and 
suffer  the  possible  consequences. 

I  must  record  again,  I  speak  for  myself.  I 
am  sure  there  are  members  of  my  caucus 
who  might  take  issue  with  my  position. 
When  I  came  to  this  Legislature  four  years 
ago,  I  could  not  envisage  the  day  when  I 
would  stand  on  my  feet  and  say  that  I  feel 
the  time  has  come  that  we  must  perhaps 
consider  the  legitimizing  of  gambling  off 
the  track  itself.  But  I  do  think  the  time  has 
come.  Certainly  I  am  entitled  to  say  this, 
we  cannot  let  the  status  quo  continue.  The 
status  quo  does  no  one  any  good  except  a 
collection  of  entrepreneurs  downtown  in  To- 
ronto, so  therefore  I  invite  your  considera- 
tion of  this.  I  speak  to  the  minister  through 
the  Chair.  The  minister  responsible  at  the 
present  time  might  well  convey  to  the  Min- 
ister of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs 
(Mr.  Wishart),  who  by  warrant  will  shortly 
be  responsible  for  it— he  might  well  be  now; 
however  we  are  voting  the  money  which  you 
are  going  to  transfer,  I  understand,  to  your 
colleague.  He  might  consider  this,  that  he 
speak  to  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  A.  F. 
Lawrence)  of  this  province  and  that  a  policy 
decision  is  made. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  following  policy 
decision.  Perhaps  you  will  permit  me  to  re- 
iterate something  I  said  the  other  day  dur- 
ing the  course  of  a  debate  on  a  bill.  I  have 
occasion  every  year  to  visit  in  my  riding 
what  is  known  as  the  Chemical  Valley  Re- 
tirees Association,  members  over  65,  most 
over  70;  and  during  the  course  of  the  lottery 
legislation  that  we  brought  in  last  year  I 
asked  them  about  it  and  the  unreserved,  un- 
equivocal, unanimous  attitude  was,  "I  am  for 
it,"  "We  are  for  it."  I  would  not  have  be- 
lieved this,  frankly,  because  these  are  the 
types  of  people  who  traditionally  are  small 
"c"  conservative  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
I  think  they  were,  but  they  are  frankly  fed 
up,  they  are  not  only  fed  up  but  they  are 
almost  bankrupt  as  a  result  of  paying  taxes. 
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These  are  the  people  who  are  on  fixed  in- 
comes and  these  are  the  people  that  we  must 
express  our  concern  for.  And  any  additional 
avenue  of  financial  redress  or  availability  to 
the  province  must  not  be  looked  upon  in 
lethargy,  it  must  be  seized.  You  must  take 
an  active  position.  I  am  not  saying  that  what 
is  going  to  happen  here,  happens  in  New 
York  City  on  Kentucky  Derby  Day  when 
they  have  a  net  profit  of  $150,000  on  one 
race.  I  am  not  saying  that  is  going  to  hap- 
pen. But  I  think  you  have  got  to  make  a 
moral  judgement  on  this  matter  and  the  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  I  believe  in  contempor- 
ary society;  the  moral  judgement  of  most 
people  is,  we  do  not  feel  it  is  that  morally 
offensive. 

Because  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  what 
possible  moral  distinction  can  you  make  be- 
tween walking  up  to  a  $2  window  at  Wood- 
bine or  walking  up  to  a  $2  window  on  Bay 
Street?  It  is  either  morally  right  one  place 
and  morally  right  in  a  different  place,  or 
it  is  totally  morally  wrong  and  we  must 
abolish  the  question  of  gaming  and  gam- 
bling. I  am  not  going  to  get  into  the  historical 
involvement  of  the  common  law  in  connection 
with  gaming.  Members  are  familiar  with  that, 
but  one  recognizes,  as  the  courts  have  recog- 
nized in  the  United  Kingdom,  that  we  do 
not  have  the  same  sense  of  mores  and  values 
relative  to  this  matter  that  we  once  had. 

I  propose  the  following:  I  propose  your 
consideration  of  this  fact:  We  happen  to  be 
equipped  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario— 
which  they  are  not  for  example,  in  New 
York  State— with  vehicles  that  I  think  could 
be  used  to  integrate  a  total  system  of  ofi- 
track  betting,  namely,  the  liquor  control  out- 
lets. I  see  nothing  wrong,  myself,  personally, 
that  if  we  are  going  to  establish  a  position 
of  offtrack  betting,  I  think  it  should  be  run 
through  those  outlets.  I  think  the  government 
should  operate  it. 

It  gives  the  person  in  Napanee  the  op- 
portunity, if  he  wants  to  bet  on  the  seventh 
race  at  Woodbine,  if  he  is  inclined  so  to  do, 
go  from  his  place  of  employment  and  make 
his  wager  if  he  wishes.  Everything  that  I 
have  said,  and  will  say  now,  of  course,  is 
premised  on  a  moral  judgement  that  I  have 
made,  and  that  I  am  prepared  to  make,  and 
that  is  that  there  is  nothing  intrinsically,  or 
inherently  wrong  in  making  a  $2  or  $4  bet 
on  a  horse.  There  are  all  kinds  of  ambivalent 
arguments  that  we  can  get  into  in  connec- 
tion with  the  adverse  effect  that  it  might  ha\'e 
on  his  family  and  upon  himself.  But  I  just  do 
not  see  that  we  as  legislators   can  come  to 


grips  totally  with  that,  as  we  could  not  in 
connection  with  the  liquor  legislation. 

One  recognizes  that  many  families  in  that 
situation  are  completely  ruined  as  a  result 
of  undue  consumption  of  alcohol.  But  I  do 
not  think  we,  as  legislators,  would  serve 
any  public  purpose  or  useful  purpose  in 
saying  that  there  never  should  be  any  liquor 
sold  in  this  province.  Again  I  say,  that  is 
a  judgement  that  I  would  have  made. 

I  see  no  reason,  therefore,  that  we  cannot 
adopt  a  scheme,  operated  by  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario,  utilizing  the  unique  facili- 
ties that  we  have  now,  these  liquor  control 
outlets,  so  that  anybody  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  through  an  integrated,  immediate, 
computerized  communication  system,  can 
wager  on  a  race  run  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. 
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Ontario. 


Secondly,  I  believe  that  the  Jockey  Club 
must  be  entitled  to  their  normal  percentage 
of  the  total  take  in  connection  with  a  wager 
throughout  the  province.  I  say,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  that  to  syphon  off  from  the  track 
itself  the  majority  of  the  wager  will  eventu- 
ally lead  to  the  total  withdrawal  of  the  in- 
dustry and  there  will  be  no  opportunity, 
either  for  the  industry,  the  sportsmen,  or  the 
people  who  like  to  wager  upon  a  horse  race. 

I  think  it  is  absolutely  essential  that— I 
think  it  is  10  per  cent  at  the  present  time-r 
of  that  total  handled,  that  amount  goes  to 
the  Jockey  Club.  The  remainder  of  it  should 
go  to  the  government,  to  assist  government 
in  relieving  our  taxpayers  of  the  significant 
burden  of  taxes  that  they  cannot  bear  any 
longer.  We  have  to  look,  and  we  have  to 
show  initiative  in  this  connection.  We  must 
do   this. 

The  fact  is,  therefore,  that  a  stipend  of 
$1,885,000-1  do  not  want  to  sound  like  C. 
D.  Howe— could  be  comparatively  nothing  in 
comparison  with  the  return  that  could  be 
made.  And  the  fact  is,  you  know,  it  is  no 
answer  for  me  to  get  from  a  public  servant 
that  it  really  is  not  that  worthwhile,  that 
there  really  is  not  that  much  money  involved 
to  benefit  the  Province  of  Ontario.  There  are 
sufiicient  moneys  involved  that  there  are  120 
shops  operating  at  the  present  time  in  To- 
ronto.   Now,  if  they  can  make  money— 
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Mr.  Sargent:  There  are  231  shops  in  To- 
ronto. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right,  231  now?  I  had 
heard  over  200  and  then  I  had  heard  a  state- 
ment that  there  were  actually  only  120 
operating  at  the  present  time.  But  I  think 
that  really  is  the  point  here.  If  this  number 
of  shops  can  operate,  pay  the  rent,  pay  sal- 
aries, then  I  think  frankly  they  must  be 
making  money. 

Those  are  the  considerations  that  I  have 
in  this  connection.  As  I  say,  I  do  not  believe 
that  they  would  be  subscribed  to  perhaps  by 
all  the  members  of  my  caucus.  The  fact  is 
that  we  have  not  totally  concluded  a  position. 
I  think  that  many  of  them  would  and  I  think 
perhaps  that  other  members  of  the  House 
would  agree  in  substance  with  what  I  have 
said. 

I  do  though  implore  the  government  in 
this  connection,  if  the  government  cannot  see 
its  way  clear  to  estaiblishing  a  position  in 
favour  of  the  operation  of  a  totally  integrated 
offtrack  betting  system  to  the  financial  advan- 
tage of  the  public  of  Ontario,  then  I  implore 
them  to  do  this.  Please  put  the  ofEtrack  bet- 
ting shops  out  of  business.  Please  do  that. 

Mr.  Faterson:  One  or  the  other. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  If  you  cannot  go  all  the 
way,  at  least  go  part  way,  because,  you  see, 
your  inertia  is  going  to  ruin  the  thorough- 
bred and  standardbred  industry  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario.  And  what  you  are  going  to 
do,  therefore,  is  to  deprive  thousands  of 
citizens  of  this  province  of  an  entertainment 
and  an  enjoyment  which  is  their  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  much  of 
what  the  member  for  Sarnia  has  said  I  would 
agree  with.  I  want  to  tackle  this  problem  in 
a  somewhat  different  way.  Moreover,  my  line 
of  reasoning  is  going  to  vary  in  terms  of  a 
premise  which  he  stated,  namely,  that  he  was 
rather  generous  in  his  assessment  of  the 
motives  of  Mr.  E.  P.  Taylor  and  the  operation 
of  racing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  He 
expressed  some  doubts  with  regard  to  E.  P. 
Taylor's  motives  regarding  the  money  that 
was  taken  down  to  the  Bahamas,  but  here  in 
Ontario,  he  was  a  great  developer  of  the 
breed  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  No.  I  took  issue  with  his 
removing  his  stallions  out  of  the  province. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Okay,  apart  from  that— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Not  okay.  It  is  a  signifi- 
cant- 


Mr.  MacDonald:  —I  am  talking  about  rac- 
ing, the  operation  of  the  Jockey  Club  and  so 
on. 

Mr.  Paterson:  There  are  other  tracks. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  know,  interestingly 
enough,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  we  have  in  vote 
2405  is  regulation  of  horse  racing  pro- 
grammes. One  is  led  to  believe  that  it  is  the 
racing  commission  who  is  doing  the  regulat- 
ing. My  basic  premise  is  that  they  are  not. 
The  Jockey  Club  is  doing  the  regulating  and 
E.  P.  Taylor  is  regulating  the  Jockey  Club. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  They 
are  not. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Where  is  the  racing  commis- 
sion today? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  previous  provincial 
Treasurer  scowls  at  me  and  interjects  that 
they  are  not.  I  just  want  to  draw  to  his 
attention  a  series  of  informations.  The  first 
one  is  this.  Five  years  ago,  speaking  to  the 
shareholders  of  the  Jockey  Club  on  May  5, 
1966,  Mr.  Taylor  told  them: 

All  of  the  directors  of  the  Jockey  Club 
are  now,  or  have  been  in  the  past,  owners 
of  racing  stables  and  are  well  aware  that 
very  few  such  stables  ever  operate  at  a 
profit.  The  directors,  therefore,  are  always 
sympathetic  to  the  need  for  as  generous  a 
purse  distribution  as  possible. 

That  is  point  one— that  the  directors  of  the 
Jockey  Club  are  almost  exclusively  those  who 
are  operating  racing  stables.  Presumably  they 
are  losing  money,  but  they  have  therefore  a 
conflict  of  interest  in  the  operation  of  the 
Jockey  Club.  A  very  intimate  interest  if  not 
a  conflict  of  interest. 

Now  let  me  come  to  point  two.  It  was  all 
neatly  recapitulated  earlier  this  week  by 
Dick  Beddoes  in  one  of  his  columns,  so  let 
me  put  it  on  the  record  from  that  recapitu- 
lation. 

All  year  we  have  been  hearing  how 
brutal  the  horse  racing  business  is,  right? 
Well,  inside  trading  reports  show  Wind- 
fields  Farms  bought  Jockey  Club  stock  to 
the  extent  of  373,128  shares  during  the 
last  four  months.  Windfields  obtained 
174,328  shares  in  February,  131,500  in 
March,  42,100  in  April,  and  25,200  in  May. 
The  price  ranged  from  $4.05  a  share  to 
roughly  $5.75.  Windfields  is  described  by 
the  Securities  Commission  as  "a  company 
controlled  by  E.  P.  Taylor  and  members  of 
his  immediate  family." 
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Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Chairman,  on  a  point  of  order.  It  has  been 
traditional  in  this  House  that  when  the  esti- 
mates of  a  particular  department  are  being 
debated,  that  certainly  one  person  who  is 
present  is  the  minister  responsible.  I  would 
think  that  the  minister  responsible  should  be 
here  because  to  my  mind  what  my  colleague 
from  Sarnia  has  discussed  and  the  member 
for  York  South  is  now  discussing  are  most 
important  issues. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
member  for  Downsview  has  been  in  and  out 
of  the  House  all  afternoon.  It  is  just  possible 
that  the  minister  wants  to  leave  the  House 
briefly,  and  I  am  not  going  to  question  why. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  After  listen- 
ing to  the  member,  I  can  understand  his 
reasons. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  the  smart  aleck 
from  Rainy  River  is  out  most  of  time  and 
that  is  the  appropriate  place  for  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  connection  with  the 
point  of  order,  I  am  sure  the  minister  will  be 
right  back.  The  member  for  York  South 
might  continue. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  when 
the  next  election  is  over  we  will  see  that  he 
is  out  permanently. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  that  we  are  prepared  to 
wager. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Are  you?  What  odds  are 
you  giving? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Would  the  hon.  member 
for  Rainy  River  like  to  leave  again?  He  has 
my  permission,  if  nobody  else's. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  Well,  the  member  has  not 
had  much  to  say  to  this  point. 

Mr.   MacDonald:   If  I  may   continue,   Mr. 
Chairman- 
Mr.   T.   P.   Reid:      If  you   would   get  that 
knife  out  of  your  back  that  your  friends  put 
in  it,  you  would  not  be  so  sensitive. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Oh,  cheer  up,  cheer  up! 
Do  not  worry  about  the  knife  in  my  back! 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Ray):  Why  does 
the  member  not  return  to  his  seat? 


Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  hon. 
member  in  order? 

Mr.  Chairman:  He  is  not  even  in  his  seat. 
The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  conclude  the  quotation 
from    Dick    Reddoes: 

This  year's  purchases  boost  Windfields' 
holdings  in  Jockey  Club  to  1,963,800 
shares,  the  single  biggest  block  in  a  total 
of  5,928,044  shares.  The  shares  presumably 
will  become  more  valuable  if,  as  Mr. 
Taylor  devoutly  hopes,  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment takes  charge  of  the  betting  shops 
and  all  offtrack  wagers  are  registered  by 
electrical  impulse  through  the  Jockey 
Club's  parimutuel  machines. 

However,  I  also  want  to  put  on  the  record, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  fact  that  there  is  under 
consideration  some  refinancing  of  the  setup 
in  the  Jockey  Club.  Earlier  this  year— I  do  not 
know  to  what  extent  this  is  going  to  be 
carried  through,  how  great  are  the  difficulties 
in  completing  it— but  earlier  this  year  Mr.  E. 
P.  Taylor  announced  that  there  was  going 
to  be  implemented  a  plan  for  turning  the 
company  into  a  non-profit  corporation  with- 
out share  capital. 

The  plan  involves  the  issuance  to  share- 
holders by  the  company  of  16-year  second- 
mortgage  debentures  carrying  interest  at 
six  per  cent. 

Now  that  sounds  rather  interesting.  Let  me 
draw  it  to  your  attention,  sir.  For  a  man  who 
has  now  got  close  to  two  million  of  the  five 
million-odd  shares  in  his  control  through 
Windfields,  this  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  was 
at  least  in  mind,  whether  or  not  it  is  ever 
achieved. 

Terms  of  the  planned  offer  were  $10 
principal  amount  of  the  debentures  for 
each  common  share.  At  yesterday's  closing 
price  of  $5.25— 

incidentally,  it  is  down  now  to  about  $4.25,  I 
think,  if  I  recall  yesterday's  quotation  cor- 
rectly— 

—this  would  mean  that  each  $1,000  de- 
benture would  have  an  eflFective  cost  to 
the  common  shareholder  of  $525.  Holding 
the  debentures  to  maturity  in  16  years' 
time  would  produce  a  yield  of  just  over 
13  per  cent   on   the  six  per   cent   coupon. 

This  compares  strikingly  with  the  yield 
of  just  under  two  per  cent  currently  avail- 
able on  the  common  shares,  which  are 
paying   an    annual   dividend   of    10    cents. 
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A  final  item  to  be  drawn  to  our  attention 
is  that  of  the  17.5  cents  or  thereabouts, 
which  is  taken  off  the  top  of  the  bets,  some 
9.5  cents  goes  to  the  Jockey  Club.  Out  of 
that  9.5  cents,  or  the  amount  aggregated 
from  the  9.5  cents,  46  per  cent  is  paid  out 
to  purses;  54  per  cent  of  it  presumably  goes 
into  the  coffers  of  the  Jockey  Club. 

My  question  to  the  minister  is  this:  I  am 
interested  in  the  plea  of  the  member  for 
Sarnia  that  we  do  something  about  the 
irrationality  and  the  irregularities  that  are 
going  on  in  offtrack  betting.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  how  this  government  can  sit  idly 
by  when  it  is  losing  revenue  in  this  fashion, 
and  hear  the  testimony  of  the  former  Attorney 
General,  when  he  said,  "I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  offtrack  betting  shops  are  run  in 
a  manner  that  attracts  criminal  elements." 
—how  the  minister  can  tolerate  a  loss  of 
revenue  in  a  manner  which  is  attracting— 
and  I  do  not  think  this  is  too  strong— aiding 
and  abetting  criminal  elements  in  the  field- 
Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  How  the  minister  can  do 
all  of  that  at  the  same  time  through  a  Jockey 
Club,  or  through  a  change  which  is  going  to 
bolster  the  financial  position  of  a  Jockey 
Club  which  has  now  some  5,000,000-odd 
shares  in  the  control  of  one  man.  I  mean, 
when  is  the  government  going  to  move?  This 
is  not  a  public  institution  that  is  looking 
after  the  public  interests.  I  cannot  be  gener- 
ous at  all  in  terms  of  the  motivation  to  E.  P. 
Taylor.  E.  P.  Taylor  is  in  there.  He  is  estab- 
lishing a  stronger  and  stronger  monopoly.  He 
is  pleading  with  you  to  do  something— and 
the  morality  of  the  picture  suggests  that 
you  should  do  something— but  are  you  going 
to  do  it  to  bolster  a  position  that  is  already 
indefensible,  because  my  basic  question  to 
the  minister  is  this:  What  is  his  reaction  to 
the  kind  of  thing  that  has  been  going  on  in 
terms  of  the  greater  control  of  the  Jockey 
Club  through  the  accumulation  of  shares  and 
the  proposed  refinancing  in  the  set-up  of  the 
Jockey  Club? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  per- 
haps I  could  answer  that  last  question. 
Frankly,  I  have  no  reaction  to  whether  Mr. 
Taylor,  or  Windfields  Farms,  wants  to  buy 
more  or  less  of  the  Jockey  Club.  I  would  say, 
just  in  passing,  that  as  one  who  for  no  good 
reason  has  kept  an  eye  on  Jockey  Club  stocks 
over  the  years,  I  am  a  little  surprised  at  Mr. 
Taylor  doing  what  he  is  doing.  I  do  not  think 
it   has   proven   to   be,    and   by   any   financial 


analysis  it  has  not  been,  a  terribly  good  in- 
vestment. However,  that  is  entirely— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Does  the  minister  not 
think  that  refinancing  into  it  is  not  going  to 
be  a  good  deal? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  that  is  en- 
tirely a  matter  as  to  whether  Mr.  Taylor 
wants  to  own  100  per  cent,  or  99  per  cent,  or 
10  per  cent  or  one  per  cent  of  the  Jockey 
Club.  Frankly,  I  cannot  become  too  con- 
cerned about  it  one  way  or  another  and  I  do 
not  know  that  it  changes  what  we  are  dis- 
cussing here. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  $10  debenture  for  each 
common  share? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  has  to  be  reg- 
istered  through  the   Securities  Commission. 

Mr.  MacDonald:   Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  Securities  Com- 
mission keep  an  eye  on  those  sort  of  things. 
I  am  not  particularly  interested  as  to  whe- 
ther Mr.  Taylor  owns  one  per  cent  or  99  per 
cent  of  the  Jockey  Club  or  one  per  cent  or 
99  per  cent  of  Massey  Ferguson.  This  is  a 
matter  which  is  not  particularly  under  dis- 
cussion here. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Look,  this  is  the  agency 
through  which  the  minister  permits,  in  effect, 
the  de  facto  regulation  of  racing  in  this  prov- 
ince. They  control  racing. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  do  not  concede 
that  in  any  way,  shape  or  form.  Racing  is 
controlled  in  this  province  through  the  On- 
tario Racing  Commission  and  not  through  the 
Jockey  Club. 

An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  has  had 
an  obsession  over  the  years  with  the  profits 
of  the  Jockey  Club  which,  frankly,  any  finan- 
cial analyst  will  tell  you  are  practically  non- 
existent. It  is  a  lousy  investment.  I  think  that 
the  member  will  find  that  in  the  financial 
pages  as  compared  to  the  sport  pages  which 
the  member  is  reading  so  avidly— 

Mr.  Deacon:  Perhaps  that  is  one  place 
where  the  minister  and  I  agree. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —and  perhaps  check- 
ing on  the  returns. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  read  both. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  do  not  concede 
that  the  Jockey  Club  runs  the  Ontario  Racing 
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Commission,  or  therefore  racing  in  this  prov- 
ince. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Ask  him  what  would  hap- 
pen to  the  Jockey  Ckib  stock  if  they  per- 
mitted the  Jockey  Club  to  run  offtrack  bet- 
ting? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Of  course,  of  course.  And 
if  you  regularize  it  so  that  you  pour  the 
money  into  the  parimutuels  instead  of  letting 
so  much  of  it  go  off  into  organized  crime  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario— those  who  control 
organized  crime— you  are  going  to  assist  the 
Jockey  Club.  The  Jockey  Club  is  getting  its 
9%  cents  and  54  per  cent  of  that  QVz  cents 
goes  into  the  Jockey  Club,  so  do  not  say  that 
the  Jockey  Club  is  of  no  concern  in  this  pic- 
ture. And  if  the  Jockey  Club  is  contemplating 
the  kind  of  deal  which  Mr.  E.  P.  Taylor  an- 
nounced publicly,  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 
$10  debenture  for  each  common  share,  so 
tliat  each  $1,000  debenture  is  going  to  be 
picked  up  for  something  like  $400  to  $500 
and  you  are  going  to  increase  the  returns 
from  two  per  cent  on  the  stock  now  to  about 
13  per  cent  of  the  calculations  of  a  few 
months  ago,  I  do  not  see  how  the  provincial 
Treasurer— he  is  not  paying  any  attention— can 
say  that  he  has  no  interest  in  this  kind  (-f 
thing. 

The  Racing  Commission  supervises  racing 
but  the  de  facto  operation  of  racing  is  by  E. 
P.  Taylor  and  the  Jockey  Club,  and  there  is 
a  very  moot  question  among  those  who  are 
very  close  as  to  how  independent  is  the  Rac- 
ing Commission  with  the  influence  of  E.  P. 
Taylor  behind  the  scenes.  We  have  had,  in 
many  areas,  some  very  clear-cut  evidence  as 
to  how  E.  P.  Taylor  operates,  such  as,  for 
example,  calling  up  Leslie  Frost  back  in  the 
1950s  on  the  Canadian  Breweries  situation 
and  telling  him  over  the  phone  what  should 
be  done.  Leslie  Frost  presumably  got  a  little 
bit  angry.  But  strangely  enough,  what  Taylor 
asked  to  be  done  ultimately  was  done.  So  one 
wonders  about  the  reaction  of  being  offended 
by  his  tactics.  But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is, 
he  normally  has  his  way.  The  minister  could 
bow  out  of  the  picture,  but  he  is  not  protect- 
ing the  public  interest  either  on  this  or  on  his 
refusal  to  grapple  with  the  problem  of  off- 
track  betting. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria-Haliburton): 
Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  was  on  his  feet. 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Vic- 
toria-Haliburton. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a 
former  horse  owner  and  operator,  I  want  to 
say  this,  and  that  is,  it  is  my  opinion  that  the 
government  should  either  get  into  this  off- 
track  betting  operation  or  should  get  out  of 
it  and  completely  have  everybody  else  get 
out  of  it.  I  believe  also  that  it  is  the  govern- 
ment's duty  to  protect  the  horse  owner  who 
has  a  large  investment  and  operates  a  busi- 
ness in  this  province,  in  this  very  field.  I 
am  sure  it  must  be  done,  and  it  should  be 
done  very  shortly.  I  am  not  convinced,  in 
delaying  such  a  decision,  that  it  is  a  wise 
sort  of  operation  by  this  government  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  man  can 
say  more  in  one  minute  than  has  been  said 
in  an  hour  in  this  House  right  there. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Except  for  the  hon.  member 
for  Samia. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook.  Eddie,  that  really  hurts. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Excepting  my  colleagues,  and 
the  member  for  York  South. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  For  once  we  have  some  sense 
over  there. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon.  member 
for  Samia  put  in  capsule  form  the  position 
of  this  whole  sorry  mess.  I  cannot,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, understand  the  position  of  the  govern- 
ment. It  is  not  good  business.  On  May  15 
the  Attorney  General  promised  at  a  meeting 
with  the  Jockey  Club  that  he  would  have  a 
government  policy  statement  by  June  15. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Oh  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right.  Milt  DunneU  says 
you  did. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Oh  well,  I  bow 
down.  Milt  Dunnell,  that  is  different. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  checked  back  with  Dunnell 
and  he  agreed  you  did  say  that. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  was  there,  was 
he? 


Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  okay. 


Mr.  Sargent:  No,  he  was  not  there  but  he 
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had  good  authority  you  said  that.  If  you  did 
not  say  you  would  have  it  on  June  15,  when 
will  you  have  it?  And  you  say  you  would 
have  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  did  so. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  will  never  have  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  have  this  situation  where,  a  month  ago 
we  had  231  offtrack  betting  shops  in  the 
environs  of  Toronto.  The  thing  is  that  there 
is  no  policing  of  these  operations.  They  pay 
no  sales  tax;  they  pay  no  taxes,  period.  No 
one  knows  how  much  money  they  take  in  and 
no  one  knows  if  the  money  gets  to  the  track. 
There  have  been  many  cases  where  bettors 
had  big  wins  and  they  go  to  collect  their  bet 
and  are  told  "Sorry,  Russ,  the  money  did  not 
get  to  the  track,  so  here  is  your  $2  or  your 
$5  back." 

The  shocking  situation  is  that  they  are 
allowed  to  go  scot  free.  They  can  steal  $1 
million  a  day  and  no  one  knows  anything 
about  it.  In  fact,  I  bet  the  Minister  of  Munic- 
ipal Affairs  (Mr.  Bales)  has  not  even  got  a 
listing  for  them  in  the  assessonent  base.  How 
do  you  assess  them?  What  kind  of  operation 
are  they?  They  do  not  pay  any  sales  tax,  they 
pay  no  income  tax,  they  pay  nothing- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  They  might  contribute 
every  fourth  year. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —and  they  are  allowed  to  go 
scot  free.  A  new  brand  of  people  has  come 
into  the  operation,  which  is  run  from  plush 
offices  here  and  we  have  the  story  that  the 
Mafia  is  controlling  this  show.  If  so,  the 
government  is  in  bed  with  the  Mafia,  it  is 
as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Just  as  simple 
as  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  it  is  clear. 

Mr.    Sargent:   And   I   would   like   to   know 
if  this  is  not  so,  why  is  the  government- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —dragging  its  feet  and  why 
cannot  then  the  Attorney  General  make  a 
decision! 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  realize  what  would  have 
happened  had  any  other  member  said  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  other  side  of  the  picture 
is  that  we  are  told  if  you  would  implement 


this  scheme  mentioned  by  the  members  for 
Downsview  and  Sarnia,  to  put  the  machinery 
we  have  to  work  to  communicate  with  the 
track  from  the  liquor  store  in  Peterborough, 
in  Kingston,  right  across  to  the  borders  of 
Ontario,  and  if  you  say  that  John  Citizen  can 
walk  in  and  place  a  bet  legitimately,  the 
handle  each  day  at  the  track  would  be  up 
tenfold  possibly.  The  part  that  the  govern- 
ment would  get  in  a  year  would  be  $100 
million  a  year;  that  would  be  its  take  from 
the  legitimate  side  of  the  action. 

So  here  we  are  now,  almost  six  weeks 
away  from  the  target,  on  a  date  two  weeks 
later  than  that  the  Treasurer  gave  to  the 
group.  We  have  no  government  policy  inso- 
far as  closing  up  these  shops  is  concerned. 
How  are  we  going  to  operate? 

I  can  tell  you,  Mr.  Minister,  what  is  going 
to  happen.  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  record, 
what  is  going  to  happen  here  is  that  they  are 
going  to  be  allowed  to  drift  into  the  opera- 
tion. They  are  going  to  have  full-line  betting 
shops,  whereby  we  have  betting  on  the  fights, 
on  hockey,  on  soccer,  on  football,  on  thedogs 
—you  name  it.  But  we  drifted  into  full-line 
betting  operations  because  the  government  is 
sitting  doing  nothing. 

So,  in  effect,  if  a  million  people  a  day,  or 
500,000  a  day  place  bets  across  this  province, 
then  there  is  probably  $1  million  a  day  going 
down  the  drain,  never  getting  to  the  track. 

We  have  this  complete  new  empire  being 
built  up.  We  even  have  them  in  small  towns 
like  Collingwood  now.  Every  little  area  has 
its  own  betting  shop.  And  the  guy  who  sits  at 
the  top  is  in  a  big  plush  ofiice  downtown. 
He  is  pulling  the  strings. 

If  you  can  tell  me  that  the  Mafia  is  not 
mixed  up  in  this,  then  who  is?  Have  you 
investigated  the  people  who  are  operating  it? 
Does  the  Attorney  General  know  who  is  run- 
ning these  shops?  Has  the  government  had 
a  check  on  them?  So  the  government  look 
out  the  window. 

The  other  side  of  the  coin  is,  the  Jockey 
Club  is— I  have  no  brief  for  it  but  I  think 
the  minister  is  wrong.  If  this  is  allowed  to 
continue,  the  Jockey  Club  has  said,  "To  hell 
with  it.  We  will  close  it  up."  And  their 
stock  will  skyrocket,  because  if  the  Jockey 
Club  were  to  convert  its  holdings  in  land 
into  capital  gains,  into  sale  of  land,  its  stock 
could  just  be  the  greatest  stock  in  the  world. 

So  what  is  going  to  happen  then?  The 
Jockey  Club  is  going  to  close  up  on  July  18, 
at  this  point,  and  2,000  people  will  lose  their 
jobs  and  the  government  will  lose  how  many 
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millions  of  dollars?  Is  $50  million  the  govern- 
ment's take  now?  What  it  its  take  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  $20  million. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  $20  million.  We  lose 
$20  million  when  we  have  a  potential  of 
$100  million,  if  we  do  it  properly  through 
computerization,  through  the  chain  of  net- 
work across  Ontario.  I  would  suggest  to  the 
minister  that  the  most  important  thing  it 
should  do  is  to  get  oflF  it  and  do  something 
about  it  in  closing  up  these. 

The  goverrmient  could  pass  a  law  tomor- 
row from  Queen's  Park.  It  does  a  lot  of 
crazier  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Pass  a  law  tomor- 
row? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pass  a  law  and  say  that  in 
24  hours  these  guys  go  out  of  business,  if 
the  government  is  looking  after  the  rights 
of  the  people  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Chaiima^:  Vote  2409.  The  hon.  min- 
ister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr  Chairman— <I  am 
sorry,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  R.  Cisbom  (Hamilton  East):  I  just 
want  to  get  on  to  a  different  track,  although 
in  keeping  with  the  concern  about  the  de- 
velopment of  the  offtrack  betting  shops.  We 
have  got  them  now  in  Hamilton.  I  believe 
there  might  be  figures  being  bandied  around 
of  12  or  14,  but  the  police  knocked  six  of 
them  off  a  week  ago  Saturday. 

It  is  going  to  be  very  interesting  to  watch 
the  case  develop  in  court  and  see  how  they 
produce  the  evidence,  because,  being  inter- 
ested myself,  I  tried  to  find  out  just  how 
they  could  get  away  with  the  shenanigans 
they  were  pulling.  I  am  sure  that  this  govern- 
ment should  have  been  interested  in  how 
they  were  getting  away  with  it,  so  the  de- 
velopment of  these  six  cases  might  give  us 
some  idea  of  how  the  Hamilton  police  were 
able  to  put  their  finger  on  bookmaking  in 
these  six  establishments.  I  want  to  raise  a 
couple  of  questions  in  regard  to  the  opera- 
tion of  the  track  itself.  Could  the  minister 
tell  me,  are  parimutuel  clerks  all  organized 
now?  Do  they  have  collective  bargaining 
with  the  commission? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  On  the  A  tracks 
only,  not  on  the  B  tracks. 

An  hon.  member:  Which  is  which? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Your  guess  is  as  good  as  mine. 


Mr.  Gisbom:  I  was  going  to  say,  which  is 
the  A  track  and  wliich  is  the  B  track?  I  think 
one  is  the  trotters  and  one  is  the  flat  racing. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Taking  the  A  train? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  B  is  the  trotter. 

Mr.  Singer:  Taking  the  A  train  by  one  who 
used  to  run  down  Spadina. 

Mr.  Lewis:  For  a  man  who  has  never 
placed  a  bet  you  are  not  doing  badly. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  large  tracks  are 
the  Windsor  track,  the  Rideau  track,  and  the 
tracks  here,  as  determined  by  the  amount  that 
is  bet.  The  large  tracks,  in  effect,  are  union- 
ized but  the  small  tracks  are  not. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  lucky  thing  the  Treas- 
urer has  that  horse  fanatic  Ian  MacDonald  in 
front  of  him.  If  it  was  not  for  that  he  would 
be  in  trouble. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  The  Treasurer  is  talking 
about  Woodbine,  Greenwood  and  Fort  Erie? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  those  are  the  A 
tracks  and  they  are  organized. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  AH  under  collective  agree- 
ments? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  If  they  are  not,  they  are 
now. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2409.  Does  vote  2409 
carry? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  hear  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  just  say  this, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Obviously  this  is  a  subject 
which  has  been  discussed  on  several  occasions 
during  the  course  of  this  session  of  the  Legis- 
lature, during  the  estimates  of  my  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs,  during  the  question  period,  and  on 
several  occasions  with  the  Attorney  General. 
As  we  move  into  the  Attorney  General's  esti- 
mates following  these,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
it  will  be  questioned  again. 

We  are  in  a  difficult  position  at  this  mo- 
ment of  time  because  of  the  administration  of 
the  racing  commission  having  been  moved  to 
my  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs,  who  has  had  the  com- 
mission now  for  two  or  three  weeks.  I  had  it 
for  two  or  three  months  and  I  am  frank  to 
admit  that  I  think  between  the  two  of  us  we 
have  vety  little  knowledge  in  this  area. 
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We  both  do  have  a  concern  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  legal  aspects  and  the  policing 
aspects,  which  will  have  to  be  dealt  with  by 
the  Attorney  General.  I  share  with  members 
who  have  spoken  this  afternoon  the  concern 
as  to  the  loss  of  revenues  which  undoubtedly 
would  appear  to  be  taking  place,  and  the 
potential  in  revenue  which  was  spoken  of  so 
enthusiastically  by  the  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  and  others.  I  must  say  that  I  share  the 
enthusiasm.  I  think  it  was  once  said  by  some- 
one when  this  subject  was  discussed  in  front 
of  the  former  Treasurer,  that  he  had  a  con- 
flict of  interest  and  literally  started  to  drool 
at  the  thought  of  the  tax  revenue  which 
might  accrue  to  the  province;  and  I  find 
myself  in  the  same  position  today.  My  judcre- 
ment  on  this  matter  is  somewhat  clouded  by 
the  potential  in  tax  revenue  which  is  esti- 
mated at  not  a  small  sum. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  do  not  know  why  you  do  not 
move  more  quickly  if  that  is  the  case. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  are  concerned, 
and  certainly  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  and 
should  be  said,  it  is  a  question— aside  from  the 
legal  implications  which  I  am  not  equipped  to 
deal  with  as  to  the  present  messenger  shops, 
and  which  the  Attorney  General  may  wish  to 
comment  on,  and  the  legal  implications  as  to 
what  our  authority  is  and  is  not.  Let  me 
simply  say  that  within  the  government  we  are 
concerned;  the  matter  is  under  very  active 
review  and  I  think  that  we  can  look  for  a 
statement  of  government  policy  and  govern- 
ment intent  presumably  either  from  the  Prime 
Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  or  from  the  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  within  the 
next  very  short  while. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been 
very  fascinated  to  listen  to  this  discussion 
capped  as  it  is  by  the  most  informative  state- 
ment given  by  the  Treasurer.  This  is  not 
something  new.  The  former  Attorney  General 
will  remember  when  the  estimates  of  the 
Attorney  General's  department  came  before 
this  House  early  in  June,  1970,  that  in  my 
opening  remarks  in  those  estimates  I  dealt 
almost  exclusively  with  the  question  of  off- 
track  betting,  and  I  presented  at  that  time  a 
fully  documented  case  as  to  where  the  evils 
lay.  The  evidence  came  from  discussions  be- 
fore the  justice  committee  in  the  House  of 
Commons,  from  interviews  with  police  offi- 
cers, from  general  observations  I  had  made, 
and  inquiries  others  had  made;  and  the  case. 


I  thought,  was  abundantly  clear  and  de- 
manded action  and  consideration  from  the 
government.  We  thought  we  were  making  a 
little  progress,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  the 
Attorney  General,  the  former  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, the  now  Minister  of  Financial  and  Com- 
mercial Affairs,  indicated  of  course,  after  the 
House  had  risen,  that  the  matter  had  moved 
along  to  the  point  that  he  thought  that  maybe 
there  should  be  an  Ontario  presence  in  the 
offtrack  betting,  and  it  seemed  as  though  he 
was  on  the  verge  of  saying  something  in  the 
public  interest  as  to  what  Ontario's  position 
might  be  when  we  had  that  event,  the  night 
of  the  long  ballot  which  changed  things  over 
there  and  all  the  cabinet  was  shuffled  around 
and,  of  course,  everyone  had  to  have  new 
opinions. 

Whatever  opinions  the  now  Minister  of 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  had  when 
he  was  Attorney  General  he  seems  to  have 
become  very  dumb  about  them  now  that  he 
has  moved  from  that  portfolio,  and  vi^hat- 
ever  drooling  the  former  Treasurer  did  about 
the  anticipated  revenue,  or  the  present  Trea- 
surer is  now  doing  about  the  anticipated 
revenue,  they  again  have  become  very  dumb; 
so  over  a  period  of  some  13  months  since 
we  have  had  this  new  economic  device,  if 
you  can  call  it  that,  introduced  into  our  big 
city— the  offtrack  betting  shop— by  reason  of 
the  amendment  of  The  Criminal  Code,  the 
government  has  had  no  opinion.  We  have  had 
the  old  Attorney  General  indicating  he  was 
moving  toward  an  opinion;  we  have  had  the 
new  Attorney  General— and  I  am  sorry  he 
has  left  the  House  because  he  could  perhaps 
be  interested  in  these  remarks,  in  any  event 
we  are  going  to  pursue  it  when  his  estimates 
come  up— first  take  the  attitude  that  he  had 
no  concern,  it  was  not  his  matter.  By  The 
Criminal  Code  it  was  a  federal  matter,  a 
matter  of  federal  jurisdiction  and  he  had  no 
opinion. 

After  much  pressure  and  many  questions 
he  finally  said,  "Well,  we  are  going  to  be 
meeting  with  the  Minister  of  Justice  shortly 
and  we  might  discuss  it."  Meetings  came  and 
meetings  went  and  the  Attorney  General 
came  back  to  the  House  and  still  apparently 
no  discussion  had  taken  place  imtil,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  conference  in  Victoria,  where 
the  Minister  of  Justice,  Mr.  Turner,  from 
Ottawa  was  present,  where  the  Minister  of 
Justice  from  the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  George  was  present,  and  ac- 
cording to  the  words  of  our  Attorney  General, 
a  discussion  at  long  last  took  place— Law- 
rence talked  to  Turner  and  Turner  talked  to 
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Lawrence— and  he  said,  and  I  paraphrase, 
and  I  think  quite  exactly,  the  words  of  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  Province  of  Ontario: 
"I  told  Mr.  Turner  what  in  fact  we  wanted 
and  I  told  him  verbally  and  I  told  him  in 
writing." 

So  we  asked,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  asked 
quite  logically,  "What  is  the  position  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario?"  and  the  inestimable 
member  for  St.  George  said,  "You  have  no 
right  to  know." 

Mr.  Chairman,  surely  the  time  has  come 
when,  if  this  government  has  an  opinion,  the 
people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  have  a 
right  to  know  and  it  should  not  go  on  in 
secret  discussions  about  matters  that  are  of 
the  most  serious  public  importance.  I  ask 
the  Treasurer— he  is  the  No.  2  man  over  there 
—what  is  the  opinion  of  the  government  of 
Ontario?  Surely  we  have  a  right  to  know 
your  opinion  as  to  oJGFtrack  betting? 

Granted,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  cannot  by  itself  amend  The 
Criminal  Code,  but  certainly  I  know  from  my 
conversations  with  the  federal  Minister  of 
Justice,  and  I  know  from  my  conversations 
with  many  people  involved  in  the  govern- 
ment at  Ottawa,  that  they  are  most  anxious 
to  hear  in  a  loud  and  clear  voice  what  On- 
tario wants  to  have  done  in  relation  to 
offtrack  betting.  But  we  are  back  again  to 
this  strange,  ambivalent,  schizophrenic  ap- 
proach of  this  government,  which  refuses  to 
take  the  people  of  Ontario,  or  the  members 
of  this  Legislature,  into  its  confidence. 

This  afternoon  we  have  oome  full  circle 
again,  and  the  minister  says,  "It  is  under 
the  most  active  consideration  and  I  am  not 
a  lawyer  and  I  do  not  understand  the  niceties 
of  it,  and  in  due  course  you  are  going  to  get 
an  announcement  from  the  Premier,  or  from 
the  Attorney  General,  or  from  somebody 
about  what  we  are  going  to  do." 

How  long  do  we  have  to  wait?  Every  day 
that  goes  on  there  are  more  of  the  dangers 
that  have  been  outlined  in  the  various  re- 
marks onade  this  afternoon  and  made  by 
others,  including  myself,  at  an  earlier  date. 
The  danger  is  aggravated,  the  abuse  is  more 
flagrant,  the  minister  drools  more  toward  the 
anticipated  revenue,  and  all  he  can  tell  us 
^today  is  that  the  matter  is  under  active  con- 
sideration and  some  day  soon  we  are  going 
to  have  an  announcement. 

I  say,  Mr.  Chaimian,  that  that  is  not  good 
enough.  I  say,  -  Mr.  Chairman,  in  light  of 
what  is  happening,  does  the  minister  ever 
look  to  the  United  States?  Has  he  noticed, 
'in  the  last  week  or  so,  the  controversy  that 


is  raging  as  to  whether  or  not  several 
American  newspapers  should  be  able  to 
publish  documents  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment in  Washington  thinks  they  should  not 
be  able  to  publish?  Has  he  got  his  ear  close 
enough  to  the  ground  to  note  the  arguments 
in  favour  of  publishing— that  the  public  has 
a  right  to  know  unless  the  security  of  the 
state  is  being  threatened? 

That  is  a  pretty  logical  premise  and  a 
pretty  logical  statement  of  position.  But 
according  to  this  goverrmient,  we  here  in  the 
opposition  and  the  people  of  Ontario  have  no 
right  to  know  anything  and  it  has  the  right 
to  waflBe. 

The  day  of  reckoning  is  coming,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  if  the  Treasurer  has  no  more  to 
tell  us  than  he  told  us  this  afternoon  and  if 
he  is  not  going  to  be  rescued  from  this 
unenviable  position  by  his  Premier  or  by  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs, 
or  by  the  Attorney  General,  well,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  attitude  they  have  to  these 
persons  they  are  trying  to  protect  with  their 
new  and  great  decisions,  is  that  they  hold  the 
people  of  Ontario  in  the  greatest  contempt. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  It  is  the  first  time  the 
New  York  Times  has  ever  been  enlisted  as 
his  supporter. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister 
have  any  comments? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  he  mean,  he  has  no 
comments? 


Mr.    Chairman: 

Hamilton  East. 


The    hon.    member    for 


Mr.  Lewis:  Under  that  provocation,  no 
comments? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Well  then,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
just  wanted  to  complete  the  question.  My 
thoughts  got  a  little  off  base  and  I  lost  track 
of  it. 

I  am  told  that  the  parimutuel  clerks  are 
organized.  Could  I  be  told  with  what  union? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  will  get  that  in- 
formation. I  am  afraid  I  do  not  have  it. 

Mr,  Chairman:  Any  other  discussion  on 
this  particular  item?  The  hon.  member  for 
Grey-rBruce. 

Mr.  'Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  has  the  racing 
commission  rnet  with  the  Treasury  Board  in 
tegard  to  offtrack  betting? 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  or  liis 
advisers  know  the  cost  of  a  racing  charter? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  would  not 
know  that  oflFhand.  There  are  none  available. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  does  one  get  a  racing 
charter? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  None  have  been  is- 
sued in  this  province  for— I  do  not  know  how 
many  years. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  tell  me 
why  not?  Does  he  know  why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  was  a  decision  of 
the  government  not  to  issue  any  further 
charters. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  did  they  get  one  in 
Windsor  for  the  Windsor  Raceway? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  was  the  last  one 
that  was  issued. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  was— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry;  I  should 
correct  that.  There  was  one  issued  last  year 
to  Frontenac  Downs  Holdings  Limited  in 
Kingston  for  just  the  normal  incorporation 
fee. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Who  were  the  principals 
involved  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry;  I  cannot 
answer  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  agree, 
would  it  be  political? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No;  it  would  not  be 
political. 

Mr.  Sargent:  No  politics  involved?  The 
fact  that  the  former  Lieutenant  Governor, 
Mr.  Rowe,  got  one  in  Windsor  had  nothing 
to  do  with  politics? 

■Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  often  does  the— is  the 
Racing  Commission  here  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

'Mr.  Sargent:  Why  are  they  not  here  today? 

■  jf;-.'-'  .,:-■.■ 

ii-  Hoti,  Mri  McKeough:  The  officials  are 
hfere  like  any  other  department.  If  it  is  the 
wish  of  the  committee  on  government  com- 
missiotis^t6  call  the  cOmmdssions-^^O  iri.a-vtjA 


Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  MacKin- 
non, Mr.  Martin,  Mr.  McKee,  Mr.  Todgham, 
Mr.  Wallace,  Mr.  Webster.  Are  any  of  them 
here? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  Which 
Johnston  is  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Does  the  minister  not  think 
they  should  be  here  before  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So  there  are  no  charters  avail- 
able, but  one  was  issued  last  year.  If  one 
applied  for  one  this  year,  he  could  get  one? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes;  I  am  sorry 
about  that.  I  assumed  one  could  not.  One 
goes  through  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  much  would  it  cost  to 
get  one? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  the  normal 
incorporation  fees,  nothing  special. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So  if  I  were  to  approach  the 
minister  with  a  group  tomorrow  for  a  charter, 
we  would  be  able  to  get  a  charter? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  would  depend 
where. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):   Chatham. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  the  Chat- 
ham Jockey  Club  Limited  which  is  owned 
by  the  Jockey  Club— no,  that  shows  on  the 
annual  report  of  the  Jockey  Club  on  its 
stationery. 

It  would  be  processed  through  The  De- 
partment of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs. 
The  advice  of  the  Racing  Commission  would 
be  asked.  It  would  not  be  in  the  public 
interest  or  in  the  interest  of  horse  racing 
generally,  for  example,  to  open  another  track 
now  in  Kingston.  One  would  probably  be 
turned  down  there,  but  in  some  place  where 
legitimately  there  is  room  for  a  track— yes,  it 
might  well  be  granted. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  Racing  Commission  is  the 
only  way  that  the  public  has  access  to  this 
great  sport.  How  would  the  Treasurer  suggest 
that  we  as  the  opposition  could  talk  to  the 
Racing  Commission? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  all  under  the 
committee  on  government  commissions,  where 
they  have  appeared,  I  think,  if  I  am  not 
incorrect.  .v:ji;SKOiicoLi 
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Mr.  Sargent:  So  there  is  no  such  com- 
mittee any  more? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  of  the  standing 
committees  is  empowered  to  see  them.  I  do 
not  know  which  one. 

An  hon.  member:  Natural  resources. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Natural  resources? 
Not  human  resources. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  whole  show  should  be 
on  television.  We  have  a  vote  here.  The 
government  spent  $236,000  on  services  and 
expenses  of  oflBcials  at  the  track.  How  much 
of  this  would  be  a  breakdown  for  entertain- 
ment or  expenses? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  None. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Expenses,  eh?  Nothing  for 
entertainment? 

An  hon.  member:  Just  for  oats  and  water. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  this  a  fact?  There  are  no 
expenses,  nothing  for  entertainment? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Stewards,  veterinar- 
ians, judges  and  the  clerks. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  got  a  vote  here  of 
services  and  expenses  of  oflBcials  at  track— 
$236,000.  That  is  a  lot  of  expenses. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Where  is  the  hon. 
member  looking? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  looking  in  the  public 
accounts,  Mr.  Minister,  on  page  24-4. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry,  we  are 
looking  at  the  estimates. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  hate  to  say  this  but  how 
do  we— I  do  not  expect  the  (minister  to  know 
the  answer,  he  cannot  possibly  know  the 
answer  to  all  of  these  things,  so  why  does 
he  not  bring  us  some  people  here  and  tell 
us  some  answers? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  should  go  to 
the  committee  because  we  do  not  bring  mem- 
bers of  commissions  before  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  What  about  the  ETV  com- 
mission? 

Vote  2409  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  ccraipletes  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Treasury  and 
Economics.  iic^^s,-  .„>.j^.. 


Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  are  you  sug- 
gesting we  call  it  6  of  the  clock?  It  not  being 
quite  6  of  the  clock,  could  we  have  some 
positive  answer  as  to  what  is  going  to  happen 
at  8?  Are  we  going  to  the  Attorney  General's 
estimates  or  are  we  going  to  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  the  rest  of 
the  estimates— we  have  Treasury  Board, 
Secretariat,  Civil  Service,  Provincial  Auditor. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  but  here.  Are  we  going 
to  the  Attorney  General  at  8  o'clock? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  here  we  are 
going  on  with  the  other  estimates  for  which  I 
am  responsible. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Treasury  Board,  Civil  Service, 
Provincial  Auditor- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  recognize  they  are  separate 
estimates,  but  I  have  gotten  three  diflFerent 
answers  from  three  different  ministers  to  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  has  the 
floor. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wisharl  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  know  what  three  different  answers  the 
member  for  Downsview  speaks  of.  These 
estimates  are  not  concluded,  there  are  the 
estimates  of  the  Provincial  Auditor,  the  Civil 
Service,  I  understand— 

Mr.  Pilkey:  They  jumped  the  gun  over 
there  and  hammered  the  desks. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —and  Treasury  Board. 
They  will  take  some  little  time,  I  expect,  and 
they  will  continue  this  evening  at  8  o'clock. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  hon.  minister 
not  sell  tickets  to  the  gallery? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yesterday,  as  the  House 
concluded  sitting  I  stated  to  the  House  in 
response— perhaps  not  in  response  to  a  ques- 
tion in  order  that  the  House  might  know- 
that  if  these  estimates  were  to  conclude  this 
evening,  I  would  hope  to  have  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  (Mr.  Yaremko)  deal  with 
two  of  his  bills.  I  mentioned  them,  the  two 
bills— liquor  bills— which  are  in  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House.  I  understood  that  the 
Minister  of  University  Affairs  (Mr.  White) 
would  like  to  carry  forward  the  next  stage  of 
his  bill— University  of  Toronto.  Then  the 
next  estimates  to  follow  are  those  of  the 
Attorney  General,  The  Department  of  Justice. 
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I  think  I  sent  a  note  to  the  whip— the  member 
for  Algoma-Manitoulin  (Mr.  Farquhar)  and  I 
did  not  recently  indicate  to  him  or  reiterate 
those  things  suggested,  that  the  next  esti- 
mates would  be  those  of  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral. Perhaps  while  I  am  on  my  feet,  I  would 
like  to  insert  that  legislation.  I  think  the 
House  would  be  glad  to  see  tliat  get  forward. 
Now  1  have  to  tell  the  House  that— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Tonight,  sir? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Tonight. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Before  these  estimates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No;  these  estimates  will 
conclude  and,  then,  before  we  bring  on  the 
next  department,  there  will  be  that  legisla- 
tion that  I  mentioned.  I  should  tell  the  mem- 
bers of  the  House  that  in  committee,  I 
understand.  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions has  concluded.  Due  to  certain  circum- 
stances, which  I  hope  I  do  not  have  to  relate 
in  detail- 
Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  The  min- 
ister has  no  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —Education  is  not  im- 
mediately prepared  to  follow.  But  Trade  and 
Development  was  prepared  to  go  forward 
this  evening  and  I  suggested  that  it  do  so.  I 
think  those  arrangements  are  under  way. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  does  that  mean  they 
are  moving  on  tonight? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  That  is  what— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  were  we  not  advised 
then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Because  it  only  hap- 
pened 20  minutes  ago. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  do  not  know  to  whom  one  appeals 
for  a  ruling.  Obviously  the  House  leader 
dictates  the  business.  But  I  just  want  to  say 
to  him  that  at  20  to  6  in  the  afternoon  to 
inform  the  opposition  that  so  major  a  change 
as  to  shift  Education  out  of  the  picture  and 
to  shift  Trade  and  Development  in,  when 
opposition  spokesmen  had  no  time  for  prepar- 
ation, I  mean,  is  just  an  absurd  way  to  run 
the  business  of  the  province.  We  want  to  get 
our  hands  on  to  both  of  them.  Make  no 
mistake  about  it.  We  want  to  meet  this  min- 
ister in  committee,  but  we  think  it  is  pro- 
foundly unfair  and  a  chaotic  way  to  run  the 
business  of  the  House.  oi>  "^-^ia-ojf.*- 


Mr.  T.  Reid:  Idiotic  and  chaotia 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  thing  to  do  is  to  just 
forget  about  the  evening  session  of  commit- 
tee. Bring  it  all  tomorrow  or  bring  it  on 
Monday.  But  give  members  some  time  in 
advance  to  know  what  is  going  to  happen. 
We  have  members  here  who  are  profoundly 
interested  in  Trade  and  Development  who 
cannot  be  here  this  evening,  but  who  would 
like  to  be  here— two,  in  particular,  who  have 
other  commitments  and  thought  that  Educa- 
tion would  be  on  and  cannot  participate  in 
that. 

I  just  do  not  think  that  the  minister  can 
toy  with  the  members  of  the  House  in  this 
fashion.  I  really  think  he  should  reconsider 
about  the  committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
House  has  been  sitting  for  three  months.  I 
am  sure  that  every  member  in  the  opposition 
who  is  not  ready  to  deal  with  the  estimates 
of  any  department  should  be.  I  do  not  accept 
their  excuses.  I  regret  it  was  necessary  to 
change  the  arrangements. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on! 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  min- 
ister has  to  give  some  fair  warning- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  want  to  pass 
it  out  on  the  floor  of  the  House  why  we  can- 
not have  Education  tonight?  What  about  min- 
terial  responsibility,  never  mind  about  the 
members  of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  May  I  complete  what 
I  have  to  siay? 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  lot  of  nonsense! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  regret  this  as  much 
as  the  bon.  members- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  not  the  point— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  He  tells  me  that  there 
are  members  of  his  party  who  cannot  be 
here  tonight. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Because  we  were  told 
that  Education  was  going  to  be  here— 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  bring  them  back  if 
necessary;  they  have  a  sense  of  responsibihty 
and  will  be  here.  But  the  minister  should 
not  throw  this  into  the  hopper  at  5:40.  This 
is  not  a  government,  this  is  a  shambles. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  We  sat  still  while  the 
hon.  member  was  on  his  feet  and  listened 
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to  ihim.  He  tells  me  there  are  members  of 
his  party  who  cannot  be  here— 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  will  be  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  reason  Education 
did  not  follow  is  because  the  minister  (Mr. 
Welch)  had  commitments.  Now  I  think  it  is 
the  duty  of  every  member  of  the  House  to 
be  here  either  in  estimates  or  about  the  busi- 
ness of  this  House,  and  there  is  no  reason 
why- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Including  the  ministers. 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  about  the  ministers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  So  should  the  minister, 
but  the  minister  has  obligations.  I  do  not 
think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  is  an  occasion 
to  make  a  great  to-do  because  this  is  not 
done  to  jockey  or  to  take  any  advantage 
and— 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  making  a  to-do  be- 
cause this  happens  every  day  during  the 
session. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  point  of  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  1  have  the  floor  still. 
All  I  say  is  that  I  am  sorry  that  this  change 
hirl  fo  ooTip  ab-^ut  but  it  was  reasonable  I 
think  in  the  circumstances.  And  I  conclude 
by  saying  that  it  is  the  duty  of  all  members 
of  the  House  to  attend  to  the  business  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Duty!  Where  is  the  Minister  of 
Education? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  He  is  attending  to  the 
business  of  his  department. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  devil  is  attending  to  the 

business- 
Mr.    Chairman:     The    hon.    member    for 

Algoma^Manitoulin. 

Mr.  S.  Farquhar  (Algoma-Manitoulin):  The 
first  curve  that  was  thrown  at  us  was  not 
really  a  curve.  I  understood  that  we  would 
finish  the  estimates  that  had  to  do  with  the 
present  minister;  the  present  estimates  we 
would  finish.  But  the  other  matter  was  a 
matter  that  came  up  around  here,  and  the 
whips  made  something  of  an  agreement 
about  4  p.m.  to  the  effect  that  the  estimates 
of  Education  would  not  be  heard  downstairs 
until  Monday,  contingent  on  the  fact  that 
there  would  be  no  estimates  heard  down- 
stairs.. That  is  the  whips'  agreement. 

*?■•"  ;'■    "^ ,.  ;..    ■      :■'■'.■  .  ■ 

J>i>fiaterfeGtions  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Farquhar:  I  can  tell  you  that  the 
whips  said,  "Fine,  fine;  the  minister  has  an 
obligation  which  we  understand.  We  have 
done  that  many  times,  so  we  will  not  go 
ahead  with  Education.'  ' 

That  is  fine,  but  there  was  no  suggestion 
that  we  do  anything  other  than  start  Educa- 
tion sometime  Monday,  and  that  is  the  way 
the  matter  stood— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  frantic  rush?  What 
is  it  all  about? 

Mr.  Farquhar:  —and  that  is  the  kind  of 
thing  that  has  been  circulated  between  these 
two  parties  from  then  until  this  minute. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  any  event,  I  presume  we 
will  be  back  in  committee  of  supply. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  6  of  the  clock. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  got  to 
settle  this  thing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  can  leave  the  chair  if  I 
so  wish,  according  to  the  rules  of  this  House. 

An  hon.  member:  All  right,  leave  it  in 
chaos. 

Mr.  Huston:  You  do  not  do  much  anyway. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  we 
are  entitled  in  some  way  to  try  to  find  out 
whether  the  word  of  the  Conservative  whip 
is  meaningful  and  can  commit  anybody; 
whether  the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Com- 
mercial Affairs,  who  is  apparently  the  House 
leader,  can  give  any  word  with  authority,  or 
whether,  a  half  an  hour  ago  when  I  spoke 
to  the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Winkler) 
who  said  he  was  the  House  leader  and  he 
told  me  what  he  thought  was  going  on,  that 
means  anything. 

Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  a  government  that 
claims  to  be  an  efficient  government  can 
make  up  its  mind  an  hour  in  advance  as  to 
what  it  is  going  to  do  and  can  delegate 
responsibility  for  advising  the  other  people 
in  the  House.  I  understand,  for  instance— let 
us  come  back  upstairs  for  a  minute— that  the 
Attorney  General  is  not  going  to  be  available 
tomorrow  morning.  Now  if  we  are  going 
through  four  or  five  more  departments  or 
branches  that  the  Treasurer  is  responsible 
for,  which  I  did  not  understand  until  just  a 
few  moments  ago,  and  then  we  are  going  to 
get  the  Provincial  Secretary's  bills,  is  there 
any  point  in  having  half  an  hour  of  Attorney 
General's  estimates  on  Tuesday  evening— 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  The  University  of  Toronto 
bill   after  Provincial   Secretar>'. 

Mr.  Singer:  —and  then  shoving  the  rest  of 
the  Attorney  General  to  start  again  in  force 
on  Monday?  Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  can 
expect  some  businesslike  intelligence  out  of 
this  government  and  we  have  got  none  at 
this  moment. 

Mr.  T.  Raid:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just 
like  on  that  point  of  order  to  make  it  very 
clear  to  the  House  leader  that  the  Minister 
of  Education  is  off  on  yet  another  speaking 
engagement   to   probably   a   ladies'   auxiliary 


somewhere.  I  am  just  making  that  a  simple 
point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  He  has  got  an  obligation  to 
be  here  instead  of  coming  up  with  this  matter 
and  having  to  put  things  aside.  The  House 
leader  should  not  go  standing  on  his 
effrontery. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  must  be  guided  by  the 
rules  of  this  House.  I  do  now  leave  the  chair. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Dufham):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  rise  on  a  point  of  personal  privilege. 
I  want  the  record  to  show  that  I  was  not 
part  of  the  discussion  with  respect  to  the 
postponement  of  the  Education  estimates 
until  Monday.  I  was  not  aware  that  any 
arrangement  had  been  made  and  neither 
were  the  deputy  whips.  I  want  the  record  to 
show  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Let  the  record  show  the 
correction. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Touche. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
view  of  the  discussion  in  which  we  were 
engaging  at  6  o'clock  when  the  House  rose, 
I  think  perhaps  I  should  have  made  it  clear 
that  there  would  be  no  sitting  of  the  com- 
mittee of  estimates  this  evening.  I  under- 
stand that  they  will  not  likely  sit  tomorrow, 
but  on  Monday. 

I  think  it  fair  to  say  at  this  time  that  I 
have  asked  our  whip  to  inform  the  other 
whips  that  possibly  it  might  be  arranged  that 
the  estimates  of  The  Department  of  Trade 
and  Development  could  be  proceeded  with 
on  Monday.  That  is  a  matter  which  I  would 
hope  might  be  agreed  upon  in  a  reasonable 
way.  So  there  we  are. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Whose  word 
are  we  to  take?  Are  we  to  follow  the  whip's 
word  on  this  thing? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  On  a 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  it 
only  right  that  someone  on  this  side  attest 
to  the  virtue  and  nobility  of  the  House  leader 
on  this  occasion. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  the  hon.  House 
leader  would  call  the  order  for  the  commit- 
tee in  supply. 
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ESTIMATES,  TREASURY  BOARD 

Mr.  Chairman:   Estimates  of  the  Treasury 
Board,  page  334. 

The  hon.  minister. 

Mr.   E.   Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):    Mr.   Chair- 
man, let  us  follow  the  vote  this  time. 

Mr.    L.    C.    Henderson    (Lambton):     The 
member  for  Grey-Bruce  should  smarten  up. 


Mr.    Chairman:    Does    the    hon. 
have  any  introductory  comments? 


minister 


Mr.    Lewis: 

flustered. 


If    the    minister    as    not    too 


Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer  of 
Ontario  and  Minister  of  Economics):  I  am 
pleased  to  move  the  estimates  of  the  Treasury 
Board  as  shown  on  page  333  et  al  of  the 
estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, 1  just  wanted  briefly  to  comment  on 
one  item  in  the  Treasury  Board  secretariat 
programme  and  hope  that  the  sum  of  $100,- 

000  has  now  been  set  aside  for  tlie  imple- 
mentation of  recommendations  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Productivity.  So  far 
we  have  been  favoured  vdth  two  interim 
reports  on  behalf  of  this  committee  and  they 
have  been  most  useful,  especially,  as  I  will 
hope  to  relate  in  the  discussions,  with  respect 
to  the  Provincial  Auditor  in  the  general  audit 
fimction. 

I  am  wondering  if  the  minister  can  advise 
us  as  to  the  expected  breakdown  of  these 
expenditures  of  $100,000.  The  second  portion 
of  the  board  of  course,  deals  specifically  with 
the  productivity  improvement  project,  along 
wdth  the  new  activity.  The  total  remaining 
has  somewhat  increased,  substantially  in- 
creased, over  the  previous  year. 

Within  this  area  itself,  now  that  we  have 
the  membership  of  the  Treasury  Board  sub- 
stantially changed  as  a  result  of  the  new 
cabinet  decisions  of  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis), 

1  wonder  if  the  minister  can  tell  us  the  actual 
detail  with  respect  to  the  planned  implemen- 
tation that  needs  to  be  carried  on  in  this  form, 
rather  than  through  the  actual  operations  of 
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the   department  upon  which  the   committee 
has  commented. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  $100,000  was 
placed  in  the  estimates- 
Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  up  to  the  hon.  min- 
ister, but  usually  the  procedure  in  estimates 
is  for  the  critics  from  both  opposition  parties 
to  make  their  comments  first. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  all  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  a  critic  for  the 
New  Democratic  Party? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Are 
we  starting  afresh? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  we  are  starting  with 
the  Treasury  Board. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  mem- 
ber does  not  have  to  say  anything.  It  is  all 
right. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  That  lets  him  off  the  hook. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  certainly  would  not 
let  you  out  of  being  fresh  is  the  appropriate 
retort. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid:  I  must  admit,  I  am  fresh. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a 
general  comment  that  I  would  like  to  make 
with  regard  to  the  secretariat. 

I  have  some  specific  problems  that  I  would 
like  to  raise  in  terms  of  the  Treasury  Board 
and  its  operations.  I  do  not  know  whether  I 
am  breaching  protocol  in  anticipating  a  report 
of  the  public  accounts  committee  but  if  so  I 
breach  it  nonetheless— in  the  presence  of  the 
chairman. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Breach  away! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  been  interested 
for  a  number  of  years  in  the  amount  of 
moneys  that  is  authorized  by  Treasury  Board 
orders.  This  past  year  it  was  close  to  $250 
million.  As  I  recall  last  year  it  was  in  the 
range  of  $150  million  or  so. 

My  original  interest  in  this  topic  was  that 
it  seemed  to  me  a  Treasury  Board  order  pro- 
vided an  opportunity  for  authorization  of 
money  without  this  House  being  able  to 
review  the  proposed  expenditure.  In  short, 
that  it  was  short-circuiting  the  traditional 
rights  and  responsibilities  of  the  Legislature. 
It  is  much  more  complicated  than  that,  I 
discovered  as  we  got  into  some  very  useful 
discussions  with  Treasury  Board  officials. 


I  discovered,  for  example,  that  a  significant 
proportion  of  the  Treasury  Board  orders  were 
merely  to  authorize  the  switching  of  the 
expenditures  from  one  estimate  which  had 
already  been  considered  by  this  House  but, 
through  experience,  it  was  discovered  that 
it  was  not  going  to  be  spent  there,  and  the 
department  wanted  to  authorize  its  expendi- 
ture in  another  programme. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  called  stick  handling. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  not  necessarily  stick 
handling.  It  is  normal  business,  I  think,  in 
any  efficiently  operated  business  which  it  is 
just  possible  the  hon.  member  for  Owen 
Sound  might  be  familiar  with.  Toward  the 
end  of  the  fiscal  year  you  might  discover 
you  had  overestimated  your  expenditures  in 
one  branch  of  the  business  and  you  had 
underestimated  them  elsewhere.  Or  because 
of  changing  circumstances  you  wanted  to 
switch  the  expenditure  of  that  money. 

It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  fair  enough 
proposition.  However,  there  is  another  pro- 
cedure whereby  if  a  single  dollar— and  I  mak? 
the  case  a  bit  ludicrous  but  it  is  still  legally 
valid— if  a  single  dollar  has  been  passed  as  an 
appropriation  in  this  House,  it  is  within  the 
right  of  that  department  to  come  back  to 
the  Treasury  Board  and,  for  example,  to  seek 
and  get  authorization  for  the  expenditure  of 
$1  million. 

As  long  as  $1  has  been  appropriated,  the 
door  is  open  to  seek  further  expenditures  of 
any  amount  from  the  Treasury  Board.  And 
that  would  be  done  without  any  consider- 
ation by  this  Legislature.  It  might,  under 
circumstances  when  the  Legislature  is  sitting, 
be  covered  by  supplementary  estimates. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  is  the  new  money 
problem. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  new  money  problem, 
right.  New  in  the  sense  that  it  is  an  extension 
of  what  I  illustrate  my  case  by,  as  a  $1 
appropriation  that  could  be  extended  to 
literally  any  figure  at  all  and  be  within  the 
law.  The  only  way  one  can,  I  think,  regular- 
ize this  and  make  it  possible  for  members  of 
the  Legislature— or  at  least  those  members 
who  are  in  the  public  accounts  committee— to 
do  their  job  is  for  the  Treasury  Board  to 
distinguish  between  the  two  categories  of 
Treasury  Board  orders. 

I  put  this  to  the  minister,  as  to  whether  or 
not  this  could  not  be  considered  for  your 
future  procedures.  Namely,  if  it  is  a  Treasury 
Board  order  merely  switching  moneys,   that 
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it  be  so  indicated.  If  it  is  a  Treasury  Board 
order  authorizing  new  moneys,  that  it  be  so 
indicated.  Therefore  it  would  be  possible 
for  anybody,  including  members  of  the 
Legislature,  to  be  able  to  assess  the  situation 
rather  readily. 

There  is  one  other  point  that,  I  must  say, 
as  a  new  member  on  the  public  accounts 
committee,  rather  intrigues  me.  I  had  always 
regarded,  as  I  have  already  intimated,  the 
authorization  of  the  expenditures  of  money  by 
the  Treasury  Board  during  the  course  of  the 
year  as  a  somewhat  questionable  procedure. 
I  must  say,  as  a  theoretical  proposition,  I  am 
now  persuaded  to  the  point  where  I  believe 
it  might  be  useful  if  there  was  a  bit  more 
sharp  examination  in  the  first  instance  of  the 
prospective  expenditures  of  every  department 
so  that  they  would  have  no  "fat"  in  their 
estimates,  no  cushions  in  their  estimates, 
and  any  time  they  needed  more  money  they 
would  have  to  come  back  to  the  Treasury 
Board. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  good  would  that  do? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  know  that  this  might 
not  be  the  kind  of  thing  that  would  be 
viewed  with  great  favour  by  those  who  have 
to  run  the  department,  because  I  understand 
the  Treasury  Board  is  a  pretty  formidable 
body. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  would  not  change  anything. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  would  change  some- 
thing. It  would  mean  that  you  would  really 
be  paring  down  in  the  original  authorization 
of  estimates  and  therefore  conceivably  you 
would  be  saving  the  expenditure  of  money 
that  perhaps  was  not  absolutely  necessary  in 
that  year.  But,  because  they  have  it,  it  will 
be  spent. 

Another  problem  that  I  draw  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  minister  is  that  actually  depart- 
ments will  ask  their  various  branches  to  make 
their  proposals  for  the  estimates  as  early  as 
May  or  June,  for  example,  to  go  before  the 
Treasury  Board  any  time  from  September 
through  to  January,  as  the  estimates  of  the 
various  departments  are  being  reviewed  in 
preparation  for  the  budget.  It  is  conceivable 
that  the  money  will  not  be  spent  until  a 
year  from  next  March;  in  other  words,  in  the 
last  month  of  the  fiscal  year.  It  seems  to  me 
that  if  you  do  not  have  a  pretty  tight  rein, 
inevitably  you  are  going  to  have  "fat"  in 
your  estimates,  that  will  have  to  be  switched 
by  Treasury  Board  order. 


Mr.  Sargent:  Why  do  you  not  tell  the 
truth  and  say  the  civil  service  makes  the 
estimates  up,  not  these  guys? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Tell  the  real  truth.  These 
fellows  do  not  do  anything. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order!  The  hon.  member 
for  York  South  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  thinks  he  has. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  made  my  point, 
by  way  of  some  reflections  on  the  operations 
of  the  Treasury  Board  in  relation  to  estimates. 
In  the  coming  year,  if  it  is  my  good  fortune— 
and  I  say  that  honestly  now— I  looked  for- 
ward with  rather  modified  enthusiasm  to 
being  a  member  of  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee this  year.  But  I  have  found  it  is  a 
rather  fascinating  committee,  so  if  I  am  back 
there  next  year  it  will  be  with  pleasure  and 
I  will  see  to  what  extent  the  minister  is 
willing  to  entertain  some  of  these  words  of 
wisdom,  assisted  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  comments  before  we  call  the  vote? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No.  I  will  answer 
those  comments  though. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Maybe  I  had 
better  call  the  vote  first.  Vote  2501,  item  1. 

The  hon.  minister  has  suggested  he  has  no 
further  comments,  we  will  deal  with  the 
items  as  they  arise  during  the  calling  of  the 
votes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  can  answer  the 
point  that  was  raised,  though— the  two  points, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  First  of  all,  on  the 
$100,000-and  the  $100,000  in  the  first  vote 
is  closely  tied  in  with  the  second  vote,  so 
perhaps  it  will  not  hurt  if  I  deal  with  it 
now.  That  $100,000  was  certainly  placed 
with  my  authority.  It  was  there,  I  think,  for 
some  months  before  I  arrived  on  the  scene, 
but  it  was  placed  in  the  estimates  with  my 
authority.  Perhaps  it  is  not  a  bad  example  of 
what  the  hon,  member  for  York  South  has 
been  talking  about;  let  us  perhaps  trespass  on 
to  the  second  vote  just  a  little  bit. 
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I  think  one  of  the  secrets  of  the  Committee 
on  Government  Productivity  in  setting  out  to 
do  their  work  has  been— perhaps  two  of  the 
secrets— one  has  been  the  involvement  on  an 
equal  basis  of  both  senior  civil  servants  with, 
in  the  case  of  COGP,  five  people  from  the 
business  community.  Together  they  have  sat 
down  and  wrestled  with  various  problems,  I 
think  frankly,  each  learning  something  from 
the  other. 

The  second  secret  of  that  approach,  rather 
than  just  defining  the  problem,  which  is 
perhaps  what  Glassco  did,  is  that  very  early 
in  the  game  COG?  recognized  that  the  secret 
to  their  ultimate  success  was  the  implementa- 
tion process.  And  without  taking  away  any- 
thing from  the  five  civil  servants  who  sit  on 
the  COGP  group— if  I  can  put  words  in  the 
mouth  of  the  former  Treasurer  and  perhaps 
in  the  mouth  of  the  chairman  of  COGP— 
they  are  there  not  only  for  what  they  can 
bring  to  bear  on  the  problems  facing  govern- 
ment now,  but  they  are  there  particularly 
because,  hopefully,  what  COGP  recoonmends, 
having  sold  in  this  case  a  group  of  five  senior 
public  servants,  those  recommendations  stand 
some  hope  of  being  implemented. 

I  do  not  think  I  am  telling  any  tales  out 
of  school  when  I  say  all  that,  but  that  was 
one  of  the  reasons  that  the  Glassco  commis- 
sion at  Ottawa  did  not  achieve  all  the  success 
which  it  might  have  achieved.  It  was  brought 
in,  as  you  know,  as  a  final  report  with  1  have 
forgotten  how  many  recommendations,  some 
of  which  have  never  been  implemented. 

Mr.  Cronyn's  group,  in  setting  about  to  do 
their  work,  said,  "We  are  going  to  bring  in 
interim  reports"  and  there  have  been  two, 
and  the  recommendations  of  the  two  have 
all  been  adopted  and  most  of  them  are  in 
the  process  of  implementation.  The  third, 
fourth  and  fifth  reports  of  the  conmiittee  will 
contain  many  more  recommendations  than 
the  first  two  reports  and  what  Mr.  Cronyn's 
group  is  particularly  concerned  with  is  that 
they  ultimately  be  implemented.  The  best 
way  of  implementing  them  was  to  involve 
three  or  four  or  five  of  the  top  senior  civil 
servants  in  the  process  of  arriving  at  certain 
decisions,  and  then  perforce,  when  Mr. 
Cronyn  et  al  had  returned  to  their  respective 
capitalistic  enclaves— I  say  that  for  the  benefit 
of  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
(Mr.  Lewis)— there  would  be  some  hope 
that  the  recommendations  would  be  carried 
through  through  the  bureaucracy. 

Now,  that  is  the  background,  and  I  think 
it   is   a   good   one,    I   think   it  makes   sense. 


The  Committee  on  Government  Productivity 
recommended  informally  that  there  be  an 
implementor,  and  let  me  say  that  it  was 
agreed  by  the  government  early  in  the  game 
that  the  recommendations  which  came  from 
COGP  would  be  divided  into  two  parts:  those 
which  involved  the  reorganization  of  the 
cabinet  itself,  which  would  be  dealt  with  by 
the  cabinet,  therefore  the  Prime  Minister, 
and  those  which  involved  the  reorganization 
of  government  below  the  cabinet  level,  and 
that  task  was  assigned  to  the  Treasury  Board. 

Now  I  say  to  the  member  for  York  South 
that  six,  or  seven,  or  eight  months  ago,  when 
these  estimates  were  prepared— or  even  four 
months  ago  when  these  estimates  were 
looked  over  by  the  present  minister— it 
seemed  reasonable  to  put  money  in  the 
Treasury  Board  secretariat  for  the  imple- 
mentation of  whatever  reconunendations 
might  come  forward  from  COGP.  That 
seemed  like  a  good  idea.  The  thought  at  that 
point  was  to  second  a  senior  deputy  minister 
for  a  year,  or  two  years,  or  a  deputy  min- 
ister, to  implement  the  recommendations. 

I  think  this  may  change,  quite  frankly,  in 
the  next  few  weeks  or  few  months.  The 
thought  is  now  that  the  recommendations 
probably  will  be  implemented  by  the  secre- 
tariat of  the  Treasury  Board,  and  by  the 
deputy  minister  of  the  Civil  Service  Com- 
mission, in  teiTOS  of  the  utilization  of  human 
resources  study.  We  have  probably  aban- 
doned, or  my  advisers  have  abandoned— they 
really  have  not  asked  for  my  opinion,  I  might 
say  at  this  point,  which  is  fine— they  have 
abandoned  the  idea  of  appointing  and  imple- 
menting the  deputy  minister  to  try  and  pull 
all  this  together. 

Within  the  $100,000,  what  I  am  saying  is 
that  perhaps  none  of  it  will  be  spent.  Some 
of  it  may  be  spent  in  assistance  to  those  two 
deputy  ministers  in  getting  the  report  imple- 
mented. I  think  this  is  a  case  in  point,  really 
in  verification  to  what  the  member  for 
York  South  said  as  to  how  fast  the  ball 
game  can  change  between  the  preparation 
of  estimates  and  at  this  point  in  time  when 
I  stand  in  the  House  to  defend  them.  I 
honestly  cannot  tell  you  whether  the  $100,- 
000  will  be  spent  in  the  way  that  I  have 
envisaged,  or  not  spent,  or  spent  in  some 
different  way,  between  now  and  the  end  of 
the  year. 

That  is  one  of  the  problems  in  coming  to 
a  Legislature  once  a  year— and  we  do,  over 
a  six-month  period— with  annual  estimates. 
The  member  for  York  South  has  criticized, 
and  I  think  with  some  justification,  perhaps, 
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the  fact  that  last  year,  or  in  1969-1970,  the 
Treasury  Board  orders  totalled  some  $250 
million  which,  of  course,  was  considerably 
more  than  they  had  ever  totalled  before.  I 
can  only  say  in  partial  justification  of  that 
that  if  you  subtract  the  payment  that  was 
made  to  the  Ontario  Hospital  Services  Com- 
mission, and  if  you  subtract  the  amount  of 
money  which  was  advanced  to  The  Depart- 
ment of  Education  prior  to  supplementary 
estimates,  you  knock  off  over  $150  million  of 
that  and  come  back  down  into  the  $100  mil- 
lion ball  park,  where  Treasury  Board  orders 
have  normally  been,  which  is  a  percentage 
of  the  total  budget  now  of  over  $4  billion, 
or  probably  in  1969-1970,  $3  billion.  It  is  a 
very  small  amount. 

Treasury  Board  orders,  plus  the  original 
estimates,  have  only  exceeded  tlie  original 
estimates,  I  think,  twice  in  the  last  11  years. 
And  we  have  given  this,  I  may  say,  some 
thought,  and  I  think  COGP  are  giving  it  some 
thought. 

I  ask  myself  this  question,  as  chairman  of 
the  Treasury  Board,  very  basically  and  very 
reahstically— 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  are  the  Treasurer's 
qualifications  for  head  of  the  Treasury  Board? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —how  hard  do  you 
put  the  screws? 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  are  your  qualifications 
for  head  of  the  Treasury  Board? 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  better  than  anyone 
else's  over  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  are  twice  as  good  as 
nothing,  and  that  is  nothing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  used  to  be  a 
muzzle  in  the  kennels  to  cope  with  baying 
like  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  is  telling  you  what  you 
want  to  hear. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  interesting,  let  him  speak. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  is  the  chairman  of  the 
Treasury  Board,  look  at  him. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  That  is  why 
he  is  chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order! 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  question  which 
one  asks  oneself,  as  chairman  of  the  Treasury 
Board— and  I  have  discussed  this  with  my 
predecessor  and  I  have  discussed  it  with 
the  predecessor  of  my  predecessor,  who  is 
now  a  member  of  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee, and  I  think  nearly  all  of  us  in  this 
House  have  a  great  deal  of  confidence  in 
that  man's  financial  sagacity.  It  is  a  question 
as  to  how  hard  you  put  the  screws  on,  to 
put  it  very  bluntly,  before  you  break  the 
straw  on  the  camel's  back.  If  you  really  put 
them  on,  let  me  say  this,  if  you  really  put 
them  on— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  going  to  be  a  marvel- 
lous metaphor  when  you  look  back  in 
Hansard. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  it  is  after  the 
dinner  hour.  It  is  after  the  dinner  hour,  I 
say  to  my  friend  the  leader  of  the  NDP— you 
strive  for  co-operation,  you  strive  for  a  com- 
mitment of  doing  something  about  govern- 
ment expenditures  and  you  do  this  within  the 
emerging  atmosphere  coming  from  COGP, 
for  example.  I  do  not  think  this  is  anything 
new,  but  they  are  restating  the  philosophy 
very  strongly  of  letting  the  managers  man- 
age and  I  am  not  a  manager.  I  am  a  policy- 
maker. 

We  are  policy-makers  in  tliis  House  and 
we  are  now  paying  civil  servants,  who  are 
managers,  a  maximum  now  of  $40,000  a 
year.  It  is  our  job,  as  policy-makers— on  this 
side  I  suppose,  particularly,  but  as  a  Legisla- 
ture—as we  vote  the  estimates  to  put  so 
many  millions  of  dollars  in  an  estimate  and 
in  effect,  in  large  measure,  turn  it  over  to 
that  manager  with  goals  and  objectives  to 
manage  that  money. 

I  say  to  you  quite  frankly  that  to  my 
knowledge— and  I  cannot  speak  for  these 
Treasury  Board  orders,  I  can  only  tell  you 
what  has  happened  in  the  last  six  weeks— and 
from  my  prior  experience  four  years  ago, 
that  we  are  terribly  impressed  when  a  deputy 
minister  comes  before  us  and  says,  "Look,  I 
want  another  $100,000  and  two  people  to 
do  something,  but  I  can  save  that  over  here. 
Will  you  approve  that  kind  of  a  switch?" 
And  I  think  invariably  we  have.  I  must  say 
the  fact  crosses  our  mind  that  he  padded 
the  one  vote  to  begin  with  but,  frankly,  with 
70,000  civil  servants,  24  highly  capable 
deputy  ministers— you  know,  schooled  by 
Machiavelli,  I  am  sure,  to  put  things  over 
on  Treasury  Board— they  do  a  very  good  job 
with  sincerity.  We  try  and  play  that  role  with 
them  and  leave  it  to  them  as  much  as  we  can 
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to  manage  what  are  the  goals  and  the  prior- 
ities of  the  government. 

I  say  to  you,  quite  frankly,  that  I  do  not 
think  the  goals  or  the  priorities  have  been 
as  clearly  enunciated  as  the  Treasury  Board 
would  like  to  have  them.  Too  often  we  have 
found  ourselves  having  to  make  a  govern- 
ment policy  which  is  not  the  role  of  the 
Treasury  Board.  The  whole  system— and  per- 
haps you  will  get  into  this  with  the  Prime 
Minister  and  his  estimates,  or  in  these  esti- 
mates under  the  next  vote  really— the  whole 
system  of  cabinet  committees  and  the  cabinet 
secretariat  has  been  strengthened.  It  is  in  the 
process  of  being  strengthened;  it  has  really 
just  begun.  It  is  not  going  to  happen  over- 
night. 

There  is  a  policy  in  priorities  committee 
to  which  we,  in  Treasury  Board,  find  our- 
selves, perhaps  once  each  meeting,  referring 
things  to  and  saying,  "This  is  up  to  the  gov- 
ernment to  decide,  as  a  whole,  to  recommend 
to  the  cabinet,  whether  you  want  to  do  this 
and  not  that."  Having  decided  to  do  some- 
thing, then  it  is  the  job  of  Treasury  Board, 
the  management  committee,  to  administer 
that  in  the  best  way  possible. 

I  do  not  want  to  prejudge  what  COGP  are 
going  to  say,  but  there  is  no  question  that 
what  is  coming  true  is  that  we  as  politicians 
have  to,  I  diink— 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  will  never  know  what 
they  say,  will  we? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —separate  our  roles 
to  a  greater  extent  than  we  have  in  the  past- 
Mr.  Sargent:  How  will  we  ever  know  what 
they  say? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —between  the  policy- 
makers and  between  the  managers,  and  let 
the  managers,  who  are  the  civil  servants,  go 
to  it  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  we  have 
in  the  past. 

Now,  those  were  sort  of  rambling  remarks. 
I  noticed  quoted  in  the  press  the  other  day 
the  remarks,  in  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee, of  the  former  Treasurer,  who  ques- 
tioned Treasury  Board  orders  which  were  put 
through  in  the  last  months  of  the  year.  Some 
of  those  were  cancelling,  as  I  think  he 
explained  to  you,  authorization  for  commit- 
ments but  some  of  those  remarks  were  well 
taken  and  those  are  the  things  that  we  are 
looking  for. 

But  we  are  quite  sure  that  with  70,000 
civil  servants  and  with  $4  billion  we  are 
going  to  accomplish   a   great  deal  more   by 


education,  by  co-operation,  by  understand- 
ing, by  trust,  by  leaving  the  management 
job  to  the  managers  than  we  ever  will  by 
wielding  an  enormous  club  or  a  great  big 
stick,  although  I  would  have  to  admit  that 
there  are  times  when  the  chairman  and  the 
members  of  Treasury  Board  lose  their  temper 
and  use  the  big  stick  approach  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Before  I  call  the  vote,  I 
wonder  if  the  committee  would  permit  a 
very  brief  interruption?  I  am  sure  the  com- 
mittee would  be  interested  to  learn,  and  I 
may  say  it  has  just  recently  come  to  my 
attention,  that  today  is  the  birthday  of  one 
of  our  dedicated,  devoted,  revered  indi- 
viduals. Major  Geary,  Sergeant-at-Arms,  is 
celebrating  his  birthday  today. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  E.  P.  Momingstar  (Welland):  How  old 
is  he-39? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  2501.  The  Treasury 
Board  secretariat. 

The  hon.  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Just  one  other  comment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  not  particularly  on  2501, 
because  I  would  think  that  the  secretariat 
as  such  does  not  really— 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  not  going  to  be  restric- 
tive on  this. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  do  not  think  it  is  really— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Let  us  take  the  two 
votes  together. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  would  be  satisfactory 
certainly.  It  would  appear  then  that  the  basic 
requirement  for  this  $100,000,  having  raised 
the  point,  is  in  e£Fect  to  provide  an  interim 
staff  kind  of  bridge  between  the  actual 
recommendations  and  the  ultimate  decision 
as  to  how  those  decisions  would  be  imple- 
mented and,  on  that  basis,  it  would  appear 
quite  reasonable. 

I  have  no  further  comments.  I  have  some 
on  the  committee,  but  perhaps  there  are  those 
that  wish  to  speak  particularly  to  vote  2501. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  East,  who  alternates  the  parties. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
recalls  that  he  was  questioned  this  afternoon 
—I  think  it  was  this  afternoon— regarding  the 
promise    made    by    the    government    to    the 
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corporation  of  the  city  of  Hamilton  in  regard 
to  the  development  of  the  civic  centre.  I 
refer  specifically  to  the  theatre  auditorium 
and  the  trade  centre. 

I  do  not  know  just  how  the  government 
operates  in  this  field.  I  think  the  best  that  I 
or  the  city  council  know  about  the  so-called 
promise  of  $2  million  for  the  building  of  the 
theatre  auditorium  and  the  trade  center,  I 
remember  the  statement  being  in  the  press. 
It  has  been  referred  to  many  times  in  the 
development  and  problems  of  the  now  Lloyd 
Jackson  Civic  Centre.  I  wondered  if  the 
minister  could  enlighten  me  and  maybe  set 
at  ease  some  of  the  frustrated  councilmen  in 
Hamilton. 

I  see  in  last  night's  paper  that  they  had  a 
little  squabble  over  whether  they  should  even 
have  nerve  enough  to  request  the  govern- 
ment to  live  up  to  its  promise.  Some  felt 
that  this  would  be  getting  the  city  into  more 
debt  through  a  grant  purpose.  Some  felt  that 
it  was  not  a  grant;  it  was  an  outright  promise. 
Others  felt  that  they  should  forget  just 
asking  for  the  promised  $2  million,  but  they 
should  ask  the  government  to  take  over  the 
total  cost  of  the  development  of  the  theatre 
auditorium  and  trade  centre. 

But  it  makes  one  wonder,  if,  in  the  sense 
that  it  was  a  promise  at  that  time,  and  if  the 
federal  government  had  come  through  with 
their  share,  I  think  it  was  made  in  good  faith, 
but  it  was  made  on  the  basis  of  a  matched 
grant— that  if  the  federal  government  put  up 
their  $2  million,  that  the  provincial  govern- 
ment would  match  it  with  $2  million. 

Now  there  have  been  references  to  the 
fact  that,  possibly,  after  some  delay  and 
some  problems  which  they  have  had  in 
Hamilton  with  their  civic  square  development 
that  maybe  the  conditions  could  have  been 
taken  off  this  promise  and  the  government 
could  be  approached. 

I  do  not  like  the  way  it  was  raised  last 
night  in  council,  because  they  are  now  get- 
ting entangled  in  direct  politics,  a  sense  of 
conflict  of  interest,  inasmuch  as  the  chair- 
man, I  guess,  of  the  auditorium  committee- 
its  promotional  committee— is  the  Progressive 
Conservative  nominee  in  Hamilton  West. 

Nevertheless,  I  think  that  we  should  dis- 
regard the  kind  of  political  manoeuvring  that 
is  going  on  in  the  council  over  this  situation. 
The  government  should  make  up  its  mind  as 
to  whether  or  not  it  can  live  up  to  that 
promise  in  one  way  or  another,  whether  it  is 
going  to  take  a  dog-in-the-manger  attitude 
or  maybe  a  political  attitude  and  say,  "Look, 


we  will  stick  to  our  promise  and  match  our 
$2  million  if  the  federal  government  comes 
across  with  theirs." 

But  I  think  at  this  stage  it  is  time  to  stop 
that  kind  of  quibbling  and  tell  the  city  of 
Hamilton,  once  and  for  all,  to  get  these 
controllers  off  the  hook  and  let  them  get 
ahead  with  the  job,  that  they  are  either  going 
to  get  the  $2  million  under  a  condition,  or 
they  are  going  to  get  it  and  tell  them  when 
they  are  going  to  get  it  so  they  can  go  ahead 
with  their  job. 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
would  not  know   anything   about  politics   in 
this  situation  or  any  political  connotations- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  Oh,  perish 
the  thought! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —which  the  member 
has  raised. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  should  smile 
when  he  says  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  put  my  hands 
out  like  this,  too.  Did  the  member  get  that? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  a  Frost  benedic- 
tion. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  However,  I  do  know 
a  little  about  the  history  of  this.  Certainly 
several  years  ago,  the  then  Prime  Minister 
(Mr.  Robarts)— 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Not  too  far,  just  before  the 
last  election. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  seem  to  recall 
that— it  was  some  three  or  four  years  ago.  He 
indicated  that  we  had  been  approached  by 
the  city  of  Hamilton  to  see  if  we  would 
participate  in  the  civic  centre  auditorium.  We 
indicated  that  we  would  if  the  federal  gov- 
ernment would  also  do  so,  and  that  we  were 
prepared  to  put  up  $2  million  if  the  federal 
government  would  do  so. 

I  may  say  that  my  knowledge  of  this 
stems,  not  so  much  from  that  government 
pronouncement,  but  from  the  association 
which  I  had  in  Municipal  Affairs  with,  what 
is  somewhat  related,  the  downtown  urban 
renewal  in  Hamilton,  which  has  had  a 
number  of  pitfalls  but  has  to  be  one  of  the 
more  ambitious  projects  undertaken  by  any 
city,  I  think,  in  Ontario.  It  is  one  which, 
after  a  great  deal  of  sorrow  and  anguish,  I 
am  sure  will  prove  to  be  a  highly  successful 
project. 
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I  had  some  familiarity  with  that  in  Munic- 
ipal Affairs  and  the  problems  which  it  went 
through  about  tenders,  contracts,  and  so  on, 
and  I  therefore  became  involved  in  this  par- 
ticular situation. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  There  were  a  few  twisted 
priorities  in  the  whole  deal. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps,  but  at  any 
rate,  what  happened  is  that  the  federal  gov- 
ernment said  no,  or  did  not  say  either  yes  or 
no,  and  therefore  we  did  nothing,  because 
we  were  conditional  on  federal  participation. 
The  good  people  of  Hamilton  went  ahead, 
and  I  say  this  in  all  sincerity  to  the  member 
whose  association  with  the  trade  union  move- 
ment is  well  known,  that  the  people  of  Ham- 
ilton responded  in  a  magnificent  way.  I  think 
that  few  cities  in  Canada  or  in  North 
America  and  few  trade  union  movements  in 
total  in  a  community  could  be  prouder  of 
the  record  which  should  exist  in  Hamilton, 
and  does  exist  in  Hamilton,  in  their  response 
to  the  fund-raising  drive  to  go  ahead  and 
build  that  auditorium. 

They  in  effect  said,  "We  are  going  to  do 
this"  and  the  whole  community  pitched  in. 
Whether  the  federal  government  or  the  pro- 
vincial government  come  in  or  not,  the 
auditorium  is  going  up.  I  was  there— not  for 
that  sod  turning,  although  I  was  invited. 
I  guess  it  is  to  be  opened  about  a  year  from 
now.  Is  it  then  that  the  auditorium  should 
be  completed  or  is  it  sooner  than  that?  At 
any  rate,  it  is  well  on  its  way  to  being  an 
accomplished  fact.  I  think  they  are  soane- 
what  over  their  original  estimate,  but  at  any 
rate  it  is  being  built. 

With  that  kind  of  success— and  I  say 
frankly  that  the  government  has  recognized 
what  has  happened  in  Hamilton.  1  think  that 
is  one  of  the  largest  amounts  of  money  which 
has  ever  been  raised  in  the  province  on  a 
voluntary  basis,  other  than  perhaps  a  com- 
munity fund,  but  certainly  for  that  kind  of 
project,  larger  than  was  raised  for  the  Shaw 
Festival,  the  Stratford  Festival,  or  any  one  of 
a  number  of  other  things  in  any  given  period 
of  time. 

Consequently,  there  were  approaches  made 
to  us  again  as  to  whether  we  would  come 
in  on  die  second  phase  of  the  project  with 
or  without  federal  help.  Those  approaches 
were  turned  over  to  me  by  the  then  Prime 
Minister.  I  can  only  report  that  I  soimded 
out  the  government  of  Canada  again  and 
indicated  that  we  were  somewhat  enthused 
about  what  had  happened  in  Haanilton,  and 


asked  was  in  fact  the  federal  government 
interested  in  now  participating  with  or  with- 
out our  offer.  They  indicated  to  me  both 
formally  and  informally,  or  informally  and 
formally  by  letter,  that  they  would  not  par- 
ticipate. Now  that  decision  has  been  relayed 
to  my  cabinet  colleagues  and  the  request  has 
come  forward  from,  I  think,  the  council  and 
from  the  association  to  cabinet,  and  a  deci- 
sion, to  my  knowledge,  has  not  yet  been 
made. 

But  speaking  only  personally  because  of 
my  relationship  wdth  Hamilton  through  the 
urban  renewal  project  we  are  very  proud  to 
be— we  were  in  Municipal  Affairs,  and  I  still 
am  very  proud  to  be— associated  with  what 
Hamilton  has  already  accomplished,  with  our 
assistance,  in  the  urban  renewal  area  and 
on  their  own  in  the  civic  auditorium. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Well,  I  thank  the  minister  for 
his  consideration  of  the  question,  but  he  did 
not  answer  the  main  question  as  to  whether 
they  can  determine  and  say,  "Yes,  we  are 
going  to  look  after  you  with  the  $2  million 
promised,  or  we  cannot  do  it  in  the  foresee- 
able future." 

Because  this  is  the  nub  of  the  thing.  As 
he  may  well  know,  the  estimates  have  moved 
from  $5.5  million  to  something  over  $10  mil- 
lion. This  is  creating  the  problem  and  it  is 
disturbing  those  people  he  spoke  of  who 
worked  so  hard  to  get  that  particular  phase 
of  the  centre  off  the  ground.  The  trade  union 
movement,  as  he  mentioned,  supported  it 
and  raised  a  great  deal  of  money. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Over  $1  million,  was 
it  not? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes,  and  this  all  contributed, 
and  the  people  are  getting  a  little  bit  sore 
about  the  whole  situation  now.  So  I  think 
the  time  must  come  when  they  should  know 
just  where  they  stand. 

With  the  escalated  costs,  $2  million  can- 
not be  anything  but  a  little  help  now.  And 
other  priorities  have  gone  by  the  board  to 
keep  this  project  going— sewer  development 
and  other  things  have  suffered  in  other  parts 
of  the  city--and  it  is  going  to  create  a  real 
civic  problem  if  we  do  not  get  some  satis- 
faction one  way  or  another  from  the  two 
levels  of  govemment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  thank  you  very  much  for 
this  chance,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Singer:  You  seem  so  sad  tonight,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  spent  many 
years  in  politics  at  the  local  level,  not  as 
high  as  this  very  hon.  minister  here,  who  is 
at  the  top  of  the  heap,  as  it  were,  making 
fantastic  decisions,  as  he  has  been  doing, 
and  talking  like  Amos  'n  Andy  of  figures 
such  as  $50  million  or  $60  million;  it  gets 
pretty  monotonous.  If  he  had  a  track  record 
for  doing  things,  I  would  go  along  with  him, 
but  I  have  watched  this  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Productivity  since  its  inception  and 
I  would  suggest  to  you,  from  my  political 
background,  that  this  was  a  new  way  to  have 
an  eflBciency  survey,  a  new  team  without 
publicly  revealing  the  findings  of  waste  and 
corruption  or  the  new  approaches  to  do  the 
job. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  The 
merriber  does  not  believe  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  sincerely  believe  it,  and  my 
friend  would  believe  it  if  he  knew  what 
was  going  on. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  he  will  never  know 
because  he  is  up  in  the  back  bench  with  the 
member  for  Don  Mills.  And  he  might  tell 
the  member  some  secrets  too.  The  cat  would 
never  get  out  of  that  bag,  would  it?  There 
must  be  a  great  big  reason  why  the  member 
for  Don  Mills  is  up  there. 

Mr.  Randall:  I  cannot  join  the  member's 
club,  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  for  Don  Mills 
could  write  a  best  seller,  I  bet? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Sargent:  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  speaking 
on  government  productivity,  we  have  a  state- 
ment by  the  minister  that  the  Committee  on 
Government  Productivity  made  some  recom- 
mendations to  senior  civil  servants,  and  he 
said,  "Some  of  these  stand  a  good  chance  of 
being  implemented."  I  took  the  words  down 
in  my  shorthand.  Is  that  not  refreshing,  the 
fact  that  some  recommendations  came  to 
the  minister  and  they  stood  a  bit  of  a  chance 
of  being  implemented  by  senior  civil 
servants? 

In  other  words,  I  would  suggest  to  the 
minister  that  in  the  bureaucracy  in  this 
economy  of  Ontario,  the  deputy  ministers 
still   run  the  show.   The  ministers   have  not 


got  the   guts   to   run  their   own   show   as   it 
were,  in  effect  that  is  what  they  say. 

Here  we  are  and  the  minister  asked  us,  in 
the  summary  of  this  Treasury  Board  for 
1970-1971  estimates,  the  amount  of  $500,000. 
He  is  asking  for  $1,659,000  for  1971-1972. 
That  is  about  a  $1  million  increase  in  this 
one  section.  I  would  like  to  know  how  much 
money  has  this  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity  cost  us  to  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  May  31,  1971, 
they  have  spent  about  $638,000  out  of  the 
committed  total  of  $1,159,000.  No,  I  am 
sorry,  that  is  for  two  years.  They  have  spent 
$638,642  out  of  a  voted  amount  of  $500,000 
last  year,  and  $1,159,000  this  year.  Out  of 
$1,659,000,  some  $638,000  has  been  spent  to 
May  31.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  was  asking,  in  effect,  by  the 
end  of  this  fiscal  year,  that  the  minister  will 
have  spent  the  money,  $1.6  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Plus  the  $500,000 
for  Hydro.  Let  me  explain  it  this  way.  There 
is  $1,659,000  this  year  and  there  was 
$500,000  voted  in  1970-1971,  which  was 
nearly  all  spent. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  did  not  know  about  the 
Hydro.  In  effect  we  are  talking  about  a  net 
figure  of  $1  million  for  this  eflBciency  survey 
scheme. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  $2  million  over 
the  two  years. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Of  the  total  budget,  less  than 
half  of  one  per  cent  of  the  total  budget? 
Which  is  not  out  of  the  way,  but  what 
savings  has  the  minister  effected— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —that  he  can  pinpoint  to 
justify  the  continuance  of  this  survey? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  think  at 
this  point,  in  complete  fairness  to  COGP, 
that  you  could  put  a  dollar  sign  on  any 
saving.  I  do  not  think  that  is  their  intention. 
They  will,  in  their  last  report,  indicate 
possible  savings  that  they  may  have  recom- 
mended. What  they  have  recommended  to 
date  in  their  wisdom,  for  example,  which 
the  government  has  adopted— let  us  take  one 
example. 

They  have  recommended,  as  have  others 
in  the  past— 

An  hon.  member:  Let  us  have  a  figure. 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —and  we  have  now 
adopted  that  principle,  that  we  go  to  a  post- 
audit  system.  In  the  short  run,  I  will  have 
to  tell  the  members  of  the  House— and  I  will 
explain  this  to  the  public  accounts  committee 
—that  is  probably  going  to  mean  some 
increase  in  both  staff  and  dollars  spent  as  we 
switch  over. 

If  you  look  five  years  down  the  pike,  or 
10  years  down  the  pike,  at  the  switch  from 
pre-audit  to  post-audit,  heaven  knows  how 
much  we  will  save.  I  would  not  even  want 
to  put— whether  it  is  $1  million  or  $10  mil- 
lion, or  perhaps  it  is  $100  million,  I  have 
no  idea. 

It  is  just  guesswork  anyway  because  basi- 
cally what  is  going  to  happen  in  the  switch 
from  pre-audit  to  post-audit  is  that  the 
management— to  come  back  to  our  previous 
discussion— the  managers,  starting  with  the 
deputy  ministers,  working  down  through  the 
branch  heads,  down  to  the  accountants,  are 
going  to  have  to  become  more  responsible 
people.  They  are  going  to  have  to  make 
sure  that  the  money  which  they  are  author- 
izing to  be  spent  and  are  spending  conforms 
with  the  estimates  which  this  House  approves. 

In  the  long  run,  I  think  they  are  enormous 
savings.  The  Minister  of  Agriculture  (Mr. 
Stewart)  in  a  highly  practical  way  because 
of  his  rural  background,  says,  "We  will  get 
the  cheques  out  a  little  faster  than  we  did 
in  the  past."  That  is  a  saving  to  the  people 
of  Ontario.  If  you  process  $2  billion  or  $3 
billion  worth  of  cheques  five  days  faster, 
that  is  going  to  cost  us  some  money.  It  will 
cost  Mr.  Holmes,  who  was  here  this  after- 
noon, some  interest  which  he  might  have 
made  money  on.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is 
going  to  save  interest  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
province  who  may  be  borrowing  money  to 
pay  their  bills  while  they  wait  for  receipts 
from  the  province.  How  do  you  put  a  price 
tag  on  all  those  things?  I  simply  do  not 
know. 

In  the  last  report  COOP  will  attempt  to 
put  on  a  price  tag,  but  I  think  it  is  going 
to  be  a  very  airy-fairy  sort  of  an  exercise, 
frankly.  And  whatever  it  says,  I  am  not  going 
to  try  and  tie  it  down  to  the  last  dollar  or 
million  dollars  or  the  last  penny  because 
you  are  dealing  with  management  ideas.  In 
Treasury  Board  the  staff  call  them  defensive 
savings;  what  we  would  have  spent  if  we 
had  not  done  it  the  right  way.  "Well,  have 
you  saved  something  or  not?"  "I  do  not 
know."  That  is  a  defensive  saving,  so  you 
cannot  really  answer  the  question  that  the 
member  has  asked. 


Mr.  Sargent:  Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
must  be  the  most  flagrant  admission  of  error 
on  the  part  of  the  government  insofar  as 
spending  an  increased  amount  of  $1  million 
in  this  one  vote  is  concerned.  We  have  the 
minister's  admission^well,  he  did  not  admit 
it;  we  know  that  the  team  picked  to  do  the 
central  purchasing,  or  the  government  study, 
was  five  friends  of  the  government,  all  strong 
Tories,  who  did  not  need  to  reveal  publicly 
their  findings.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister why  was  not  an  able,  professional, 
efficiency-serving  management  team  picked 
to  do  this,  who  oould  deliver  to  you— for  a 
case  in  point  the  City  of  Winnipeg  some 
years  ago  spent  $250,000  on  an  efficiency 
survey.  The  survey  revealed  a  possible 
saving  of  $5  million  a  year  in  their  financing, 
so  it  was  money  well  spent. 

But  here  in  effect  you  have  spent  $2  mil- 
lion to  your  admission  and  you  cannot  pin- 
point any  dollar  saving.  At  the  outset  the 
motivation  for  the  whole  deal  was  at  the 
prodding  of  the  opposition,  both  the  oflBcial 
opposition  and  the  NDP,  to  set  up  a  central 
purchasing  programme.  We  have  a  case  in 
point  across  the  country  where  Alberta,  in 
their  small  operation,  saved  $5  million  a 
year  by  the  operation  of  central  purchasing. 

The  former  Treasurer  came  in  with  a  big 
fanfare    and    announced    to    the    House    the 
appointment  of  this  team- 
Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  not  all  Tories. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  if  he  picks  one  that  is 
not  I  will  give  the  hon.  member  a  bottle  of 
whisky. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will— but  I  am  not  going  to 
impugn  his  integrity.  They  are  not  all  Tories. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Regardless  of  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Before  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  leaves  and  as  I 
look  over  that  list- 
Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  on  my  feet,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  am  on  a 
point  of  order.  As  I  look  over  that  list— and 
I  know  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  always 
likes  to  be  correct—and  if  those  are  all  Tories 
then  the  Liberal  Party  is  in  much  worse 
shape  than  I  thought  it  was,  because  there 
were  to  my  knowledge  some  pretty  strong 
Grits  on  that  list  and  if  you  have  disowned 
them  all,  really,  who  have  you  left? 
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Mr.  Sargent:  All  I  can  say  is  if  the 
Treasurer  did  not  appoint  them  he  is  slip- 
ping, that  is  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  1  want  to  tell  them  something 
—they  both  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  I  cannot  talk  about  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Then  it  is  a  departure  from— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Liberals  have  not 
disowned  them,  they  have  disowned  the 
Liberals. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  There  are  some  people  sit- 
ting on  front  benches  who  should  be  sitting 
on  back  benches. 

An  hon.  member:  Oh,  now  cut  that  out. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  does  not  matter.  I  mean, 
in  the  overall  pattern  of  appointment  they 
are  friends  of  the  government  who  will  not 
reveal  their  findings.  So  it  is  a  cozy  arrange- 
ment whereby  nothing  of  the  Maxwell 
Henderson  expose  will  come  out  in  the 
papers.  The  Provincial  Auditor,  Mr.  Spence, 
does  not  make  any  newspaper  column  an- 
nouncements that  there  is  hanky-panky  in  all 
this  $4  billion  spending. 

That  does  not  come  out,  and  in  your  find- 
ings of  the  operation  of  the  government 
productivity  study  we  do  not  know  what  they 
recommended,  and  you  certainly  do  not 
know,  and  you  do  not  know  what  they  saved 
you,  so  you  have  the  audacity,  Mr.  Minister, 
to  come  to  us— what  is  your  motivation  in 
coming  to  us  and  saying  we  want  another 
$1  million  for  this  study  when  you  cannot 
prove  to  one  single  member  of  this  House, 
or  to  anyone,  that  they  have  proven  their 
point  to  justify  their  existence? 

You  talk  about  a  post-audit.  Any  one  of 
the  advisers  you  have  who  are  being  paid— I 
read  out  the  names  last  night  and  you 
blocked  me  because  it  was  not  the  right  vote 
—but  I  saw  20  advisers  there,  none  of  them 
earning  less  than  $20,000  and  the  top  man 
was  earning  $25,000,  more  than  a  member 
of  Parliament,  more  than  a  cabinet  minister. 

These  people  who  have  grown  up  with 
the  service  have  not  got  the  intelligence,  or 
the  savoir  something,  or  the  knowledge,  to 
recommend  things  like  a  post-audit.  If  they 
are  reading  any  financial  or  accounting 
magazines  they  must  know  these  things  are 
current  practice  in  the  United  States.  And 
that  is  all  you  can  pinpoint  in  the  expendi- 


ture of  $1  million  or  $2  million  by  this  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Productivity. 

Their  productivity  is  zero,  and  I  suggest 
to  you  that  you  are  doing  the  people  of  this 
province  a  disservice  if  you  continue  the 
waste  of  this  kind  of  money.  If  you  were 
doing  it  properly  like  any  ordinary  business, 
if  you  were  a  businessman,  you  would  not 
take  out  some  friends  because  of  their  con- 
nections in  government  or  because  of  what 
political  stripes  they  wear.  You  would  buy  a 
professional  team  to  deliver  to  you  on  target 
a  job  that  would  produce. 

But  you  do  not  run  things  like  a  business. 
I  know  you  are  trying  to  do  a  job,  but  who 
calls  the  shots  to  form  this  group  of  people 
who  will  not  deliver?  If  the  civil  servants  do 
not  want  to  buy  what  you  give  them,  it  is 
your  right  to  fire  them  all.  And  that  is  what 
this  party  will  do  if  we  are  power.  If  people 
do  not  deliver  we  will  fire  them!  They  are 
hired  by  the  people  to  do  a  job. 

Mr.  M.  B.  Dymond  (Ontario):  Shades  of 
Hepburn. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  There  go 
60,000  votes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  may  have  but  I  do  not— 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Correction— 70,000,  cer- 
tainly. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right.  Just  a  moment.  I 
stand  on  this. 

Mr.  Randall:  All  the  poor  civil  servants 
are  going  to  be  fired. 

Mr.  Dymond:  Mitchell  would  be  proud  of 
you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  would  suggest  to  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  to  the  House  and  to  all  the 
hecklers  here— 

Mr.  Randall:  Shame! 

Mr.  Sargent:  —that  this  party,  if  anyone 
does  not  do  their  job— 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  They  will  be  fired! 

Mr.  Sargent:  Just  a  moment.  Do  you  want 
to  talk.  Bill? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Just  helping  you  out. 

Mr.  Sargent:  We  will  run  the  government 
like  a  business  and  not  by  patronage.  And  we 
will  not  let  the  civil  servants  run  the  govern- 
ment. We  will  run  the  show,  on  behalf  of  the 
people.  And  we  will  not  spend  $2  million  on 
a  productivity  programme  that  does  not  save 
one  cent. 

Mr.  Randall:  If  the  members  opposite  can 
only  count  to  20,  they  have  their  shoes  off. 
How  can  they  run  a  government? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  will  tell  you  this.  If  any 
government— you  are  pretty  sharp  up  there. 
If  any  government  did  to  me  what  they  have 
done  to  you  I  would  have  the  guts  to  resign. 
I  will  say  that  to  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  have 
indicated  that  all  of  the  items  in  this  pro- 
gramme are  being  lumped  together. 

Therefore,  I  have  to  say  to  you  there  are 
three  of  them  I  would  like  to  raise  as  briefly 
as  I  can.  The  first  one  with  regard  to  man- 
agement services.  Going  back  to  that  maiden 
speech  of  the  provincial  Treasurer  to  the 
financial  executive— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  I  could 
suggest  we  might  take  them  in  order.  Having 
had  this  general  discussion,  we  could  start 
ticking  them  oflF. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  chairman  not 
make  that  order? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  if  I  could 
suggest  to  the  chairman,  having  suggested— 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  was  suggested  to  the 
chairman  earlier  by  members  of  the  com- 
mittee that  we  take  them  both  together  and 
I  agreed  to  it.  However,  I  have  no  objection 
to  taking  them  separately  if  it  is  agreed  by 
the  committee. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Where  are  we  now  then? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  no  idea  where  the 
members  are. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Are  you  on  item  1,  2, 
or  3? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Think  of  a  number. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Item  3.  We  have  covered 
the  first  two,  we  are  now  on  3. 


Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  This  gets 
more  Hke  a  circus  every  day— 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  On  item  2,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Assuming  we  are  on  item  2. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1  is  carried  then? 

Carried. 

Item  2. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Earlier  I  raised  with  the 
minister  the  matter  of  ensuring  we  get  the 
value  for  our  buck  in  terms  of  the  purchasing 
that  is  going  to  be  done  by  the  various 
managers  of  the  departments  now  that  you 
have  gone  into  the  pre-audit  situation— or 
they  will  be  responsible  for  the  purchasing. 

Can  the  minister  outline  just  what  particu- 
lar programme  he  is  instituting  to  ensure 
there  is  that  kind  of  a  followup?  Or  can  he 
give  assurance  that  the  various  departments 
are  buying  their  supplies,  their  equipment— 
that  the  taxpayer  is  getting  what  he  wants 
or  what  it  is  worth  for  his  money? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  is  refer- 
ring to  a  recommendation,  I  guess,  in  the  first 
report- 
Mr.  Makarchuk:  Not  necessarily,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  this  was  a  discussion  that 
came  out  of  the  auditor's  report  and  the 
discussion  that  followed,  and  it  was  dis- 
covered that  the  auditor  really  has  no  way 
of  ensuring  that  we  are  getting  the  best 
value  for  the  dollar  spent  in  Ontario  at  the 
moment. 

All  the  auditor  can  do  right  now  is  just 
follow  up  to  see  that  the  right  vouchers  and 
the  right  receipts  and  the  right  cheques  have 
been  issued  for  the  paper  that  has  been 
transacted.  But  he  really  has  no  way  of 
comparing  whether  that  department— in  other 
words,  the  supplies  they  bought;  did  they 
pay  a  fair  price,  were  they  overcharged,  did 
they  pay  a  higher  price  for  their  supplies 
than  possibly  some  other  department?  This 
is  what  I  want.  Within  the  federal  system, 
Maxwell  Henderson  does  do  some  kind  of  a 
followup  of  that  nature. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  we  are  not 
talking  about  the  role  of  the  auditor  as 
opposed  to  the  role  of  the  Treasury  Board 
secretariat  management  services.  That  is  the 
role  of  the  auditor  which  you  have  described 
and,  particularly,  it  is  the  role  of  an  auditor, 
as  I  envisage  it,  in  a  post-audit  system,  where 
the  auditor  is  involved  in  both  the  pre-audit 
and  the  post-audit. 
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1  think  what  you  have  suggested  can  be 
difficult  for  the  auditor  to  carry  out,  but  as 
we  move  to  a  post-audit,  1  think  what  you 
have  described  will  properly  fall  within  the 
duties  of  the  auditor. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  In  that  case,  am  I  to  take 
it  from  your  statement  that  the  auditor  will 
be  equipped  with  the  necessary  personnel 
and  machinery  to  carry  out  that  kind  of  a 
post-audit  to  ensure  that  the  managers  of  the 
various  departments  are  spending  wisely? 
Could  the  minister  indicate  just  what  he 
intends  to  do  in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  we  are  really 
into  the  estimates  of  the  Provincial  Auditor 
rather  than  these  estimates,  but  I  have  no 
objection  to  answering  that. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  The  reason  I  am  asking, 
of  course,  is  that  it  is  a  new  programme 
and  I  assume  that  this  new  programme  would 
come  under  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  All  right,  that  is  the 
next  vote.  However,  we  can  take  it  under 
programmes  and  estimates. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Not  necessarily. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  really  comes  under 
—do  you  want  to  deal  with  it  now? 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  a  sort  of 
interesting  story.  First  of  all  the  involvement, 
perhaps  of  the  Treasury  Board  secretariat, 
is  that  we  have  set  up  within  the  secretariat 
—and  I  do  not  know  that  it  is  particularly 
reflected  directly  in  these  estimates  but  it  is 
here— within  that  is  a  small,  new  branch 
called  the  operations  review  branch. 

The  basic  fimctions  of  the  programmes  and 
estimates  section  of  the  Treasury  Board  sec- 
retariat is  the  analytical  job.  Treasury  Board 
is  assisted  in  its  deliberations  by  a  number 
of  analysts.  I  do  not  know  how  many  there 
are  in  all— 19,  each  one  of  whom  is  assigned 
to  a  department  or  perhaps  to  two  or  three 
departments.  They  advise  the  board  on  the 
requests  which  come  before  it  as  to  whether, 
in  their  opinion,  and  in  the  opinion  of  some 
of  the  other  central  agencies,  the  request 
for  funds,  both  at  the  time  of  the  estimates 
or  a  request  for  a  change  in  funds,  fits  in 
with  approved  government  policy.  That  is, 
I  think,  their  basic  charge,  as  to  whether  it 
is  the  policy  of  government  that  such  and 
such  be  done. 


What  we  have  set  up  within  Treasury 
Board  is  a  small  group  to  review— if  I  can  put 
it  this  way— how  well  it  is  being  done  or  if, 
in  fact,  it  is  being  done  after  the  money  has 
been  approved.  Then,  from  there,  we  go  to 
the  post-audit  situation,  and  what  COOP 
recommended  was  that  we  move  to  a  post- 
audit  situation.  The  original  proposal  was  that 
we  would  move,  and  I  think  when  I  met  with 
the  public  accounts  committee  I  described  it 
this  way,  or  perhaps  Mr.  Spence  or  Mr. 
Mclntyre,  the  comptroller  of  accounts,  did 
that  day,  that  we  would  move  from  post- 
audit  by  the  auditor  and  transfer  that 
function  to  the  comptroller  of  accounts  and 
then  to  the  individual  government  depart- 
ments. 

The  bill  which  is  before  the  House  will 
indicate  that  we  are  going  to  go  directly  from 
post-audit  by  the  auditor,  to  pre-audit  by  the 
auditor,  then  to  pre-audit  by  the  department 
and,  therefore,  only  post-audit  by  the  auditor. 
It  will  be  done  on  a  staged  basis,  department 
by  department. 

Some  of  the  departments,  I  think,  are 
ready  to  assume  this  responsibility  forthwith. 
With  others,  it  may  take  a  little  bit  longer 
to  develop  the  staff  and  the  level  of  staflF 
which  will  be  necessary  to  do  this  job.  That 
will  be  done  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor-in- 
Council,  I  think  on  the  recommendation  of 
the  Treasurer  or  the  chairman  of  Treasury 
Board,  as  to  how  fast  we  can  move  to  that 
system. 

The  post-audit  will  then  be  undertaken  by 
the  auditor.  The  auditor  knows  what  is 
required  of  him  under  a  post-audit  and  the 
staff  which  he  feels  are  necessary  to  do  that 
job  are  being  left  with  him.  If  he  requires 
further  staflF,  that  staflF  presumably  will  be 
made  available  to  him. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  could 
partially  follow  exactly  what  the  Treasurer 
is  doing  when  he  is  describing  the  change  in 
policy  within  the  departments,  but  what  I 
am  concerned  with  is  the  function  that  is 
performed  in  Ottawa,  where  Maxwell 
Henderson  has  the  staflF  to  go  into  the  books 
of  the  various  departments  and  find  out 
whether  they  have  spent  their  money  wisely. 
The  point  here  is  that  we  do  not  have  a 
similar  setup.  Our  Provincial  Auditor  does 
not  have  the  staflF  or  the  personnel— rather, 
the  right  at  the— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  has  got  the  staflF  but 
he  will  not  make  that  kind  of  judgement— 
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Mr.  Makarchuk:  Okay.  He  has  the  staff  but 
he  cannot  make  that  kind  of  judgement  to 
see  whether  we  are  getting  our  money's 
worth. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  will  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Let  me  explain  that 
because  I  do  not  think  the  member,  with 
great  respect,  is  familiar  with  the  problem. 
I  think  the  suspicion  has  always  been,  and 
I  do  not  say  suspicion  unkindly— the  auditor 
is  a  servant  of  this  Legislature—but  I  think 
the  feeling  has  always  been  that  because  he 
has  okayed  the  expenditure  ahead  of  time, 
he  is  hardly  going  to  question  it  after  it  has 
been  spent.  That  is  basically,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  our  common  objection  to  the  pre- 
audit  system  and  the  reason  we  are  moving 
to  a  post-audit  system. 

Now  whether  he  has  suflBcient  staff  to  do 
that  job  or  not,  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee is  going  to  have  to  question  him  next 
year  and  five  years  from  now  and  satisfy 
itself  that  he  does  really  have  enough  staff, 
because  the  attitude  of  the  board  and  of  the 
government  is  that  whatever  staff  the  auditor 
says  he  needs  is  supplied.  I  think  Mr.  Spence 
would  confirm  that  to  the  member.  I  think 
he  has  on  a  number  of  occasions.  If  he  has, 
in  fact,  and  I  think  we  are  working  toward  it 
—we  do  not  even  talk  complement  when  we 
talk  about  the  auditor. 

I  am  accused  by  some  of  my  colleagues 
and  some  deputy  ministers  as  being  a  little 
complement-happy  at  this  point,  or  unhappy, 
because  I  am  trying  desperately  to  hold  down 
the  complement  of  government.  To  date,  for 
the  first  three  months  of  this  fiscal  year,  I 
can  say  that  I  have  been  highly  successful. 
I  have  added  five  to  date  to  the  complement 
of  government  out  of  70,000  civil  servants, 
not  without  making  myself  somewhat  un- 
popular along  the  way,  I  may  say.  But  when 
we  came  to  the  Provincial  Auditor,  I  said 
what  is  his  complement.  He  does  not  have  a 
complement  in  the  normal  sense  of  the  word. 
What  he  wants,  he  gets.  If  the  pubHc 
accounts  committee,  two  years  from  now, 
feels  that  he  does  not  have  suflBcient  staff,  it 
will  have  to  say  so  to  the  auditor  as  he  is 
the  servant  of  this  Legislature  and  works 
through  the  public  accounts  committee. 

Speaking  as  the  Treasurer,  if  the  auditor 
wanted  to  double  his  staff  tomorrow,  I  would 
be  a  little  upset  but  I  think  I  would  not  have 
much  option  but  to  approve  of  it. 


Mr.  Makarchuk:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  very 
nice  for  the  minister  to  say  that  two  years 
from  now  we  may  be  able  to  examine  the 
accounts  to  find  out  that  perhaps  the  auditor 
needed  or  required  the  rights  or  had  to  have 
the  rights  to  do  certain  things.  In  the  public 
accounts  committee,  we  went  through  the 
community  colleges  programme  and  we 
found  out  that  in  certain  instances  there  was 
what  we  consider,  at  least  I  consider,  ex- 
travagant expenditure  on  the  parts  of  some 
colleges  of  comparable  size.  Shall  we  say  one 
college  will  spend  twice  as  much  on  admin- 
istration in  comparison  to  another  college  of 
similar  size. 

What  we  do  not  want  to  do  in  this  case  is 
get  into  a  similar  situation  so  that  two  years 
from  now  we  are  going  to  find  out  that  cer- 
tain managers  within  your  department— cer- 
tain managers  of  certain  departments— have 
been  extravagant.  Two  years  hence  we  are 
going  to  discover  it  and  do  something  about 
it. 

The  point  that  I  am  concerned  about  is 
what  is  the  minister  doing  right  now  to  en- 
sure that  there  is  not  that  kind  of  a  wasteful 
on-going  programme  that  he  has  had  in  the 
past?  I  am  referring  particularly  to  the  com- 
munity colleges.  The  people  in  the  public 
accounts  admitted  that  in  the  figures  they 
submitted  to  us  there  were  wide  discrepan- 
cies when  we  compared  the  expenditures  of 
similar  sized  colleges,  and  that  there  could 
possibly  have  been  waste  or  something  of 
that  nature.  They  also  said  that  in  previous 
years  the  figures  were  much  worse. 

What  we  want  to  know  here  is  if  the  min- 
ister is  going  to  another  system  of  account- 
ing, into  a  pre-audit  system,  he  is  giving  a 
lot  more  authority  to  the  managers  of  his 
various  departments.  Perhaps  two  years 
hence  he  is  going  to  find  out  that  some  of 
the  managers  of  these  departments  are  not 
performing  their  functions  in  an  efficient 
manner. 

In  the  meantime,  the  Ontario  taxpayer  is 
a  few  million  dollars  or  possibly  a  few 
hundred  million  dollars  out  of  pocket.  Then 
we  discover  this  and,  of  course,  there  will 
be  a  lot  of  squawking  about  it. 

What  I  want  is  for  the  minister  to  close 
the  door  of  the  bam  before  the  horse  is  out. 
It  seems  to  me  that  up  to  the  moment  he  is 
not  prepared  to  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Perhaps  the  member 
would  talk  to  the  former  leader  of  his  party 
who    is    a    member   of   the    public    accounts 
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committee  and  a  long-standing  member  of 
this  House.  I  have  no  doubt  that  in  part  what 
the  member  is  saying  is  true. 

We  run  a  risk.  There  is  no  question  about 
it,  but  if  we  are  going  to  have  effective 
management  we  must  run  that  risk.  We  must 
be  prepared  not  to  uncover  the  mistakes 
until  a  year,  perhaps,  after  the  mistakes 
have  been  made- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Perhaps,  on  occasion,  you 
could  fire  the  manager. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Pardon?  And  per- 
haps, on  occasion,  fire  the  manager  and/or 
the  minister?  In  our  system,  who  is  ulti- 
mately responsible?  That  may  well  be  the 
case.    Perish  the  thought! 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  a  good  phrase,  but  you 
would  never  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  think  we  do  run 
that  risk.  On  the  other  hand,  I  think  we  have 
the  criticism  of  the  present  pre-audit  system. 
That  is,  that  the  managers  do  not  have  to  be 
fully  responsible;  that  they  can  pass  the  buck, 
literally,  to  the  Provincial  Auditor  and  tliey 
do,  as  the  hon.  member  has  well  found  out 
at  public  accounts. 

And  most  of  those  expenses,  or  99  per 
cent  of  them,  are  turned  back  before  they 
are  ever  made,  and  you  are  not  developing 
effective  managers.  There  is  a  risk,  there  is 
no  question,  of  moving  to  the  post-audit,  but 
I  think  that  is  a  conscious  decision  which  has 
been  supported  by  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee when  my  friend  from  Downsview  and 
I  were  on  it.  As  part  of  the  new  wave  the 
government  saw  the  wisdom  that  we  passed 
on  to  it  some  six  years  ago  and,  thanks  to 
the  recommendations  of  the  COGP,  it  is  now 
implementing.  But  there  is  the  risk,  as  the 
member  for  Brantford  stated. 

Mr.  Makarchuk:  I  do  not  question  the  min- 
ister's statement  that  there  is  a  risk.  What  I 
am  concerned  about  is  that  I  think  that 
while  we  are  extending  this  risk  or  we  are 
risking  the  new  managers,  at  the  same  time 
we  could  also  be  implementing  some  kind 
of  a  follow-up  system  to  ensure  that  this 
risk  does  not  grow  into  rather  large  pro- 
portions. 

Further  to  the  statement  that  the  auditor 
does  check  his  invoices,  I  believe  he  only 
checks  something  like  six  per  cent  or  less  of 
the  total  invoices.  I  am  not  sure  of  the 
figure,  but  it  is  a  very  small  percentage  in 
relation  to  the  total  number  of  invoices  paid 


by  the  government.  So  in  reality  he  does  not 
do  a  very  good  follow-up  job.  He  just  does 
not  have  the  staff  or  the  time  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  are  we  on 
item  2  or  3? 

Mr.  Chairman:  But  it  is  vote  2501  and  we 
have  been  discussing  item  6.  I  only  see 
item  1— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  While  you  were  out  we 
decided  to  go  back  and  do  them  item  by 
item;  I  think  we  are  on  item  2.  Perhaps  we 
should  conclude  because  it  was  item  3  I 
wanted  to  speak  on. 

Mr.  Cliairman:  We  are  still  on  item  2  then. 
Anything  on  2  then?    Carried. 

Item   3,   management   services. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  item  3,  in  his  address 
to  the  Financial  Executives  Institute  last 
March  9,  if  I  can  get  back  to  this— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  If  I  may  interrupt, 
I  am  really  flattered  but  1  think  it  is  the 
fourth  time  that  the  member  has  quoted  that 
speech. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
was  a  very  interesting  speech.  It  gave  me 
some  leads  and  some  of  them  I  want  to  coane 
to  right  now.  He  noted  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  regretting  that 
I  made  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Since  the  minister  had 
been  in  his  portfolio  only  days,  obviously 
somebody  who  had  been  around  a  little 
longer  wrote  the  speech. 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    It    was    my    phil- 
osophy- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  It  was  not  planned  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —which  I  imprinted 
in  the  first  nine  days. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  only  took  the  Lord 
seven. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  should  get  the  minister 
another  cartoon 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  indicated 
that  the  various  units  making  up  the  man- 
agement services  division  of  -the  Treasury 
Board  had,  since  1961,  completed  some  200 
projects.  Some  of  them  were  within  depart- 
ments; some  of  them  were  across  the  board 
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in  the  government.  The  minister  indicated 
the  number  is  now  up  to  about  250  projects. 
And  then,  just  sort  of  en  passant,  the  minis- 
ter said:  "Some  are  larger,  like  the  con- 
version to  a  new  blanket  fidelity  insurance 
policy  which  would  save  $100,000."  May  we 
have  a  little  enlightenment  on  that?  With 
what  company?  Are  commissions  paid?  If 
so,  to  whom? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  all  parts  of  that 
speech  was  I  completely  familiar  with.  I 
will  get  that  information  and  give  it  to  the 
member. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:   Help! 

Mr.  Singer:  It  was  not  part  of  the  phil- 
osophy then? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  is  no  explanation 
here.  Just  in  passing  the  minister  made  this 
comment.  Now,  I  am  seeking  an  explana- 
tion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  looking  for— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  second  project  that 
I  wanted  some  elaboration  on— perhaps  if  the 
minister  is  crying  for  help  he  can  call  for 
whatever  fireman  can  put  this  fire  out— 
namely,  that  changes  in  the  practice  for  serv- 
icing office  equipment  were  estimated  to 
save  $400,000.  What  has  the  minister  done? 
What  changes  has  he  made  in  servicing 
oflBce  equipment  that  would  make  for  a 
$400,000  saving? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  is  interesting. 
I  do  remember  this  one.  We  did  quite  a 
study  and  determined  that  we  would  be 
further  ahead  and,  in  fact,  save  that  kind  of 
money  in  the  first  year  by  cancelling  all  the 
service  contracts  which  normally  come  with 
typewriters,  with  calculators,  with  adding 
machines,  and  bringing  a  serviceman  in  as 
he  was  needed  and  paying  him  for  so  doing. 
My  very  limited  experience  in  this,  being  a 
part-time  oflBce  manager  in  a  very  small 
business,  had  been  that  we  were  further 
ahead  to  put  everything  on  a  service  contract. 

Mr  MacDonald:  The  minister  contracted 
the  job  out  and  fired  the  civil  servants. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  contracted  the  job 
out  and  fired  the  civil  servants? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  because  I  think 
if  somebody  buys  an  electric  typewriter,  you 
have  two  options.  You  do  not  repair  it  your- 


self. You  either  call  in  the  IBM  guy  who 
sold  you  the  machine  or  the  repairman  to 
repair  the  typewriter  or  what  is  done  most 
of  the  time  is  to  put  it  on  a  flat  rate  service 
contract.  Often  there  is  a  service  contract 
for  nothing  in  the  first  year.  After  that  you 
pay  so  much  a  year  and  whenever  some- 
thing goes  wrong  or  when  a  ribbon  needs 
changing,  the  serviceman  comes;  or  he  may 
come  on  a  regular  basis.  We  have  proved  to 
our  satisfaction  that  we  have  saved  money 
by  switching  and  having  them  come  in  and 
fix  the  machines,  across  the  government,  as 
they  need  fixing  rather  than  on  a  service 
contract  basis.  It  was  quite  an  interesting 
study  which  has  saved  that  kind  of  money. 

On  Fidelity  Insurance— instead  of  the 
coverage  by  individual  employee,  who  was 
listed  individually  with  the  insurance  com- 
pany, this  was  replaced,  in  effect,  by  a 
blanket  policy  covering  all  the  employees  of 
the  government:  Do  not  ask  me  why  it  was 
done  on  an  individual  basis  before  but  in 
fact,  it  was;  I  suppose  on  somebody's  recom- 
mendation from  the  past.  We  have  switched 
over  to  a  blanket  policy  with  no  one  named 
and  this,  of  course,  has  reduced  the  paper 
work  enormously,  I  suppose  for  the  insurer, 
and  therefore  has  reduced  the  premium. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  With  what  company  is 
the  insurance  paid? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry  I  cannot 
answer  that.  Do  we  know?  The  General 
Insurance  Company  of  Canada. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  All  right.  Are  commis- 
sions paid  and,  if  so,  to  whom? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  assmne  that  we 
pay  them.  I  do  not  know  whether  or  not  we 
deal  directly  with  them.  I  would  think  we 
do.  I  will  find  that  out  and  let  you  know. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Thank  you.  I  want  to 
raise  one  of  these  project  studies.  I  have 
mentioned  it  a  number  of  times  but  quite 
frankly,  what  the  minister  has  said  publicly 
is  so  profoundly  unsatisfactory  that  I  want 
to  explore  it  further.  If  I  may  quote  again 
from  that  bible  of  March  9,  the  minister 
said: 

Let  me,  as  a  final  illustration,  refer  to 
a  study  which,  under  the  auspices  of  the 
Treasury  Board,  was  carried  out  by  the 
staff  of  its  secretariat,  augmented  by 
officials  from  other  departments  and  out- 
side consultants  to  review  the  effectiveness 
and  efficiency  of  our  various  programmes 
of  grants,  loans  and  subsidies. 
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In  other  words,  that  was  a  rather  pretentious 
effort:  the  Treasury  Board,  consultants,  across 
the  board. 

Then  the  minister  went  on: 

The  group  which  was  appointed  to  re- 
view these  grants,  loans  and  subsidies 
reported  early  in  1970,  and  as  a  result  a 
steering  committee  charged  with  the  task 
of  follow-through  on  the  recommendations 
was  able  to  report  in  December  that  more 
than  $5.3  million  was  saved  in  the  current 
fiscal  year.  I  assure  you  we  are  not  sitting 
back  on  our  laurels,  gratified  at  this  result. 
The  new  government  as  a  whole,  the 
Treasury  Board  and  the  minister  are  going 
to  maintain  and,  if  possible,  intensify  the 
efforts  to  secure  that  everything  is  done  to 
squeeze  the  maximum  benefits  from  every 
dollar  which  our  taxpayers— and  you  might 
remember  I  am  one  of  them  too— contribute 
toward  the  operation  of  the  goverrmient, 
of  our  industry  and  of  our  economy  as  a 
whole. 

Now,  after  all  of  that  labouring,  the  mountain 
really  brought  forth  a  mouse— a  $5.3-million 
saving.  Mr.  Chairman,  you  may  recall  it— it 
is  interesting  that  he  should  have  entered  the 
House  just  at  this  point— that  out  of  curiosity 
I  asked  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment (Mr.  Grossman)  earlier  whether  that 
review  had  included  consideration  of  the 
effectiveness  and  eflBciency  of  the  EIO  loans. 
After  cogitating  the  question  for  two  weeks, 
his  answer  was  brief  and  succinct.  The  answer 
was  yes,  it  had  included  a  review  of  EIO 
loans,  but  no  more  information  was  given 
to  us. 

Is  the  minister  telling  us  when  such  a 
pretentious  review  of  grants  and  loans 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  government  was 
made,  that  the  only  specific  savings  he  made 
as  a  result  of  the  steering  committee's  recom- 
mendation— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  not  necessarily. 
Well,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  let  us  not  go  ahead 
—because  the  minister  said  the  steering  com- 
mittee was  charged  with  the  task  of  following 
through  on  the  recommendations  and  was 
able  to  report  in  December  that  more  than 
$5.3  million  was  saved  in  the  current  fiscal 
year.  All  right,  what  I  am  saying  is  that  as 
a  result  of  that  very  pretentious  survey  of  the 
situation,  the  minister's  steering  committee 
made  recommendations  that  resulted  in  $5.3 


million  in  savings  in  the  first  year.  And  what 
were  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  read 
them  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right.  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He  is  saying  that 
that  is  all  that  has  happened. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  all  that  hap- 
pened— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  To  date. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —in  the  first  fiscal  year,  by 
the  minister's  own  admission. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Okay.  Now,  is  the  min- 
ister telling  me  that  the  only  grants  he  saw 
fit  to  eliminate  because  of  their  ineffective- 
ness and  inefficiency  were  really  four  grants? 
The  last  two,  as  I  drew  to  the  minister's 
attention,  were  really  just  juggling  the  books; 
it  was  carrying  forward  the  application  of 
CAAT  surpluses  to  the  1970-1971  grants. 
There  was  no  real  saving  there  at  all.  Un- 
expended appropriations  from  last  year  were 
carried  over  to  next  year. 

So  really,  the  mouse  that  this  mountain 
brought  forth  was  a  cut  in  four  grants.  And 
what  were  the  four  grants?  The  bursaries  to 
veterinary  students,  the  capital  grants  to 
farm  development  and  the  library  grants. 
Now  I  repeat  it  again,  because  I  am  ab- 
solutely incredulous  in  the  face  of  this.  Are 
these  the  only  grants  that  the  minister  saw 
fit  to  reduce?  And  why,  for  example,  would 
these  be  deemed  to  be  inefiBcient  when  some 
of  the  particular  EIO  grants  that  this  gov- 
ernment had  been  making  throughout  that 
same  year  presumably  were  reviewed  and 
approved? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  let  me  say  that 
the  steering  committee  recommended  a  num- 
ber of  things  arising  out  of  the  original 
report,  some  of  which  were  acceptable  at  that 
point  in  time,  some  of  which  were  not;  they 
have  been  brought  forward.  We  are  review- 
ing those  recommendations  and  will  be  again. 
I  do  not  think  that  is  the  end  of  the  steering 
committee's  work  in  the  list  which  the  mem- 
ber has  so  thoughtfully  detailed  on  two 
occasions  today  already. 

The  EIO  programme  was  included  in  that 
list  from  an  administrative  point  of  view.  I 
think  the  decision  of  the  government  at  that 
point  was  that  they  had  made  a  decision  to 
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carry  that  programme  forward,  as  a  matter 
of  fact  on  the  existing  terms  and  conditions, 
to  tomorrow,  June  30,  1971  and  to  leave  it 
alone  until  that  time  and  then  review  it. 
That  is  precisely  what  is  being  done  and  the 
steering  committee's  administrative  recom- 
mendations, which  frankly  I  do  not  recall 
and  which  I  do  not  think  were  all  that  earth- 
shattering  were  not  implemented  on  the  basis 
that  we  wanted  to  leave  the  programme 
alone  and  give  it  a  fair  chance  which  was 
done.  And  the  cutoff  date— and  I  think  the 
minister  can  confirm  that  the  orders-in- 
council  in  fact  do  expire  tomorrow  I  believe— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  For  EIO. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —for  the  existing 
programme.  The  programme  is  under  review 
at  the  present  time,  and  the  recommendations 
that  were  made  by  the  steering  committee  a 
year  ago  will  be  taken  into  account  and  are 
being  taken  into  account— I  can  attest  to  that 
personally— by  the  committee  that  is  review- 
ing the  programme  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  the  minister  places 
me  at  some  disadvantage.  He  says  that  the 
steering  committee  recommended  a  number 
of  things.  The  government  took  a  look  at 
them;  some  of  them  it  has  accepted;  some 
of  them  it  has  discarded.  Since  I  do  not 
know  what  was  discarded,  it  is  not  possible 
for  me  to  come  to  my  own  judgement  in 
assessing  the  merits  of  the  government's  de- 
cision, but  what  puzzles  me  is  what  yoa 
accepted.  Why,  in  the  great  panoply  of 
government  activities,  was  it  decided  to  pick 
on  three  grants  in  the  agricultural  depart- 
ment and  library  grants  as  being  the  only 
ones  to  cut.  This  leaves  me  mystified.  If  the 
minister  can  give  any  rationale  to  the  choice 
of  those  four  after  all  of  this  eff^ort  to  re- 
view, I  invite  him  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  item  3? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  obviously 
cannot.  And  I  do  not  blame  him.  If  I  were 
in  his  position,  I  could  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  was  not  my  de- 
cision obviously.  I  was  not  the  chairman  of 
the  Treasury  Board  at  that  time. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  that  is  as  good  an 
excuse  as  any. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  like  to 
retreat  into  that  shell. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  3  carried?  Item  4. 
Oh,  I  am  sorry,  the  member  for  Kitchener? 

Item  4  then  is  carried? 

Item  5. 

Any  further  discussion  on  item  6? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  item  6,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. In  replying  to  the  so-called  leadoffs 
on  this  particular  estimate,  the  minister  used 
as  an  example  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity,  and  I  wanted  to  react  to  some 
of  the  comments  he  made  at  that  time. 

Let  me  for  a  moment  engage  in  a  little 
confession  with  regard  to  my  own  reactions, 
once  again,  on  COGP. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Very  good  for  the 
soul. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right.  When  this  com- 
mittee was  announced  I  shared  to  some  de- 
gree the  kind  of  reaction  which  the  hon. 
member  for  Grey-Bruce,  in  a  very  exagger- 
ated way,  presented  in  the  House  this  eve- 
ning. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  He  never  ex- 
aggerates. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  seemed  to  me  that 
this  was  going  to  be  something  of  a  secret 
internal  operation,  that  we  would  never  know 
what  was  going  on  and  therefore,  quite  justi- 
fiably I  think,  we  were  suspicious. 

I  must  say,  however,  that  one  of  the  diffi- 
culties I  have  had  in  assessing  the  effective- 
ness of  royal  commissions  or  committees  of 
review  in  the  past  is  that  often  when  the 
people  responsible  have  gone  in  and  done  a 
study,  they  got  the  information  from  the 
people  who,  presumably,  were  the  most 
knowledgeable  and  they  went  back  into  their 
ouoi  ivory  tower.  They  come  to  some  con- 
clusions. The  conclusions  may  or  may  not  be 
realistic  in  terms  of  starting  from  where  you 
are  in  a  department  and  moving  to  where 
you  want  to  go  and,  in  the  process,  improving 
it. 

In  short,  in  some  instances,  a  royal  com- 
mission—and I  suppose  the  B  and  B  commis- 
sion was  a  good  example  of  it  at  the  federal 
level— was  almost  lost  by  the  sweep  of 
history.  By  the  time  some  of  the  reports 
were  released  they  were  an  anticlimax.  They 
were  not  really  relevant  any  longer. 

Theoretically,  I  think  the  kind  of  approach 
that  is  going  on  in  COGP  can  avoid  that. 
What  you  are  doing  is  working  with  the  de- 
partment whose  productivity  you  are  attempt- 
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ing  to  improve.  You  are  making  recommenda- 
tions and  the  implementation  of  the  recom- 
mendations is  going  to  be  reviewed  by  the 
committee.  In  other  words,  it  is  an  on-going 
process. 

Quite  frankly,  I  am  not  only  open-minded, 
I  am  for  the  moment  persuaded  that  this 
might  be  a  more  effective  kind  of  approach. 
However,  it  still  does  not,  I  think,  meet  one 
of  the  criticisms  that  can  be  made;  indeed, 
the  criticism  that  was  made  so  vigorously  at 
the  outset— and  is  still  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Grey-Bruce— namely  that  you  are 
operating,  if  not  secretly,  at  least  you  are  not 
operating  in  a  public  way.  In  some  fashion 
it  seems  to  me  we  have  got  to  get  the  opera- 
tions of  the  Committee  on  Government  Pro- 
ductivity, particularly  now  that  they  have 
reached  the  recommendation  and  implementa- 
tion stage— we  have  got  to  get  those  opera- 
tions back  in  the  legislative  domain,  if  not 
the  public  domain. 

The  minister  will  see  in  the  following 
report  of  the  public  accounts  committee  that 
we  are  making  some  proposals  to  tie  in  the 
work  of  the  public  accounts  committee  with 
the  Committee  on  Government  Productivity, 
and  particularly  the  implementation  of  its 
recommendations.  If  that  is  done  I  think  we 
will  have  the  'best  of  both  worlds.  It  seems 
to  me  that  would  provide  an  operative  re- 
view committee  within  this  Legislature.  At 
least  those  members  of  this  Legislature  on 
one  of  its  committees  would  be  involved  in 
a  review  of  the  recommendations  and  their 
implementation. 

However,  let  me  take  one  specific  example. 
The  public  accounts  committee  and  this 
Legislature,  in  fact,  have  spent  a  good  deal 
of  time  in  the  past  year  assessing  the  whole 
central  purchasing  agency  approach.  I  must 
say  I  had  an  idea  of  a  central  organization 
which  would  do  most  of  the  $300  million  in 
goods  and  service  purchasing  by  this  govern- 
ment, out  of  our  budget  of  some  $4  billion. 

Reports  in  the  first  instance  talked  of  a 
$10  million  saving.  In  the  first  year  it  was 
only  $1  million,  now  it  is  only  $2  million. 
Furthermore,  we  discover  that  the  central 
purchasing  agency  is  not  attempting  to  do 
the  job  itself.  Indeed,  it  is  forswearing  the 
proposition  of  building  an  empire  to  do  the 
job  itself. 

To  some  extent  it  is  going  to  decentralize 
its  function  of  centralized  purchasing,  con- 
ceivably assigning  it  to  a  given  department. 
For  example,  The  Department  of  Transporta- 


tion and  Communications  might  be  respons- 
ible for  the  purchase  of  automobiles. 

Well,  for  the  moment  I  do  not  feel  com- 
petent to  judge  the  ultimate  efficiency  of  this 
approach.  I  am  persuaded  of  the  wisdom  in 
avoiding  building  another  empire  that  will 
get  into  almost  an  adversary  position  with 
existing  departments,  or  that  will  place 
personnel  in  existing  departments  where  they 
may  not  have  the  intimate  day-to-day  work- 
ing relationship  with  that  department,  and 
therefore  not  be  as  ejBBcient  for  central 
purchasing. 

However,  the  main  problem  is  that  the 
central  purchasing  agency,  whether  operating 
itself  or  in  some  delegated  way  through  a 
department,  has  no  teeth,  no  real  power,  and 
during  the  past  year,  as  a  result  of  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity,  certain  proposals  have  been 
made  to  the  government.  They  are  to  be 
found  on  page  24  of  report  number  1  of  the 
COGP,  and  may  I  just  read  them  briefly— 
recommendation  3  in  three  parts: 

The  Treasury  Board  to  be  responsible 
for  the  approval  and  publication  of  the 
government's  purchasing  and  supply  pol- 
icies and  procedures. 

The  central  supply  division.  Department 
of  Public  Works,  be  responsible  for  devel- 
oping policies  and  procedures  for  the 
approval  of  the  Treasury  Board. 

The  role  of  the  central  purchasing  com- 
mittee be  modified  to  that  of  an  advisory 
committee. 

In  other  words,  the  recommendation  implies 
that  the  original  concept  of  an  operative 
central  purchasing  agency  has  been  modified 
to  that  of  an  advisory  body.  It  is  going  to 
study  standards,  it  is  going  to  formulate 
standards,  and  it  presents  those  standards  to 
the  Treasury  Board.  The  Treasury  Board 
approves  of  them  and  presumably  issues  an 
order,  and  only  at  that  stage  will  central 
purchasing— with  teeth,  if  I  may  put  it  that 
way— become  operative. 

Now  only  at  that  stage  in  my  view  is 
central  purchasing  really  going  to  be  effec- 
tive. Therefore  my  question  to  the  minister 
is:  How  close  are  we  to  that  stage?  Has  the 
Treasury  Board  received  any  significant  num- 
ber of  proposals  for  standards?  If  so,  in  what 
areas? 

When  do  you  expect  to  receive  them?  And 
when  you  get  them  when  will  you  be  issuing 
orders  that  will  be  lived  up  to?  And  when 
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you   do   issue    an    order,    who    is    going    to 
enforce  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Let  me  point  out 
that  the  Interim  Report  No.  1  is  received  by 
government,  and  adopted  by  govenunent, 
about  March  1  which  coincided  with  certain 
other  events,  I  think— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  AH  the  recommendations 
have  been  accepted? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  all  except  one. 
Yes,  the  parliamentary  secretaries'  recom- 
mendations in  the  first  report  was  not 
accepted. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Otherwise  the  first  and 
second  reports  have  been  accepted. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  the  second 
report  has  been  accepted  in  principle,  not 
necessarily  implemented,  but  accepted  in 
principle. 

Steps  are  under  way  in  both  reports  to- 
other than  the  parliamentary  secretaries' 
reconunendation,  which  was  not  accepted— 
every  other  recommendation  has  been  accep- 
ted in  principle  by  government  and  is  in 
some  stage  of  implementation,  and  I  can 
only— coming  back  to  questions,  I  would 
hope  that  the  public  accounts  conmiittee  very 
definitely  would,  a  year  from  now  in  their 
deliberations,  call  the  Treasury  Board  secre- 
tariat who  are  mainly  responsible  for  the 
implementation  of  these  recommendations 
before  the  public  accounts  committee,  and 
say:  "What  is  happening  about  these  recom- 
mendations which  you  either  accepted  as  a 
government  or  rejected,  and  what  are  you 
doing  about  them?" 

I  would  hope  you  would  follow  through 
on  that  basis.  Some  of  them,  quite  frankly, 
are  obviously  beyond  the  purview  of  the 
Treasury  Board  secretariat,  or  the  minister 
responsible  for  the  Treasury  Board— that  is, 
whether  they  are  parliamentary  secretaries 
or  not.  I  think  obviously  only  the  Prime 
Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  can  answer  that  ques- 
tion. 

But  a  great  many  of  the  management 
recommendations  can  certainly  be  answered 
by  the  chairman  of  the  Treasury  Board  and 
the  secretariat  and  I  would  hope  the  public 
accounts  committee  would  perform  that  role 
in  the  next  two  or  three  years  after  the  report 
has  been  brought  down.  And  you  should  also 
ask  if  we  do  not  accept  a  recommendation, 
why  not? 


This  particular  recommendation  which  the 
member  for  York  South  has  read,  was 
certainly  accepted  and  Treasury  Board  are 
proceeding  to  implement  it.  And  let  me  say 
this  without  starting  a  great  debate,  and 
without  being  critical,  some  of  the  views  on 
purchasing  which  the  member  for  York  South 
in  the  past  has  expressed,  the  confusion 
which  was  in  his  mind,  or  the  lack  of  clarity 
which  was  in  his  mind,  I  must  say  was  in 
my  mind  as  well. 

Certainly  we  have  talked  about  centralized 
purchasing,  whereas  what  government  has 
talked  about  has  been  centralized  control 
of  purchasing,  and  regardless  of  what  we 
have  talked  about,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  the  very  fact  this  recommendation  has 
been  made  by  the  COGP  indicates  that  all 
was  not  working  as  well  as  one  would  have 
hoped  and  these  are  the  recommendations 
to  improve  it. 

I  am  told  that  the  central  purchasing 
committee,  chaired  by  the  person  from  public 
works  who  was  responsible  for  this  plus 
somebody  from  COGP,  someone  from  Health, 
from  Lands  and  Forests,  from  Treasury 
Board,  and  from  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications, have  literally,  according  to  the 
secretary  of  the  Treasury  Board,  been  work- 
ing around  the  clock  carrying  out  the  intent 
of  these  recommendations  and  will  be  put- 
ting something  before  Treasury  Board,  the 
first  kind  of  standards  which  the  member 
for  York  South  was  talking  about— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  May  I  ask  the  minister  a 
question?  The  central  purchasing  agency  was 
set  up— what,  three  years  ago? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Five. 

Mr.  MacDonald:   Five  years   ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Four.  September, 
1967. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  September  of  1967.  Do 
you  mean  to  say  that  they  are  only  now  in 
a  position  to  suggest  standards  so  that  you 
can  respond  to  them  and  issue  orders? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  any  given  area  of  gov- 
ernment, because  it  has  got  to  be  a  personal 
approach— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  think  there 
were  some  but  I  do  not  think  they  were 
nearly  as  full  as  they  should  be.  I  am  not 
attempting    to    assess    any— let    us    be    very 
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frank  about  this.  When  we  talk  about  imple- 
mentation, despite  what  the  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  has  to  say,  this  is  an  enormous 
task. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Oh,  I  agree. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  And  you  are  break- 
ing down  empires  which  literally  have  been 
there  since  the  founding  of  this  province, 
and  this  was  true- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Right,  and  are  still 
bolstered  by  your  predecessor. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  this  was  often 
true  in  terms  of  purchasing  policy,  and  if  all 
has  not  moved  as  quickly  since  September 
of  1967  as  one  would  have  hoped,  I  think 
it  only  points  out  the  enormous  job  of 
implementing  what  COGP  are  recommend- 
ing is  going  to  be.  It  is  a  case  in  point.  Yes, 
there  were  standards.  For  example,  cars  and 
trucks  to  be  bought  by  The  Department  of 
Highways,  uniforms  by  Public  Works,  any 
medical  supplies  by  Health,  those  sort  of 
things.  And  standardization  in  terms  of  paper, 
in  terms  of  office  furniture,  obviously  not  far 
enough. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But,  Mr.  Minister,  if  I 
may  intervene.  Are  you  really  speaking  of 
standards?  To  say  that  The  Department  of 
Transport  or  Highways  is  going  to  buy  auto- 
mobiles is  one  thing,  but  as  I  understand  it 
the  reason  why  OP?  in  effect  thumbed  their 
nose  at  The  Department  of  Highways  and 
said,  "We  are  going  to  buy  our  own  cars" 
was  maybe  because  they  need  a  different 
standard  of  car. 

So  had  the  Central  Purchasing  Agency 
established  standards,  or  did  it  merely  decide 
that  since  The  Department  of  Highways 
normally  is  dealing  in  vehicles,  and  has  a 
great  deal  of  experience  there,  it  was  the 
most  appropriate  and  competent  department 
to  do  the  central  purchasing,  to  exercise  the 
control?  But  have  you  come  up  with 
standards?  Have  you  resolved  the  reason 
why  the  OPP,  or  even  more  puzzling,  why 
The  Department  of  Correctional  Services  will 
not  abide  by  the  central  purchase  of  cars? 

You  might  ask  your  colleague  immediately 
on  your  left  as  to  why  that  happened,  be- 
cause it  was  another  department  that  refused 
to  play  ball.  I  can  conceive  of  a  reason  why 
OPP  would  not  play  ball;  but  I  am  mystified 
as  to  why  another  government  department 
like  The  Department  of  Correctional  Serv- 
ices was  not  willing  to  do  so. 


Mr.  Lewis:  A  very  truculent  minister.  A 
very  difficult  head   of  department. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  A  long  history  of— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Recalcitrant? 

Hon.   Mr.  McKeough:  No,  free  and  inde- 
pendent spirits- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Oh,  is  that  what  it  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —to  overcome.  It  is 
not  my  place  either  to  defend  or  to  criticize 
what  has  gone  on  before.  I  can  only  assure 
you  that  to  my  knowledge  the  Treasury 
Board  is  coming  to  grips  with  this  rather 
large  problem,  and  will  in  the  process  I  think 
have  to  knock  a  few  heads  together. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Another  four  years? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well  I  hope  not  that 
long. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  will  do  it  for  you 
in  four  years  if  that  is  what  you  want. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  6  carried. 
Vote  2501  agreed  to. 

On  vote  2502: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Productivity  programme.  The  hon. 
member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes,  at  long  last  we  are 
now  able  to  get  into  the  Committee  on  Gov- 
ernment Productivity.  I  was  interested,  of 
course,  in  reviewing  these  first  several  reports, 
especially  as  chairman  of  the  public  accounts 
committee.  The  minister,  having  been  a 
former  chairman  of  this  committee  is  well 
aware  of  the  assistance  that  we  have  been 
able  to  receive  on  occasion,  and  I  believe  that 
the  central  purchasing  function,  which  we 
did  investigate  this  past  year  and  in  the  third 
and  the  fourth  sessions,  was  somewhat  use- 
ful, according  at  least  to  this  first  report,  to 
some  of  the  decisions  which  were  reached. 

And  I  will  not  review  the  comments  made 
by  the  hon.  member  for  York  South,  because 
I  think  he  did  hit  especially  the  kinds  of 
problems  that  we  saw  in  the  public  accounts 
committee,  especially  those  dealing  with  man- 
agement and  the  supply  of  services.  Those 
referred  to  the  three  recommendations  and 
the  shifting  pattern  of  their  implementation 
that  we  have  seen,  especially  within  the  last 
year  or  so. 
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We  had,  during  this  session  of  the  public 
accounts  committee,  the  advantage  of  having 
before  us  members  of  the  committee  and  we 
have  been  able  accordingly  to  look  some- 
what more  deeply  into  the  audit  function  and 
the  changes  which  have  been  suggested.  I 
think  those  changes  have  been  valuable  ones, 
and  I  certainly  individually,  because  of  my 
own  involvement  on  the  committee  in  the 
past  four  years  and  as  chairman  for  these 
three,  appreciate  the  fact  the  government  has 
moved  to  implement  some  of  these  sugges- 
tions. 

I  shared  with  the  hon.  member  for  York 
South  in  the  original  days  in  which  this  com- 
mittee was  appointed  a  view  that  it  would 
not  be  particularly  useful  in  developing  the 
kinds  of  savings  that  we  were  looking  for 
in  government.  I  believe  that  in  these  two 
interim  reports  and  the  speed  at  which  they 
have  generally  been  accepted  by  the  govern- 
ment the  committee  has  been  of  great  value. 

I  was  interested,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the 
minister's  comments  that  we  might  expect  a 
third,  fourth  or  fifth  interim  report,  and  as 
well  we  might  expect  certain  value  judge- 
ments as  to  approximate  savings.  I  am 
wondering  if  the  minister  can  tell  us  when 
these  patterns  of  reports  will  be  forthcoming? 

Are  we  to  expect,  for  example,  three  more 
interim  reports?  Are  we  to  expect  a  further 
and  final  report,  or  will  the  recommendations 
—and  I  note  from  the  second  report  the 
comments  as  to  the  acceptance  of  earlier 
recommendations— is  it  going  to  be  the  pat- 
tern that  we  will  see  over  the  next  12  months? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  hope  not  longer 
than  that.  It  is  Mr.  Cronyn's  charge  and  in- 
tention to  finish  the  work  by  the  end  of  the 
year,  by  the  end  of  1971,  other  than  the 
Hydro  task  force  which  will  go  on  somewhat 
longer,  and  I  am  not  sure  of  this  but  I  think 
I  was  told  tonight  that  they  are  tentatively 
planning  a  report  Septemberish,  one  Novem- 
berish  and  one  probaWy  early  in  the  year, 
which  brings  them  to  the  end  of  the  year. 

How  those  reports  are  going  to  be  divided 
I  do  not  know.  There  are  a  nmnber  of  areas 
which  they  have  examined  and  which  they 
have  not  in  written  reports  even  touched  on 
as  yet.  The  whole  utilization  of  human  re- 
sources is  an  enormous  study  being  done 
mainly  by  consultants,  but  with  COGP 
direction,  an  enormous  study.  For  instance, 
there  have  been  no  recommendations— well  I 
guess  there  have  'been— in  terms  of  the  move- 
ment of  senior  officers.  That  was  perhaps  the 


first  recommendation  which  may  be  said  to 
have  come  from  that  area. 

The  whole  study— the  APEX  study— has 
been  partially  recommended  or  the  results  of 
it  in  terms  of  cabinet  reorganization.  Depart- 
mental structure  has  not  yet  begun,  except 
that  it  is  true  to  say  that  some  of  the  depart- 
mental changes  or  agency  changes  which 
have  gone  on  have  been  checked  with  COGP 
—not  only  checked  but  instructions  went  out 
to  all  departments  from  the  Prime  Minister 
that  they  were  in  fact  to  be  cleared  with 
COGP  to  make  sure  that  they  were  not 
violating  what  COGP  might  be  recommend- 
ing and,  if  they  were,  to  hold  them  up  until 
we  could  see  the  whole  package. 

For  example,  before  the  movement  of  the 
Racing  Commission  from  my  department  to 
Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  could  be 
accomplished,  it  had  to  be  checked  with 
COGP.  But  the  departmental  structure  is  a 
much  wider  study  than  that  and  they  have 
not  really  started  to  comment  on  that.  The 
automatic  data  processing  study,  the  land 
use  management  study,  the  buildings  and 
structures  study,  financial  management,  all 
those  things  are  still  to  come.  How  they  will 
be  split  between  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth 
reports,  I  am  not  sure.  Hopefully,  by  the  end 
of  the  year,  I  think,  we  should  have  most  of 
it  in. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  have  nothing  further  to 
make  on  this  report.  The  comments  basically 
on  the  audit  function  I  think  can  be  withheld 
until  we  actually  get  to  the  Provincial 
Auditor's  vote  so  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  vote 
2502? 

Vote  2502  agreed  to. 

This  completes  the  study  of  the  estimates 
of  The  Department  of  the  Treasury  Board. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  part  of 
what  we  have  been  discussing,  is  it  satis- 
factory to  proceed  with  the  Provincial  Auditor 
at  this  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  I  am  agreeable. 
We  have  more  staff  of  The  Department  of 
the  Civil  Service  standing  by  than  the 
auditor's  staff,  but  I  am  agreeable.  We  are 
going  to  do  them  both  by  10:30  anyway, 
are  we  not? 

The  auditor  then,  please. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Page  231,  The  0£Bce  of 
the  Provincial  Auditor.  Does  the  minister 
have  an  opening  statement?  Any  opening 
statements  by  the  other  parties?  The  member 
for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  have  in  the  earlier  comments 
with  respect  to  the  development  of  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Productivity  referred 
to  some  of  the  attitudes  of  change  that  we 
have  seen  within  the  operation  of  The  Office 
of  the  Provincial  Auditor. 

As  I  have  shared  with  the  House  before, 
the  comments,  especially  with  respect  to  the 
public  accounts  committee,  of  which  I  have 
the  honour  to  be  the  chairman,  have  referred 
in  our  reports  for  the  last  several  years  to 
changes  of  function  that  we  have  thought 
would  be  practical  developments  for  this  kind 
of  an  oflBce. 

The  member  for  Downsview  (Mr.  Singer) 
in  the  last  session  referred,  as  did  other 
members  of  the  House,  to  the  availability  of 
certain  items  and  to  the  general  value  judge- 
ments that  had  been  looked  for  in  the  obvious 
comparison  that  is  often  made  with  the  func- 
tion of  the  auditor  general  in  Ottawa.  As  the 
provincial  Treasurer  mentioned  this  evening, 
there  appeared  to  be  a  common  misunder- 
standing among  many  members  of  the  Legis- 
lature and  elsewhere,  that  simply  because 
the  Provincial  Auditor  approved  an  expendi- 
ture was  equated  with  some  view  as  to  the 
making  of  a  value  judgement  as  to  that  ex- 
penditure. Of  course,  that  could  be  a  most 
unfair  assumption  but,  unfortunately,  one 
which  seems  to  have  crept  in  at  least  to  the 
comments  that  have  been  made  in  the  Legis- 
lature from  time  to  time. 

Within  the  function  of  the  Provincial 
Auditor,  I  was  especially  pleased  ^to  note  in 
the  Interim  Report  No.  1  of  the  committee 
that  specific  requirements  were  set  out  that 
would  change  the  audit  function.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  acceptance  by  this  govenmient 
of  those  changes  is  to  be  very  seriously  com- 
mended. We  had,  for  several  years,  com- 
mented on  the  post-audit  function  that  we 
thought  was  valuable  within  the  operation 
of  the  Legislature,  and  especially  within  the 
operation  of  the  accounts  of  the  province. 

In  the  spending  of  some  $4  billion,  we 
have  been  of  the  opinion  that  some  indepen- 
dent point  of  view,  some  development  within 
the  audit  function  was  necessary.  It  certainly 


appeared  to  us  that  the  attitude  that  was 
being  left  with  the  public,  whether  rightly 
or  wrongly,  appeared  to  be  one  that  value 
judgements  were  not  being  made  and  the 
information  which  could  be  useful  to  stir  up 
in  some  therapeutic  way  the  operation  of  the 
civil  service  was  not  being  clearly  attended 
to. 

I  think  that  the  comments  made  concern- 
ing the  audit  function  in  the  Interim  Report 
No.  1  have  proved  to  be  most  valuable.  I 
commend  the  Treasurer  and  especially  his 
predecessor,  the  member  for  Huron  (Mr. 
MacNaughton)  on  taking  a  grip  on  this  kind 
of  a  problem.  We  realize,  of  course,  that 
there  are  going  to  have  to  be  some  inter- 
mediate staff  increments,  possibly  as  the  audit 
function  shifts  from  that  of  the  Provincial 
Auditor's  ofiBce  itself  to  the  internal  develop- 
ment of  the  departments,  but  it  would  appear 
to  me  that  this  is  certainly  a  move  in  the 
right  direction. 

The  public  accounts  committee  in  its  re- 
ports for  the  last  four  years  has  made  sug- 
gestions with  respect  to  post-auditing,  and  I 
share  with  the  hon.  Treasurer  the  view  that 
this  is  going  to  take  some  time  to  implement. 
We  were  informed  during  our  sittings  that 
it  would  of  course  take  some  departments 
longer  to  fall  into  the  pattern  of  this  kind  of 
development  than  it  would  others,  but  the 
fact  that  some  departments  are  ready  to  do 
their  internal  auditing  now  and  then  submit 
to  the  overview  of  the  Provincial  Auditor  is 
commendable. 

Perhaps  the  minister  could  advise  us  as  to 
which  departments  might  be  expected  to  take 
over  this  audit  function  soon,  or  almost  im- 
mediately, and  one  could  then  presume  of 
course  that  the  other  departments  might  take 
a  little  longer  time.  Have  any  particular 
studies  been  done  in  internal  operations  of 
any  of  the  departments  to  see  whether  they 
are  more  suited  in  their  purchasing  and  their 
spending  functions  than  other  departments 
have  been?  I  think  of  course  that  the  re- 
sults of  such  studies  would  allow  us  to  find 
out  when  we  might  expect  to  have  this  com- 
plete function  in  operation  among  the  various 
departments. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  an  opening  state- 
ment by  the  New  Democratic  Party? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  I  do 
not  think  that  I  have  anything  that  can  be 
usefully  added  beyond  the  comments  of  my 
colleague  from  Brantford  earlier  and  the  fact 
that  we  have  a  bill  before  the  House  that 
deals  specifically  with  the  alterations  in  the 
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power   of  the   Provincial   Auditor.    We    can 
speak  to  it  at  that  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  have  a 
reply  to  these  opening  statements? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Just 
let  me  say  that  I  appreciate  the  remarks 
which  have  been  made  by  the  members 
opposite,  the  meanber  for  Kitchener  in  par- 
ticular. I  think  it  is  a  good  step  forward.  As 
I  said,  I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  going  to 
save  us  money.  I  am  sure  it  will  in  the  long 
run.  I  do  not  think  we  are  going  to  see  it 
overnight. 

Surprisingly  enough,  one  of  the  little 
battles  that  I  am  having  at  the  present 
moment  is  to  try  to  accomplish  this  switch- 
over without  an  increase  in  total  complement, 
at  the  same  time  making  sure  that  the  auditor 
has  the  staff  which  he  has  requested  but  not 
necessarily  going  up  or  coming  down,  other 
than  allowing  for  normal  growth.  But  we 
are  getting  that  sorted  away,  and  I  think  I 
can  report  as  of  tonight  that  there  will  not 
be  an  increase  in  complement  because  of 
the  switch  from  pre-audit  to  post-audit. 
However,  there  will  be  an  increase  in  ex- 
pense, I  am  sure,  because,  without  naming 
departments,  better  trained  more  highly 
qualified  persons  are  obviously  needed  in  a 
number  of  departments.  Some  of  the  smaller 
departments  in  particular  have  got  by  very 
well  with  an  accountant  three,  we  will  say, 
where  obviously  an  accountant  five  is  going 
to  be  required  to  do  this  kind  of  job.  Now 
the  accountant  three  is  not  going  to  be  laid 
off,  but  it  is  going  to  take  a  little  while  to 
assimilate  him  where  he  should  be  within 
the  total  service.  The  accountant  5  must  be 
brought  in.  So  there  will  be  an  increase  in 
complement,  I  think,  a  slight  increase,  and 
there  certainly  will  be  an  increase  in  expense 
until  this  is  all  sorted  out  within  the  service. 

Where  do  we  start?  This  is  being  looked 
at,  even  in  advance  of  the  passing  of  the 
Act,  by  both  the  comptroller  of  accounts, 
Mr.  Mclntyre,  and  the  Provincial  Auditor 
jointly.  We  think  that  two  or  three  of  the 
departments  could  come  into  being  practically 
on  passing  of  the  Act,  and  I  am  sure  will  be 
a  week  or  a  month  later,  wdth  the  passing  of 
the  regulations;  Highways,  Lands  and 
Forests,  Social  and  Family  Services,  those 
three  in  particular. 

How  long  for  the  rest  of  them?  We  have 
not  got  a  time  table  and  I  do  not  think  Mr. 
Mclntyre  would  recommend  a  timetable  to 
me.    He  will  take  them  one  at  a  time.    In- 


formally, we  have  discussed  it  and  I  would 
hope  we  would  have  it  all  accomplished  in 
the  space  of  two  years. 

I  would  really  hope  that  it  would  be  some- 
thing less  than  that,  but  let  us  say  two  years. 
It  should  not  take  any  longer  than  that.  I 
think,  in  terms  of  dollars  being  spent,  half  of 
it  will  be  accomplished  very  quickly  and 
then  we  will  have  to  take  it  rather  slowly 
from  there  on  in.  There  wall  be  some  switch- 
ing of  staff,  and  quite  frankly,  some  will  have 
to  wait  for  some  attrition  of  staff. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  have  nothing  further  to 
make  on  your  report.  Basically,  the  depart- 
ments that  you  have  cited  are  obviously  the 
ones  that  have  perhaps  the  greatest  volume  of 
purchases  and,  therefore,  have  sufficiently 
well  trained  staff  to  handle  this  additional 
function.  Other  departments  which  are  not 
purchasing  as  much  or  in  as  great  depth  or 
volume  obviously  would  require  a  certain 
development  of  staff. 

I  was  pleased  to  note  that  the  minister, 
other  than  the  five  new  friends  he  has  made 
among  new  civil  servants— with  the  new  jobs 
that  have  been  provided— has  not  in  effect 
set  a  complement  in  the  function  of  the 
Office  of  the  Provincial  Auditor.  I  think  this 
is  most  important  because  we  must  surely 
feel  free— and  I  am  pleased  that  the  Treasurer 
does  feel  free— to  allow  the  necessary  growth 
and  the  development— and,  indeed,  encourage 
requirements  among  the  kinds  of  persons 
who  are  going  to  be  involved  in  this  kind 
of  value  judgement,  and  the  decision-making 
managers,  the  phrase  that  he  has  used.  The 
development  of  this  increased  responsibility 
among  senior  civil  servants  is  surely  to  be 
commended. 

The  responsibility,  we  think,  is  properly 
left  within  the  department  itself  up  to  the 
deputy  minister  level,  of  course.  I  think  that 
the  fact  that  you  are  committing  yourselves 
to  hiring  well-trained  persons  or  developing 
well-trained  persons  without  the  necessity  of 
saying,  "We  can  only  have  10,"  We  can  only 
have  26,"  or  whatever  it  is,  is  most  com- 
mendable. 

These  persons  must  be  encouraged  to 
develop  their  own  independent  point  of 
view  even  though  they  are,  of  course,  respon- 
sible for  the  operation  of  the  department 
in  which  they  operate.  This  whole  attitude 
that  has  developed  from  the  report  and  the 
attitude  of  the  Treasurer,  I  think,  is  a  very 
healthy  step  forward,  especially  to  those  of 
us  who  have  been  on  the  public  accounts 
committee  for  some  years. 
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The  minister  was  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee. He  well  knows  the  difficulty  of  mem- 
bers who  occasionally  would  arrive  at  a 
meeting  and  open  their  public  accounts  texts 
and  wonder  what  they  could  ask.  The  addi- 
tional information  which  has  been  obtained 
through  the  Provincial  Auditor's  office  in 
these  past  two  years  has  been  most  helpful. 

The  revenue  estimates  of  various  depart- 
ments that  we  received  last  year  were  most 
interesting  and,  I  believe,  gave  the  com- 
mittee some  valuable  work  to  do.  The  assist- 
ance we  received  this  year  from  the  Com- 
mittee on  Government  Productivity  and  from 
The  Department  of  Education  on  some  of 
the  work  which  we  attempted  to  do  in  dis- 
cussing purchases  in  the  last  month  of  a 
financial  year  at  least  showed  the  way  to  the 
kinds  of  things  that  the  committee  should  be 
doing. 

We  believe,  of  course,  that  there  is  a 
problem  with  respect  to  the  staffing  require- 
ment, and  the  additional  assistance  as  to 
where  we  should  be  looking  and  the  pro- 
cedures which  we  should  be  following.  If 
the  Provincial  Auditor  can  be  developed  to 
provide  this  kind  of  expertise  and  to  provide 
these  value  judgements  in  some  areas  then, 
of  course,  the  work  of  the  public  accounts 
committee  will  be  not  only  much  easier  but 
much  more  useful. 

Surely,  if  this  committee  is  to  be  useful  at 
all,  it  must  have  an  office  which  is  prepared 
to  make  value  judgements.  It  is  only  to  the 
post-audit  function  that  those  value  judge- 
ments can  be  made.  If  that  function  develops 
then  the  work  of  committees  over  the  next 
several  years  will  of  course  be  much  more 
useful. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1601  carried? 
Vote  1601  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  completes  the  esti- 
mates of  the  Office  of  the  Provincial  Auditor. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 
CIVIL  SERVICE 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  Minister  have 
an  opening  statement  on  this? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  The 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  the  Civil 
Service. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  leadoff  statement  from 
the  official  opposition? 


Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Shame  on 
you,  I  thought  you  were  going  to  make  an 
apology. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  An  apology?  What 
for? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  tliere  one?  Should  we 
let  the  hon.  member  for  Oshawa  proceed? 

The  member  for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  April  26,  when  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  read  the  budget  to  this 
House,  he  did  make  a  statement  that  this 
government  was  providing  a  budget  that  re- 
flected spending  restraints.  In  addition  to 
that,  he  made  a  comment  regarding  the  civil 
servants  of  this  province  as  it  related  to  wage 
and  salary  increases  or  scales  of  wages  for 
those  people.  And  he  said  in  the  budget, 
quoting  from  page  15: 

In  addition  to  limiting  increases  in  civil 
service  complement,  I  am  also  aiming  to 
contain  the  increase  of  wage  and  salary 
scales  to  an  average  of  five  per  cent  for 
1971-1972.  This  cost  control  target  will 
minimize  the  impact  of  provincial  wage 
settlements  as  a  potential  source  of  in- 
flationary pressure  in  the  economy. 

Well,  I  do  not  have  to  tell  this  House  that 
during  the  Throne  debate  the  government 
proposed  a  programme  for  employment,  said 
that  it  would  create  30,000  jobs  and  130,000 
new  housing  units— and  within  about  48  hours 
that  programme  was  exposed  as  a  myth. 
When  the  government  introduced  the  budget 
the  central  theme  of  that  budget  again  was 
full  employment,  jobs  for  the  people  of  On- 
tario, and  they  introduced  a  tax  incentive 
programme,  and  when  that  programme  was 
carefully  analysed  no  one  could  find  one 
job,  no  one  could  find  any  jobs  that  it  might 
create. 

And  then  also  the  central  point  was  that 
this  government  was  going  to  initiate  spend- 
ing restraints  that  would  in  some  way  have 
an  impact  on  the  economy,  that  would  get  it 
moving  again.  I  want  to  suggest  to  this  gov- 
ernment that  in  all  of  those  programmes  they 
were  playing  to  the  public  of  this  province, 
it  was  nothing  but  a  political  sham,  and  in 
short  order  all  three  items  were  exposed  and 
destroyed. 

The  Treasurer  when  he  was  faced  with 
some  pressure  from  the  Civil  Service  Asso- 
ciation   and    the    opposition    of   this    House, 
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promised  no  wage  ceiling.    He  said  that  they 

would  postpone  the  five  per  cent. 

I  want  to  just  quote  from  the  Globe  and 

Mail  of  Saturday,  February  15: 

Mr.  McKeough  also  promised  in  a  two- 
hour  meeting  yesterday  with  the  union  that 
there  would  be  no  interference  in  contract 
negotiations  and  arbitration  procedures. 
Mr.  McKeough  also  told  the  union  that  no 
wage  ceiling  would  be  imposed  by  the 
government. 

In  other  words,  in  short  order  he  backed  off 
that  point,  though  the  minister  did  say  that 
if  the  Ontario  Arbitration  Board,  or  the  third 
party  that  intervenes  when  there  is  a  dis- 
pute between  the  government  and  the  em- 
ployees in  this  province,  he  did  say  that  the 
decisions  of  the  arbitration  board  would  not 
necessarily  be  implemented  and  that  he  could 
not  give  that  kind  of  promise  to  the  Civil 
Service  Association  of  Ontario. 

Though  he  was  quick  to  relate  that  at  no 
time  has  this  government  not  implemented 
an  arbitration  board  decision;  implying  to  the 
people— though  he  could  not  give  them  that 
promise— that  the  arbitration  board  decision 
would  be  implemented  even  though  they 
were  in  excess  of  the  five  per  cent  wage 
guideline  that  this  government  had  set  on 
April  26.    Again  the  government  backed  ofi^. 

Well  I  want  to  tell  the  government  that  in 
their  statement— and  this  is  sort  of  an  indict- 
ment against  the  government  really  wanting 
to  initiate  free  collective  bargaining  for  their 
employees,  in  this  document,  their  annual 
report  of  1969,  there  are  at  least  five  or  six 
times  where  the  government  talks  about  col- 
lective bargaining  and  you  know  there  is  a 
serious  omission  in  this  statement  that  you 
will  release  today  or  did  yesterday.  Not  once 
do  you  talk  about  collective  bargaining  with 
the  employees  in  this  province,  but  you— and 
I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  former  minister, 
the  former  Provincial  Secretary,  made  it 
abundantly  clear  that  collective  bargaining 
was  working  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  for 
the  civil  servants,  and  just  let  me  quote  from 
Hansard,  page  2392,  on  May  6,  1970,  and 
the  former  Treasurer  (Mr.  MacNaughton)  at 
that  time  was  alluding  to  arbitration  settle- 
ments, or  settlements  that  they  had  made 
with  the  civil  servants  of  this  province,  and 
he  was  very  proud  of  this,  and  I  quote: 

For  the  second  time  in  the  past  six  months  agree- 
ment was  reached  by  direct  negotiations  between 
the  parties  with  the  assistance  of  a  mediator.  This 
is  an  encouraging  confirmation  that  true  collective 
bargaining  can  and  does  take  place  in  the  public 
service  of  Ontario. 


That  was  the  position  in  May,  1970. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That  is 
why  he  won  every  set  of  negotiations  he 
entered. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  By  sheer  strength  of 
his  voice. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  a  matter  of  submission 
within  minutes. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  And  yet  the  government  on 
April  26  wanted  to  set  wage  guidelines  that 
would  destroy  the  very  thing  that  they  talked 
about  a  year  previously  when  they  were  very 
proud  of  the  collective  bargaining  agree- 
ments that  had  been  reached  with  this  gov- 
ernment, and  I  want  to  just  tell  the  minister, 
as  I  said  earlier,  that  in  this  report  of  1969, 
on  the  civil  service,  he  talked  about  it  in  a 
number  of  places,  as  I  said  earlier,  about 
collective  bargaining. 

He  said  special  boards  provide  a  medium 
for  collective  bargaining  and  as  I  said  he 
makes  this  observation  in  a  number  of  other 
places  where  collective  bargaining  has 
worked. 

Well,  I  want  to  urge  upon  this  minister 
that  collective  bargaining  in  the  civil  service 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  ought  to  continue 
and  should  not  be  abrogated  in  any  sense  of 
the  word  and  that  no  wage  guidelines  should 
be  set,  because  also,  in  this  docimient,  as 
well  as  the  one  that  you  released  yesterday 
or  today,  you  point  out  that  you  want  the 
employees  in  the  public  service  treated 
equally  with  those  in  the  private  sector.  And 
you  make  a  case  as  to  how  you  are  treating 
the  employees  in  the  public  sector  equally  to 
those  in  the  private  sector. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  five  per  cent 
wage  guidelines  or  any  guidelines  will  find 
the  public  service  employees  falling  behind 
those  in  the  private  sector.  I  want  to  tell  the 
minister  also  that  you  have  not  met  the  wages 
that  people  get  in  comparable  industries  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  civil  servants 
of  this  province  are  about  $15  a  week  behind 
those  in  comparable  industries  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

Though  you  say  in  this  report— you  make 
the  case  that  wages  of  the  civil  servants  in 
the  government  of  Ontario  exceed  those  in 
Ontario  industries.  Ontario  industry  in  the 
year  1971— $131.46;  Ontario  government— 
$146.48;  $15  a  week  more  than— you  are  pay- 
ing more  than  they  are  in  the  Ontario  indus- 
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try.    That  is   just   sheer  nonsense.    You   are 
not  paying  more  than  they  are. 

I  want  to  tell  the  minister  that  55  per  cent 
of  the  employees  in  the  service  of  this  gov- 
ernment are  earning  less  than  $7,000  a  year, 
and  my  guess  would  be  that— not  guess,  I 
know— they  are  at  least  $15  a  week  behind 
those  in  the  industry.  If  the  government  is 
going  to  make  its  statements  meaningful, 
then  it  is  going  to  have  to  increase  the 
salaries  far  in  excess  of  five  per  cent  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  for  the  civil  servants, 
as  I  say,  if  they  are  going  to  meet  industry 
rates. 

There  is  another  problem  that  exists  in  the 
civil  service  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
By  the  government's  own  statement,  about 
20  per  cent  of  the  employees  in  the  service 
of  the  government  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario are  probationary  employees.  They  total 
in  excess  of  13,000  employees;  13,000  em- 
ployees are  probationary  employees.  The 
question  I  would  like  to  put  to  the  minister 
in  this  respect  is  that  I  want  to  know  if  this 
also  includes  those  employees  who  are  in 
the  temporary  service  of  this  government, 
because  it  has  a  number  of  employees  who 
are  in  temporary  service  and  who  are  being 
paid  a  very  low  wage.  In  addition  to  that, 
I  want  to  know  if  the  temporary  people  are 
not  included  in  those  figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  are  not. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  They  are? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No;  they  are  not. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  They  are  not.  Then  the  gov- 
ernment's figures  of  the  people  who  are  in 
the  service  are  well  in  excess  of  62,000.  This 
government  tells  us  that  it  has  about  62,000 
people  in  the  employment  of  the  government 
service  in  Ontario.  I  happen  to  think  that 
what  the  government  is  doing  in  many  cases, 
so  it  does  not  go  above  the  1.6  per  cent 
guidelines  that  it  set— that  was  another  guide- 
line it  set  it  hires  these  people  in  the  tem- 
porary help  service.  Therefore,  they  do  not 
show  in  these  figures. 

The  government  is  hiding  them.  It  is 
hiding  them  from  the  people  of  this  province. 
Actually  its  complement  of  people  in  the 
civil  service  is  obviously  much  higher,  and 
this  has  been  going  on  for  some  time.  I 
understand  that  there  are  in  excess  of  6,000 
employees  in  the  temporary  service  of  this 
government,  over  6,000  in  the  temporary 
service  of  this  government,  that  do  not  reflect 
in  any  of  the  figures  that  are  alluded  to  here 


in   relationship   to   regular   and  probationary 
employees. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  to  correct,  if  I 
may,  while  the  member  is  pausing,  the  tem- 
porary help  are  approximately  1,000  at  any 
given  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  They  are  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Approximately  1,000 
at  any  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Pilkey:   I  submit— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  are  up  at  this 
point  in  time,  I  guess  they  would  be  well 
over  15,000  with  the  summer  help  that  has 
been  taken  on,  but  aside  from  the  summer 
people,  it  runs  somewhere  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  1,000. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  In  any  event,  if  those  figures 
are  correct,  the  government  is  still  hiding  a 
great  number  of  employees  who  are  not 
looked  upon  as  the  regular  staff  of  this 
government, 

I  want  to  know  more  about  those  proba- 
tionary employees.  The  Treasurer  was  saying 
that  he  does  not  want  to  treat  the  employees 
in  the  public  service  any  different  from 
those  in  the  private  sector.  Well,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  probationary  employee  in  the 
service  of  the  government  of  Ontario  has  a 
one-year  probationary  period.  One  year! 
Show  me  a  collective  bargaining  agreement 
in  this  province  that  has  a  probationary 
period  of  one  year  and  I  will  eat  the  con- 
tract. There  is  not  one  contract  in  this 
whole  province  that  has  a  one-year  proba- 
tionary period!  Is  the  minister  telling  me 
that  he  is  treating  the  employees  in  the 
public  sector  equal  to  those  in  the  private 
sector? 

In  addition  to  that,  just  to  make  sure  that 
a  number  of  these  probationaries  are  not 
appointed  to  the  regular  staff  of  this  govern- 
ment, the  minister  also  discriminates  against 
a  number  of  them.  He  says  that  to  get  an 
appointment  to  regular  staff  one  has  to  be 
a  Canadian  citizen  or  a  British  subject, 

I  want  the  minister  to  talk  to  his  good 
friend,  the  Provincial  Secretary,  who  stands 
up  in  this  House  day  after  day  with  those 
motherhood  speeches  about  Ukrainian  Day, 
Polish  Day,  Hungarian  Day  and  so  on, 
alluding  to  the  ethnic  groups  in  this  prov- 
ince and  celebrating  the  national  days  of 
these  different  ethnic  groups.  Yet  when  the 
government  hires  them,  rmless  they  become 
Canadian  citizens,  they  cannot  be  appointed 
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to  the  regular  staff   and  they   stay   as   pro- 
bationary  employees  forever  and  a  day. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Did  the 
minister  know  that?  Did  he  know  that? 

Mr.   Lewis:    Shame. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
They  cannot  take  the  oath  of  office. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why?  Why  not?  Why  should 
they  not  be  able  to  take  the  oath  of  oJBBce? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:   Because  they  cannot. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  can  they  not  salute  the 
Queen  as  much  as  any  other  citizen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:   Because  they  cannot. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  This 
goverimient  is  hidebound  by  tradition,  that 
is  its  problem. 

Interjections  by   hon.  members. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  And  these  people  are  being 
discriminated   against— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  just  a  little 
put  out  because  we— 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Look,  we  nominated  an  IBM 
executive  against  the  minister,  and  he  is  in 
trouble. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well,  I  want  to  tell  the 
government— and  it  knows  full  well— ^that 
these  probationary  employees  have  no  guar- 
antee of  tenure,  they  are  subject  to  being 
dismissed  at  any  point  in  time,  as  opposed 
to  the  regular  staff.  Those  employees  who 
come  from  an  ethnic  background,  who  are 
not  Canadian  citizens— and  obviously  they 
cannot  become  Canadian  citizens,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  for  a  five-year  period— they  may 
come  over  here  and  get  employment  in  the 
service  of  this  government.  They  are  sitting 
there  and  can  be  discharged,  disciplined  or 
whatever  might  happen  to  them,  and  they 
have  no  recourse  to  the  grievance  procedure 
under  the  civil  service  Act  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  will  have  to 
change  that;  that  is  really  indefensible.  Why 
do  they  discriminate  against  minority  groups 
over  there? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Particularly  ethnic  minor- 
ity groups. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Probably  it  is  the  Provincial 
Secretary's  policy,  devised  by  him. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well,  the  government,  talking 
about  job  security,  about  what  it  is  like  to 
work  for  a  giant,  it  appears  to  me  that  they 
are  working  for  a  dwarf  when  they  are  sub- 
ject to  those  rules  and  regulations.  Let  us 
find  out  what  the  government  is  saying  about 
job  security.  It  says  job  security  within  the 
service  is  imequalled  in  most  areas  of  em- 
ployment in  private  industry  and  commerce 
and  is  one  of  the  benefits  which  helps  the 
Ontario  public  service  attract  highly  quali- 
fied and  dedicated  people.  Well,  the  job 
security  for  those  probationary  employees  is 
not  comparable  to  those  in  private  industry 
and  commerce  because  the  probationary 
period  is  too  long  and  this  government  dis- 
criminates against  the  people  who  are  not 
Canadian  citizens  or  British  subjects. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  They  can- 
not vote  for  the  member,  those  who  are  not 
Canadians. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well,  the- 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  listening  to  him  on 
Queen  Street. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  want  to,  just  for  a  moment— 
and  I  know  it  has  had  considerable  debate 
in  this  House— the  Little  report.  The  govern- 
ment did  initiate— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  hate  to  draw  this 
to  the  member's  attention  but  this  really 
should  have  been  raised  under  Treasury 
Board  secretariat  and  stafiE  relations  branch 
rather  than  here,  if  you  are  about  to  talk 
about  Bill  217- 

Mr.  Pilkey:  No,  I  meant— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —or  the  Little  report. 
It  is  Treasury  Board  secretariat. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Do  not  be  touchy!  You  can 
learn  something,  if  you  will  listen. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  was  talking  about  the  civil 
service— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  read  it  to  him  in 
the  estimates  last  year. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  appreciate  it.  I  thought  that 
each  of  the  two  parties  would  lead  ofiF  in 
terms  of  the  civil  service  of  this  province. 
Obviously  the  Little  report  reflects  on  the 
civil  service  of  this  province;  that  is  what 
the  report  was  all  about. 


JUNE  29,  1971 


3433 


AH  I  wanted  to  really  say  about  the  Little 
report  was  that  the  government  obviously 
have  not  acted  on  the  report.  You  did  initiate 
a  bill  or  presented  a  bill  in  this  House,  Bill 
217  I  believe,  and  then  it  was  withdrawn. 
Very  frankly,  if  the  Little  report  is  going  to 
be  the  basis  of  any  new  legislation,  I  suggest 
you  forget  about  it. 

That  report  was  a  bad  report  in  totality, 
and  does  not  provide  free  collective  bargain- 
ing for  the  employees  of  this  province.  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  is  about  all  I  wanted  to  say 
about  it  except  that  there  are  other  juris- 
dictions in  Canada  which  have  provided 
meaningful  collective  bargaining  procedures. 

In  1944  the  government  then  elected  in  the 
Province  of  Saskatchewan  brought  in  the 
Trade  Union  Act.  The  employees  in  that 
province  had  the  right  to  join  a  union  of 
their  choice;  they  had  the  right  under  that 
Trade  Union  Act  to  strike  if  necessary. 

I  wanted  to  tell  the  government  that  dur- 
ing the  years  1944  to  1964  while  the  legisla- 
tion was  in  effect  there  was  not  one  strike  in 
the  public  service  in  the  Province  of  Sas- 
katchewan during  the  COF-NDP  govern- 
ment. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cisbom:  The  member  should  not  be 
so  touchy.    He  could  learn  something. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  We  are  talking  about  the  civil 
service. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  just  happen  to  think— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  "Eric  Thatcher  Winkler" 
speaks  again! 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Strong  resemblance  right  there,  I  will  tell 
you. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  just  happen  to  think,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  the  employees  of  this  prov- 
ince should  have  the  free  right,  or  the  right 
to  choose  the  union  that  they  want  to  be- 
long to.  They  ought  to  have  the  right  to  free 
collective  bargaining.  If  we  are  going  to 
guarantee  that  employees  in  the  public  serv- 
ice are  going  to  gain  the  same  kind  of  eco- 
nomic stability  that  they  have  in  the  private 
sector— many  employees  in  the  private  sector 
—they  ought  to  have  the  right  to  free  col- 
lective bargaining. 

I  want  to  tell  the  minister,  and  I  want  to 
close   on   this  point,   when   this    government 


initiated  compulsory  arbitration  imder  The 
Hospital  Labour  Disputes  Arbitration  Act, 
those  employees  were  about  21  per  cent  be- 
hind the  municipal  employees  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario.  Since  the  Act  has  come  into 
force,  and  they  have  had  to  go  through  the 
compulsory  arbitration  here  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  there  is  now  a  42  per  cent  dis- 
parity. They  are  falling  further  and  further 
behind. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Shamel 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Shame! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  want  to  tell  you  that  if  em- 
ployees—and whether  Mr.  Bowen,  who  is  the 
head  of  the  Civil  Service  Association  and  his 
executives  say  that  they  do  not  want  free 
collective  bargaining,  I  think  that  their 
members  should  be  consulted  to  find  out 
whether  they  want  it,  because  I  want  to  tell 
them  that  if  they  do  not  have  free  collective 
bargaining  rights,  they  are  not  going  to  make 
equal  progress  with  those  in  the  private 
sector,  and  they  will  fall  further  behind. 

They  are  subject  to  the  wage  guidelines 
that  this  government  might  set  and  have  no 
retaliatory  methods.  They  were  talking  about 
work  to  rule,  I  do  not  know  how  eflfective 
that  would  be.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  if 
you  are  going  to  the  bargaining  table  as 
equal  partners— and  surely  you  want  your 
employees  to  be  equal  partners  with  this 
government— then  they  have  to  have  the  right 
to  free  collective  bargaining  and  all  of  the 
ramifications  that  go  with  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  order  to  comply  with  the 
10:30  adjournment,  perhaps  we  should  now 
have  the  motion  to  rise  rather  than  have  the 
hon.  member  for— I  would  entertain  a  motion 
to  rise  and  report  at  this  time— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Are  there  other- 
Mr.  Chairman:  There  will  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to  cer- 
tain resolutions,  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Before 
you  move  the  adjourmnent— 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Has  the 
minister  decided  what  we  are  going  to  do 
tomorrow? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Of  course,  we  will  proceed  with  the  con- 
clusion of  the  estimates  of  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
McKeough)  and  we  will  proceed  to  item  17 
on  the  order  paper  and  a  further  second 
reading  standing  in  the  name  of  the  Treas- 
urer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Which  is  what?  What  is  item 
17  for  second  reading? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  The 
University  of  Toronto. 


Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  University  of 
Toronto. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see.  The  Provincial  Secretary 
(Mr.  Yaremko)  will  be  away  tomorrow  I  take 
it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
You  are  postponing  the  Attorney  General's 
estimates  as  long  as  possible. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
I  was  ready  to  go  today. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock, 
p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  rise  on  a  point  of 
personal  privilege. 

Yesterday  afternoon  during  the  question 
period  when  I  had  your  permission  to  ask 
a  question  of  the  ministry,  the  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  rose  in  this  House 
on  a  point  of  order  and  complained  bitterly 
about  me,  the  member  for  Renfrew  South, 
being  allowed  to  participate,  in  his  words 
"day  after  day  in  the  question  period." 

Mr.  M.  Shuhnan  (High  Park):  He  was  so 
shocked  at  the  member  speaking  for  the  first 
time  in  four  years. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  By  his  actions  yesterday, 
the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
attempted  to  restrict  the  private  members 
of  the  government  caucus- 
Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  The  member 
should  take  his  election  campaign  to  Renfrew 
South. 

Interjections   by   hon.   members. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —and  deprive  them  of 
their  rightful  freedom  to  participate  in  the 
business  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  did  not  want  to  set  a 
precedent  by  someone  from  Renfrew  South 
speaking. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
member  is  a  joke. 

Mr.  Young:  He  is  not  afraid  of  the  New 
Democrats  in  Renfrew  South,  is  he? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  two  years 
ago  I  had  the  privilege  to  sit  on  the  select 
committee  on  rules  and  procedures.  The 
task  assigned  to  that  committee  was  to  re- 
write and  streamline  the  rules  and  procedures 
of  this  Legislature.  One  of  our  objectives  was 
to  allow  for  greater  participation  by  the 
private  members  of  all  parties  in  the  pro- 
ceedings of  this   House. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  The  member  is  proving 
today  it  was  a  mistake. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  This  was  agreed  upon  by 
members  of  all  parties  serving  on  the  com- 
mittee. This  was  accomplished  by  several 
means- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Here  comes  the  member  for  Riverdale  (Mr. 
J.  Renwick).  Look  out! 

Mr.    Yakabuski:    Firstly,    by    allowing    for 
estimates  to  be  heard  in  committee- 
Mr.  Nixon:  The  member  for  Riverdale  is 
the  heavy. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —outside  the  House;  and 
secondly  by  enlarging  the  question  period 
to  its  present  45  minutes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  How  long  does  this  go 
on? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  This,  in  my  opinion,  has 
worked  well  up  until  now. 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  is  the  member's  point? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  I  have  on  occasion  taken 
advantage  of  the  new  facility.  More  recently, 
I  have  been  increasingly  active  during  the 
time  available,  both  in  the  committee  of 
supply  and  in  the  question  period,  asking 
questions  of  current  and  urgent  importance. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  They  are 
picking  on  the  member. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  your 
permission  I  intend  to  continue  that  activity. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Good  for  the  memberl 
What  a  fighter,  in  the  true  tradition  of 
Renfrew  countyl  Slug  it  out! 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  The  right  to  participate 
in  the  question  period,  the  right  to  partici- 
pate in  the  debates  and  the  right  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  other  business  of  this  House 
does   not   alone  belong   to   the   ministry.   It 
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does  not  alone  belong  to  the  official  oppo- 
sition, nor  does  it  belong  solely  to  the  leader 
of- 

Mr.  Young:  Nobody  denied  the  member 
that  right. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  member  not 
drop  in  some  time? 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  member  must  be  worried 
about  his  re-election.  He  has  not  said  any- 
thing for  three  years. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —nor  does  it  belong  solely 
to  the  leader  of  and  the   New  Democratic 
Party.    That  democratic  right,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  MacDonald:   How  long  does  this  go 
on?   As  a  personal  privilege  this  is  a  speech. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  —belongs  to  each  and  every 
member  of  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  these  rights  are  restricted 
or  if  we,  the  private  members  of  this  Legis- 
lature are  deprived  of  them,  then  I  say  this 
House  will  degenerate  into  an  institution  un- 
worthy of  operating  in  the  name  of  dem- 
ocracy. 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  John 
Wilkes  and  Cromwell. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  that  right?  The  mem- 
ber's ghost  writers  are  certainly  looking  for 
something  to  do. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  actions 
of  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
of  yesterday  afternoon  are  any  indication  of 
what  we  can  expect  if  that  party  ever  takes 
power,  then  I  say  God  help  this  Legislature 
and  the  province. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Young:  Oh  now  we  are  getting  polit- 
ical.   Come  onl 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  is  afraid  of 
us.  At  least  he  perceives  the  future  accur- 
ately. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  we  can  now  move 
into  statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Ohver  Cromwell  and  Charles 
I;  oflF  with  his  head 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  will 
have  a  point  of  personal  privilege  on  Mon- 
day. 


Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  On  what 
point?  The  right  of  free  speech  in  this 
House? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Simonett  (Frontenac-Addington): 
The  member  did  not  get  away  with  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  is  a  joke. 

Mr.  Yoimg:  They  are  always  afraid  of 
Renfrew  South.  They  are  all  divided  in  Ren- 
frew South. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Mr.  Speaker,  at  the— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Statements  by  the 
ministry. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  At  the  appropriate 
time  this  morning,  I  want  to  table  the  armual 
report  of  the  Ontario  Pohce  Commission  for 
1970,  but  in  doing  so  I  want  to  make  a  state- 
ment relating  to  it.  I  thought,  in  fairness  to 
the  House,  I  should  make  the  statement  at 
this  time.  So  the  statement  I  am  making  is 
in  relation  to  a  report  that  has  not  yet  been 
tabled  but  hopefully  within  the  next  few  half 
hours  will  be  tabled. 

My  purpose  in  making  a  statement  at  this 
time  is  that  the  report  does  mention  one  or 
two  topics  I  think  need  further  elucidation 
as  far  as  the  ministry  is  concerned. 

In  tabling  the  report,  I  know  that  it  wdll 
be  of  significant  interest  to  the  members  of 
the  Legislature.  The  report  mentions  one  or 
two  particular  matters  which  I  know  will 
come  to  the  attention  of  some  of  the  hon. 
members.  I  thought  it  might  be  helpful  if  I 
commented  briefly  upon  these  specific  sub- 
jects in  order  that  such  hon.  members  may 
understand  some  of  the  background,  as  well 
as  some  of  what  has  followed  upon  these 
items. 

I  would  seek  the  indulgence  of  the  House 
in  permitting  me  to  mention  these  matters  in 
that  amount  of  detail  which  I  think  is  appro- 
priate. While  it  may  seem  brief,  I  would 
point  out  that  the  very  nature  of  our  re- 
sponsibihty  and  investigation  makes  it  im- 
possible to  give  all  of  the  details  which  must 
presently  rest  with  the  law  enforcement 
agencies  involved  in  continuing  the  investi- 
gations and  maintaining  appropriate  law  en- 
forcement in  these  particular  areas  which  I 
know  will  be  drawn  to  the  attention  of  the 
hon.  members. 
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The  Ontario  Police  Commission  became 
aware  of  the  smuggling  of  aliens  through 
various  law  enforcement  agencies  that  have 
a  responsibility  in  that  regard.  The  intro- 
duction of  this  information  into  the  intelli- 
gence system  resulted  in  meetings  that  were 
held  earlier  this  year  by  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  and  drew  the  attendance  of 
representatives  of  all  of  the  major  law 
enforcement  agencies,  together  with  appro- 
priate representatives  of  the  immigration 
departments  on  both  sides  of  the  border,  as 
well  as  law  enforcement  agencies  from  the 
United   States. 

As  a  result  of  these  meetings,  facilities 
have  been  developed  to  provide  for  the 
production  and  collation  of  all  intelligence 
information  that  may  be  derived  from  these 
many  agencies  and  which  may  be  dissemi- 
nated on  a  24-hour  basis  to  all  of  those 
engaged  in  law  enforcement  respecting  immi- 
gration matters.  In  this  way,  sir,  the  utiliza- 
tion of  our  intelligence  services  has  permitted 
us  to  deal  rapidly  and  effectively  with  this 
situation. 

In  the  same  way  the  matter  of  layoff 
betting  became  a  concern  to  major  law 
enforcement  agencies  throughout  the  whole 
of  Canada. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Not  to  this  government, 
though. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:   Here  again,  meet- 
ings were  held  which  have  taken  place  over 
the  last  few  years- 
Mr.  Sargent:  This  government  is  the  only 
one  that  is  not  concerned  about  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —so  that  all  police 
forces  might  be  co-ordinated  in  their  efforts 
to  deal  with  this  operation.  This  perhaps 
was  a  classical  example  of  the  effective  use 
of  intelligence  information  which  permitted 
law  enforcement  agencies  from  the  major 
cities  across  Canada  to  co-ordinate  their 
efforts  and  investigations  with  the  result 
that  charges  were  laid  and  the  people  in- 
volved were  arrested  in  the  major  metro- 
politan areas  extending  from  Vancouver  to 
Montreal. 

The  information  which  was  derived 
through  this  particular  intelligence  operation 
has  continued  to  be  of  assistance  in  guiding 
law  enforcement  agencies  so  that  they  may 
effectively  deal  with  people  engaged  in  these 
gaming  operations.  This  is  the  purpose  of 
the  intelligence  unit  within  the  Ontario 
Police   Commission   and   this   particular   case 


demonstrates  the  use  to  which  we  may 
effectively  put  information  that  can  be  uti- 
lized by  operating  police  forces  for  the 
protection  of  the  public  regardless  of 
boundaries. 

Once  again  the  hon.  members,  when  they 
have  a  copy  of  the  report  placed  in  their 
hands,  will  note  a  reference  to  our  concern 
about  the  infiltration  of  ordinary  business 
operations  by  those  persons  who  may  be 
of  questionable  background.  The  co-operation 
of  law  enforcement  agencies  and  their  intel- 
ligence units  provide  the  intelligence  officers 
of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  with  all 
of  that  material  which  enables  operating 
police  forces  to  have  a  knowledge  of  the 
situation  throughout  Ontario  so  that  appro- 
priate investigations  may  be  made  and  pros- 
ecutions undertaken  wherever  offences  may 
be  committed. 

It  is  not  an  offence  for  a  person  of 
questionable  background  to  acquire  a  busi- 
ness interest.  It  is  of  continuing  concern, 
and  information  relative  to  all  aspects  of  this 
matter  continues  to  be  provided  to  law 
enforcement  agencies  and  is  now  collated 
so  that  all  may  be  informed  about  the  matter 
and  appropriate  steps  taken  where  the  law 
so  permits.  Here  again  the  information  is 
the  significant  fact  which  buttresses  the 
efforts  of  all  law  enforcement  agencies  in 
ensuring  that  criminal  elements  will  not  be 
permitted  to  gain  a  foothold. 

As  is  noted  in  the  report,  sir,  we  continue 
to  have  crime  in  Ontario  and  we  will  con- 
tinue to  discover  that  crime  as  our  methods 
of  law  enforcement  become  more  efficient. 
In  making  mention  of  these  matters,  which 
must  cause  all  of  us  legitimate  concern,  I 
did  wish  to  make  it  clear  that  our  law 
enforcement  agencies  and  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  are  well  informed  and  are  dedi- 
cated to  the  continuing  effort  to  make  the 
environment  of  Ontario  as  unhappy  a  place 
for  the  criminal  element  as  it  is  possible  to 
find  in  this  hemisphere.  We  will  continue 
in  our  efforts  to  provide  those  facilities  that 
permit  our  law  enforcement  agencies  to 
successfully  accomplish  their  task.  I  thought 
that  the  report  should  be  tabled  today  in 
anticipation  of  the  early  discussion  in  this 
House   of   the   estimates    of  my   department. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  Mr.  Speaker,  for  some  time  now  I 
have  been  concerned  with  the  system  of  ap- 
pointing medical  staff  and  granting  privileges 
to  doctors  in  public  general  hospitals  in 
Ontario.  Related  to  that  subject  is,  of  course, 
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the  question  of  admission  of  patients  and  the 
priorities  established  for  the  use  of  hospital 
beds. 

It  seems  to  me  that  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  the  present  system  appears  to  be 
working  fairly  well.  However,  there  may  be 
instances  where  the  public  interest  is  not  be- 
ing safeguarded  as  well  as  it  might. 

Under  regulations  of  The  Public  Hospitals 
Act  all  public  general  hospitals  in  this  prov- 
ince have  systems  which  provide  for  medical 
staffing  patterns  and  for  admission  of  patients. 
While  it  is  not  our  desire  to  interfere  in 
the  internal  arrangements  of  these  hospitals, 
it  appears  there  may  be  a  need  for  a 
mechanism  whereby  conflicts  can  be  resolved 
when  present  internal  arrangements  do  not 
provide  for  their  equitable  resolution. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  appointed 
a  ministerial  committee  to  do  the  following 
things:  To  inquire  into  and  report  upon: 

1.  The  appointment  of  medical  staffs  and 
the  granting  of  privileges  to  medical  staff  in 
public  general  hospitals; 

2.  The  practices  and  methods  of  public 
general  hospitals  relating  to  the  admission  of 
patients  for  treatment  and  the  priorities 
established  for  the  use  of  hospital  beds  and 
other  facilities; 

3.  The  practices  and  methods  of  the  teach- 
ing and  non-teaching  public  general  hospitals 
respecting  the  admission  of  patients  of 
physicians  holding  staflF  appointments  as 
against  of  patients  of  physicians  not  holding 
such  appointments,  and  whether  inequities 
result  under  the  present  system. 

The  committee  will  be  chaired  by  Mr. 
S.  G.  M.  Grange,  QC,  a  Toronto  lawyer. 
Members  of  the  committee  will  be  Dr.  Hugo 
Ewart,  president  of  the  Ontario  Hospital 
Association;  Dr.  John  Riches  of  Thunder 
Bay,  a  member  of  the  council  of  the  College 
of  Physicians  and  Surgeons;  Mrs.  Gwen  Pem- 
berton  of  Bayfield,  who  is  co-chairman  of  the 
Ontario  health  services  committee  of  the 
Consumers'  Association  of  Canada;  and  Dr. 
Arthur  D.  Kelly,  chairman  of  the  executive 
committee  of  the  Canadian  Red  Cross  Society. 

In  appointing  the  committee,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  asked  it  to  keep  in  mind  that  the 
public  interest  must  be  its  foremost  concern. 
Doctors  must  be  able  to  look  after  their 
patients  in  an  adequate  manner  within  the 
hospital  system  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 


SENIOR  POLICE  OFFICIALS'  SENTENCE 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Attorney  General:  Is  he  satisfied  with  the 
sentence  handed  down  in  regard  to  the  con- 
viction on  a  charge  of  insubordination 
directed  at  two  senior  poHce  oflBcials? 

Is  there  an  appeal  from  that  sentence  and 
does  he  intend  to  consider  making  use  of  an 
appeal,  if  such  exists? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
still  considering  the  matter.  It  certainly  does 
pose  very  great  disciplinarian  problems  and 
some  moral  problems  within  the  force.  I 
have  not  yet  come  to  any  conclusions.  I 
would  appreciate  the  guidance  of  the  House 
and  the  members  of  the  House  in  this  matter. 

As  far  as  I  know,  there  is  no  appeal.  I 
have  not  directed  my  mind  to  that.  I  am 
certainly  certain  that  there  is  no  appeal,  but 
I  will  check  into  that  and  advise  the  hon. 
member. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  really  a 
matter  of  clarification:  Is  it  true  that  the  two 
senior  members  charged  and  now  sentenced 
were  in  fact  without  any  duties  under  the 
police  commission  for  a  full  year  and  re- 
ceiving full  pay  during  that  time? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  correct.  They 
were  suspended  from  duty.  But  under  the 
circumstances  the  advice  that  I  received  was 
—and  of  course  this  predates  my  tenancy  of 
my  office— was  that  they  had  to  be  paid  for 
the  time  they  were  under  suspension. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary:  Since 
the  minister's  estimates  are  due  in  the  near 
future,  we  understand,  I  hope- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  We  think! 

Mr.  Nixon:  —he  would  be  prepared  to 
make  a  fuller  statement  on  this  matter,  or 
perhaps  would  he  agree  that  would  be  a  suit- 
able time  when  it  might  be  discussed  in  the 
House  and  when  we  might  have  the  advant- 
age of  knowing  his  fuller  opinion  on  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:   My  understanding 
is  it  might  even  be  possible  to  get  on  wdth 
the  Attorney  General's  estimates  today- 
Mr.  Singer:  Really!    At  what  hour? 
Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —and  I— 
Mr.  Singer:  This  is  fairly  well  settled,  is  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  it  all  depends 
on  the  co-operation  received  by  the  members 
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of  the  House  in  respect  of  the  passage  of 
certain  other  matters. 

I  have  been  ready  to  go  on  for  a  couple 
of  days,  but  my  point  is  simply  that  the 
sentence  was  just  handed  down.  I  really 
have  not  had  time  to  consider  it  in  anticipa- 
tion of  other  matters  relating  to  the  estimates, 
and  I  am  not  so  sure  I  would  have  anything 
more  worthwhile  to  contribute  before  making 
some  of  these  decisions,  until  after  the  esti- 
mates are  finished.  But  during  the  estimates, 
certainly,  it  will  provide  an  ideal  opportunity 
for  any  member  of  the  opposition,  or  any 
member  of  the  House  who  wants  to  give  me 
the  benefit  of  his  advice. 


MINISTER'S  COMMENTS 
ON    MEDICAL    PROFESSION 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Health. 

Does  he  plan  in  the  near  future  to  give 
some  further  specific  and  definitive  informa- 
tion regarding  his  comments  in  criticism  of 
specific  unnamed  individuals  in  the  medical 
profession  made  now  some  weeks  ago? 

Is  he  going  to  continue  to  say  that  the 
statutes  and  regulations  do  not  permit  any 
further  information  to  be  made  available, 
or  will  we  have  an  opportunity  before  we 
consider  his  legislation,  which  is  now  print- 
ed, to  know  some  of  the  details  of  his  feeHng 
that  the  medical  profession  requires  not  only 
a  financial  but  a  professional  audit  in  some 
specific  cases? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  had  assumed, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  would  be  dealt  with 
when  the  OHSIP  amendments  are  before 
the  House  on  second  reading  and  otherwise. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  the  min- 
ister aware  of  certain  criticisms  levelled  at 
him  over  the  last  few  weeks,  and  more 
specifically  in  an  article  made  public  within 
the  last  two  days  by  representatives  of  the 
medical  association?  Is  he  prepared  to  give 
some  more  specific  answers  to  the  charges 
laid  against  him  that  he  is,  in  fact,  impugn- 
ing the  responsibilities  of  the  medical  pro- 
fession without  backing  them  up  with  speci- 
fic facts? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
had  not  felt  that  there  were  any  charges  that 
I  was  required  to  answer.  I  had  not  con- 
sidered- 
Mr.  Nixon:  I  do  not  tibink  the  minister  is 
required  to. 


Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  —the  comments 
that  were  made  as  any  way  an  indictment. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Liberals  have  al- 
ways championed  the  medical  profession  to 
the  detriment  of  the  pubhc  interest. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  Oh  non- 
sense! 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  would  say, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  on  Monday  I  hope  to  be 
issuing  about  11,000  copies  of  a  letter  to 
the  medical  profession  amplifying  and  ex- 
plaining the  background  of  the  policy  that 
is  involved  in  the  particular  legislation.  It 
is  an  information  piece  and  I  will  see  that 
members  of  the  House  and  press  have  copies 
of  this  general  letter  too.  Otherwise,  as  I  said 
earlier,  I  am  of  course  availalble  to  the  House 
as  the  bill  moves  through  the  Legislature 
and/or  committee. 


ODC  GRANTS 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development. 

Has  he  read  the  press  accounts  of  a  study 
of  the  funds  that  have  been  sent  out  across 
the  province  by  the  Ontario  Development 
Corporation  under  his  direction  and  the  di- 
rection of  his  predecessor? 

Has  he  come  to  some  rationalization  of 
the  findings  of  that  paper,  which  indicates 
that  the  policy  seems  to  favour  the  payment 
of  grants  to  industries  located  in  constitu- 
encies represented  by  Conservative  mem- 
bers? 

Can  he  specifically  explain  why,  in  the 
one  area  brought  to  public  attention  by  the 
research,  involving  the  area  covered  by  the 
constituencies  of  Huron,  Huron-Bruce  and 
Perth,  there  seems  to  be  a  substantial  favour- 
itism, at  least  from  the  facts  available,  for 
the  constituency  of  Huron,  represented  by 
the  former   Treasurer    (Mr.    MacNaughton)? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  ( Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  of  course,  when 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  refers  to 
an  article  in  the  press,  what  he  is  really— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
read  the  article? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  just  did.  If  the 
member  will  be  quiet,  I  have  it  right  here. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Read  it  into  the  record. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Take  it  easy! 
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The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  refers 
to  a  statement  in  the  press.  What  he  really  is 
referring  to  is  a  repetition  in  the  press  of  a 
statement  that  was  made  by  some  sheet 
called  the  Canadian  Forum. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  It  is  a 
communist  rag. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Some  sheet!  It  has  been 
around  since  before  the  member  was  born. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well  the  Canadian 
Forum  is  a  so-called  cultural-economic  pub- 
lication, which  is  issued  by  a  group  headed 
by  the  erstwhile  official  Liberal  candidate 
for  the  mayorality  of  Toronto,  and  I  think 
that  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  the 
Forum- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Oh,  Mr.  Speaker- 
well,  give  me  a  chance. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  just  thought- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Orderl  Point  of  order? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  the  volume  on  this  side  of  the  House 
relates  to  the  fact  that  the  Canadian  Forum 
is  a  nationally  respected  publication  and  has 
been  for  many  years. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  not  a  point  of  order, 
and  when  a  question  with  political  imphca- 
tions  is  asked— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  a  point  of  order, 
Mr.    Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  Speaker  is  on  his  feet 
at  the  moment.  When  a  point  with  poHtical 
implications  is  asked  I  am  sure  the  ministry 
has  every  right  to  use  political  repHes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  has  no  right  at  all. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  member  for 
York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  has  absolutely  none. 
If  my  leader's  interjection  is  not  in  order, 
I  suggest  to  you,  sir,  that  this  lengthy  poli- 
tical preamble  is  not  an  answer  and  is  there- 
fore out  of  order. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  That  is 
right. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  —and  it  is  your  obliga- 
tion to  cut  it  off.  You  cut  it  oflF  on  this  side 
of  the  House. 

Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion. 

Mr.  Nixon:  If  you  will  permit.  Obviously 
the  minister  has  the  right  to  say  what  he 
chooses  and  when  he  says  what  he  has  said, 
he  simply  shows  his  ignorance  of  the  quality 
of  the  writing  in  the  magazine. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.   Speaker:   The   hon.   minister   has  the 
floor  to  reply  to  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.    Nixon:    He    should    not    be    censored 
by  Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do 
not  think  there  is  anything  wrong  with  any- 
one getting  up  in  this  House,  when  an  article 
is  referred  to,  to  let  the  Legislature  know 
what  the  background  of  the  publication  is. 
What  is  wrong  with  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.   members, 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  implication  is  that  the 
Canadian  Forum  was— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Hansard  will  show 
that  I  was  interrupted  in  the  middle  of  a 
statement  which  I  was  making  which— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —oh,  why  do  mem- 
bers not  be  quiet! 

I  was  just  saying  that  that  does  not  neces- 
sarily detract  from  the  fact  that  the  magazine— 

Inerjeotions   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  also  going  to  express 
some  surprise  and  suggest  that  perhaps  there 
might  be  some  bias  in  that  article,  because 
it   never  once   mentioned   the   NDP   ridings. 

Mr  Lewis:  So  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  So  I  think  the  hon. 
members  should  know  that  there  may  be 
some  bias  in  this  article. 
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Interjections  by   hon.   members. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  If  the  Grits  were  in  power 
the  NDP  would  not  get  anything. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  do  not  deserve  anything! 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Prime  Minister):  They 
do  not  deserve  any?  Did  I  hear  that  correctly? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  the  NDP  does  not 
deserve  anything,  so  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  says. 

Hon.   Mr.   Grossman:   Mr.   Speaker— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Just  wait  until  the  Grits 
take  over.  No  one  gets  anything  but  a  Grit. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Did  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food  say  he  just  cannot  wait? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  they  will  not  get 
a  thing.  Nobody  will  get  a  thing  but  the 
Grits. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order:  The  question  period 
time  is  running  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do 
not  think,  insofar  as  this  particular  article  is 
concerned,  or  whatever  has  been  gleaned 
from  this  article- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Is  it  factually  accurate 
or  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Such  a  learned  ar- 
ticle. They  could  have  learned  it  all  from 
reading  the  speeches  of  the  hon.  member 
from  Owen  Sound,  because  I  read  this  in 
Hansard  in  the  last  year's  estimates.  I  was 
reading  last  year's  estimates  and  the  hon. 
member    from    Owen    Sound    repeated    this. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Sargent:   Point  of  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Point  of  order.  The  hon. 
member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   So  I  do  not  know- 
Mr.    Sargent:    On    a   point    of   order,    Mr. 

Speaker,    this    minister    refuses    to   furnish    a 

list  of  ODC  loans. 

Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  could  not  have  put  it 
in  the  record;  I  did  not  have  them.  He  will 
not  furnish  a  list  of  the  ODC  loans,  and  I 
could  not  have  told  him  in  the  House. 


Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  is  not  true.  This 
minister  has  never  been  asked  to  furnish 
a  list  of  the  ODC  loans  so  he  has  not  re- 
fused. 


Mr.   Sargent:   His  staff  will  not  furnish  a 


list. 


Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Just  a  moment.  In  the 
first  place,  wdth  all  that  money  that  is  given 
to  the  Liberal  opposition  for  research,  all 
they  have  to  do  is  go  and— 

Mr.  Sneaker:  Order.  The  hon.  minister  is 
answering  a  question  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  was  accused,  Mr. 
Sneaker,  of  not  giving  the  information  on 
ODC  loans. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Has  that  become  evident 
only  at  this  point? 

Mr.  Snepker:  The  hon.  minister  has  just 
spoken  to  that  point  quite  adequately. 

Hon.    Mr.    Grossman:    All    of    the    ODC 

loans  are  posted.  Thev  are  orders-in-coimcil, 
so  all  you  have  to  do  i<;  take  a  look  nf-  the 
posting  and  you  would  have  them.  All  the 
members  hav*^  to  do  is  ask  for  this  list  and 
they  will  get  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  we  do  not  get  them. 
Since  the  minister  came  to  power  we  do 
not  get  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  might 
please  proceed  to  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister's  people  will  not 
give  them  to  us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Give  the  member 
what? 

Mr.  Sneaker:  Order.  The  hon.  minister  is 
answering  a  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  would  be  glad  to 
give  the  hon.  member  a  list  of  the  loans. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  not  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  point  is,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  do  not  have  to  give  the  lists  to 
them,  because  they  are  posted. 

An  bon.  member:  Because  they  have  no 
right  to  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  look  at  all  the 
other   orders— in-council  that  are  posted. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Of  course,  we  do  not  look  at 
the- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Perhaps  the  hon.  min- 
ister will  now  return  to  answering  the  ques- 
tion by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  you  are 
allowing  these  questions  to  be  asked  in  the 
interim- 
Mr.  Speaker:  No,  they  were  points  of  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —I  naturally  am  inter- 
ested in  answering  them.  The  article  refers 
to  the  fact  that: 

—there  has  been  a  great  deal  of  lobbying 
among  the  MPPs  to  have  municipalities  in 
their  ridings  designated  for  assistance  by 
ODC. 

Well,  what  a  surprise!  Of  course  the  hon. 
members  of  all  parties  are  lobbying,  and 
why  should  they  not? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  I  had  employment 
difficulties  in  my  ridings  and  there  was  a 
possibility  of  getting  some  assistance,  that  it 
was  possible  for  a  firm  to  come  in  with  assist- 
ance—or to  come  to  the  assistance  of  a  firm 
which  may  possibly  be  going  to  lay  people 
off— I  would  put  all  kinds  of  pressure  on  the 
government  and  on  the  ODC  and  on  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Eighty  per  cent  of  the  money 
goes  to  Tory  ridings! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  will  resume  his  seat  and  cease 
interrupting  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker:  I  would 
be  very  glad,  instead  of  talking  about  per- 
centages, if  the  hon.  members  during  my 
estimates  would  be  prepared  to  deal  with 
each  request  for  a  loan. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  for  sure! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  all  right.  We 
will  deal  with  each  one  on  its  own  merits. 
The  suggestion  that  this  government  or  ODC 
will  not  help  in  establishing  employment  in 
any  riding  in  any  area  of  this  province  be- 
cause of  its  representation,  is  not  only  false. 


it  is  despicable.  To  suggest  that  we  would 
refuse  a  loan  knowing  that  it  means  employ- 
ment anywhere  in  this  province,  is  a  terrible 
charge  to  make  and  I  deny  it,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  must  assume  it  is  pay  day  to 
bring  all  those  people  in  the  House  on  a 
morning. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  you  will  permit  me,  I  have 
a  question- 
Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  a  good  answer  to  that 
article  if  the  department  will  do  the  job 
properly.  It  is  a  stupid  article,  it  never  indi- 
cated why- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member  said  it  was 
a  stupid  article?  I  am  glad  he  agrees. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  there  was  a  lot  of  stupid 
analysis. 


PROVINCIAL  GRANTS  TO 
CHILDREN'S  AID  SOCIETIES 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Social  and  Family 
Services.  I  wonder  if  the  minister  can  indi- 
cate to  the  House  why  there  is  a  delay 
in  sending  out  the  provincial  grants  in  sup- 
port of  Children's  Aid  Societies?  In  one 
specific  area,  the  Children's  Aid  Society  has 
already  built  up  a  debt  of  $400  in  interest 
alone  in  money  it  had  to  borrow  while  wait- 
ing for  the  grants  to  be  payable. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as  I 
know,  there  is  no  delay  in  sending  out  the 
grants.  The  money  is  going  to  the  Children's 
Aid  Societies.  The  only  thing  they  have  not 
heard  ofiBcially  is  whether  or  not  their  bud- 
gets for  this  year  have  been  approved.  These 
letters,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  are  in  the  mail 
to  them  today. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  If  the  letters 
are  in  the  mail  today  that  may  clear  up  the 
problem,  but  would  the  minister  be  good 
enough  to  look  into  the  situation  in  Lambton 
county  where  I  am  informed  that  $400  inter- 
est charges  have  already  been  entered  into 
because  of  the  delay  in  the  payment  of  the 
provincial  grant? 
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VICTORIA  COUNTY  WELFARE 
DEPARTMENT 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  another  question 
of  the  same  minister.  Has  he  now  got  a  re- 
port on  the  situation  on  the  welfare  oflBces 
in  Victoria  County  where  there  are  some 
difficulties,  some  indications  that  the  minister 
ought  to  examine  the  situation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
difficulties,  as  the  hon.  member  has  indi- 
cated. Our  people  have  prepared  the  report; 
I  have  turned  it  over  to  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral. I  want  his  people  to  look  at  it  before  I 
make  a  statement  to  the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  At  least  somebody  is  consult- 
ing the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  at  long 
last. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  We  always  consult  the 
law  officers  of  the  Crown. 

Mr.   Singer:   Yes,  like  Agriculture. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


PROVINCIAL  NUCLEAR 
ENERGY  POLICY 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  minister  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management:  Before 
he  introduces  his  new  bill  later  this  morning 
would  the  minister  table  the  correspondence 
between  Senator  Maurice  Lamontagne  and 
George  Gathercole,  head  of  Ontario  Hydro, 
and  their  discussion  of  nuclear  energy  policy 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
have  to  look  into  that  and  advise  the  hon. 
member  of  my  decision  at  a  later  date. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  if 
the  minister  learns,  as  he  will,  that  Senator 
Lamontagne,  as  head  of  science  policy  in 
Canadian  terms,  has  cast  very  careful  scien- 
tific doubt  on  the  appropriateness  of  the 
whole  Ontario  nuclear  policy  area,  would  he 
not  in  the  public  interest  think  that  the  cor- 
respondence of  the  chairman  of  Hydro  with 
Mr.  Lamontagne  should  be  revealed  and  per- 
haps brought  before  one  of  the  legislative 
committees? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  cer- 
tainly want  to  discuss  it  with  the  chairman 
to  see  just  what  particular  correspondence 
the  hon.  member  is  referring  to.  There  were 


detailed  reports  in  the  press  some  weeks  ago 
of  Mr.  Lamontagne's  statement.  These  were 
replied  to  by  Mr.  Gray  of  AECL,  criticizing 
some  of  the  statements  that  particular  senate 
committee  made.  After  all,  the  whole  pro- 
gramme is  basically  a  federal  programme 
as  far  as  the  development  of  nuclear  power 
is  concerned.  Therefore,  in  view  of  that,  I 
would  certaiiily  want  to  see  just  what  the 
correspondence  refers  to  before  making  a 
commitment. 


EFFECT  OF  ANTIPOLLUTION 
PROCEDURES  ON  INDUSTRY 

Mr.  Lewis:  Another  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources 
Management:  When  does  the  minister  intend 
to  meet  with  the  workers  of  Electro  Metals, 
totally  owned  subsidiary  of  Union  Carbide  in 
Welland  about  the  implications  of  the  pollu- 
tion abatement  procedures  imposed  by  the 
minister's  department? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  hoping 
that  meeting  will  be  held  early  in  July, 
probably  next  week.  I  feel  I  would  like  to 
involve  the  Ministers  of  Labour  (Mr.  Caiton) 
and  Trade  and  Development  in  that  mee  'ng. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Does 
the  minister  want  to  involve  his  associate 
ministers  because  of  the  company's  indication 
that  they  may  well  close  down  the  furnaces 
rather  than  accept  the  pollution  proceduies, 
and  move  to  Quebec  or  take  offshore  ma- 
terials? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  some 
rumour  to  this  effect.  There  has  been  no  state- 
ment by  the  company,  no  confirmation  by  U\e 
company,  that  they  intend  to  shut  down  part 
of  their  operation  or  lay  off  any  men.  Ap- 
parently this  particular  point  was  raised 
during  recent  labour-management  nego'^ia- 
tions.  This  is  the  concern  of  the  union,  and 
therefore  I  feel  that  my  two  colleagues  I  ha^'e 
mentioned  should  be  part  of  any  meeting 
that  we  have  with  the  union  representativ<^s. 


MINISTERIAL  MEETINGS 
WITH  INDIAN  BANDS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Prime  Minister. 

Is  the  Prime  Minister  aware  that  a  number 
of  meetings  have  been  called  by  his  col- 
league, the  Provincial  Secretary  and  Minister 
of   Citizenship   (Mr.   Yaremko),   between   the 
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Ontario  government  and,  to  use  his  words, 
"the  leaders  of  Ontario's  native  community" 
for  the  first  two  weeks  of  July? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  the  specific  number  of  meetings,  but 
there  are  a  number  of  meetings  scheduled. 
I  believe  the  first  is  in  Moosonee  today.  I 
am  not  sure  of  this,  but  I  think  so. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary  then, 
did  his  colleague  bring  it  to  the  Premier's 
attention  that  the  grand  council  of  Treaty 
No.  3,  which  I  guess  is  the  northwestern 
Ontario  treaty  area,  wrote  a  letter  to  the 
Provincial   Secretary  asking: 

That  the  Ontario  government  not  at- 
tempt to  divide  and  conquer  by  talking 
with  each  band  council  individually,  but 
to  accept  a  brief  which  was  submitted  on 
behalf  of  the  entire  northwestern  treaty 
area. 

Why  is  it  that  the  minister  has  continued  to 
meet  individually  with  small  groups  of  bands? 
I  believe  Kenora  is  on  July  6,  and  then  he 
works  his  way  across.  Why  has  this  minister 
no  respect  for  the  submissions  made  to  him 
by  the  Indian  councils  in  this  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister 
has  respect  for  all  submissions  made.  He 
determined  that  this  was  an  approach  that 
was  workable,  and  it  has  been  well  received 
by  a  number  of  the  Indian  bands.  This  ices 
not  preclude  at  all  representation  from  a  col- 
lective group  of  Indian  bands  in  the  north- 
west. This  does  not  preclude  that  possibiJiLy 
or  probability  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  one  final  supple- 
mentary, why  were  none  of  the  Indian  bands 
and  councils  consulted  in  advance  of  the  sub- 
stance of  the  meeting,  the  agendas,  the  essen- 
tial planning?  Why  was  this  again  arbitrarily 
imposed  in  the  month  of  July,  prior  to  certain 
other  events,  as  the  Indians  themselves  feel 
is  the  case  maybe? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
nothing  arbitrary  about  any  agenda.  The 
minister  has  had  consultation  with  a  number 
of  representatives  from  the  Indian  com- 
munities and  he  feels,  and  the  government 
feels,  that  this  is  a  very  excellent  way  to  de- 
termine the  needs  of  the  Indian  communi- 
ties in  this  province.  I  would  think  the  leader 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  would  be  de- 
lighted that  the  government  is  endeavouring 
to  come  to  grips  with  some  of  these  situa- 
tions. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Except  it  looks  to  be  totally 
politically  motivated.    The  old  style  again. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  should  be  the  last  one  to  talk  about 
political  motivation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  it  is  here,  it  is  from  the 
communities  themselves. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  will  meet  people  when 
we  want  to  meet  them,  but  I  would  suggest 
with  respect  that  the  leader  of  the  NDP  put 
aside  this  feeling  that  everything  is  politically 
motivated. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  right,  the  govern- 
ment will  meet  them  when  it  wants. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  There  is  never  a  day  goes 
by  that  the  member  does  not  make  some 
statement  or  speech  that  is  politically  moti- 
vated. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Unfortunately  we  are  not  yet 
running  the  government,  but  it  is  coming— 
we  are  looking  forward  to  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
They  will  not! 

Mr.  Randall:  They  will  not  be,  either. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  is  going  to 
have  to  answer  the  questions  in  these  kinds 
of  matters  sometime! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  does  the  Premier  continue 
to  persist  in  having  that  minister  responsible 
for  Indian  affairs  in  the  Province  Ontario? 
Why  is  he  so  stubborn  about  it? 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Because  he  is  a  good  man, 
Charlie  Brown! 

An  hon.  member:  A  very  competent  man. 


NORTH  YORK  HYDRO  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  one  further  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  Minister  of  Labour? 

Has  the  minister,  on  this  Wednesday  morn- 
ing, any  further  information  about  the  settle- 
ment of  the  North  York  Hydro  strike  situa- 
tion? 
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Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  been  in  touch  with  the 
parties  and  will  be  called  back  within  a 
day  or  two;  we  are  waiting  for  the  precise 
moment  on  this. 

I  might  mention,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this 
particular  branch  of  my  department  works 
24  hours,  seven  days  a  week,  so  the  holiday 
coming  up  has  no  interference  there. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  appreciate  that. 

By  way  of  supplementary,  was  the  minister 
himself  involved  directly  with  the  parties  in 
the  last  24  hours? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peel  South. 


SWIMMING  POOL 
SAFETY  REGULATIONS 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  for  the  Minister 
of  Health,  with  respect  to  the  1971  swimming 
pool  safety  lifeguard  regulations,  particularly 
as  they  apply  to  apartments. 

I  was  wondering  if  the  minister  would  re- 
view these,  because  they  seem  to  be  more 
stringent  than  is  warranted.  For  example, 
last  year,  in  1970,  when  presumably  these 
regulations  did  not  exist,  there  were  no 
fatalities  in  apartments.  In  1969  there  was 
only  one. 

In  hotels  and  motels  last  year  there  were 
four.  The  year  before  too,  in  1969,  there 
were  two  fatalities.  Yet  the  regulation  states 
there  will  not  be  a  lifeguard  if  there  are 
fewer  than  25  bathers  in  a  hotel— 

An  hon.  member:  Is  this  a  question  or  a 
speech? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  —but  with  an  apartment, 
under  any  conditions  they  need  a  lifeguard. 

So  with  that  background,  my  question  is, 
would  the  minister  review  these  regulations 
because  I  feel  they  are  more  stringent  than 
warranted  with  regard  to  apartments? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
reply  to  the  hon.  member's  question,  I  have 
had  a  number  of  meetings  with  organizations 
representing  tenants  and  apartment  owners 
during  the  last  month.  There  are  two  fields 
that  I  have  been  concerned  with.  One  is  to 
try  and  see  whether  or  not  we  can  have 
consistency  across  the  province  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  regulations,  and  that  programme 
is  going  forward. 


Mr.  Sargent:  But  they  are  not  working— 
the   regulations    are    not   working. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  The  other  thing 
is  that  I  am  reviewing— in  reply  to  the  hon. 
member's  question— several  points,  one  of 
them  being  this  question  of  supervision.  I 
think  the  principle  of  supervision  must  be 
maintained,  but  I  am  not  at  all  sure  but 
that  the  regulations  do  not  accent  a  little 
too  much  swimming  skills  as  against  the 
sense  of  responsibility  generally  required 
from  the  supervising  person.  And  in  that 
field  I  think  that  we  should  be  flexible  and 
it  is,  as  I  said,  under  review. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain):  A 
supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  member  for  Ham- 
ilton Mountain  have  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith:  Did  the  minister  investi- 
gate a  complaint  in  Hamilton  that  the 
Wentworth  regional  health  board  closed  down 
a  pool  in  our  city  this  week,  one  of  the 
reasons  being  the  lifeguard  did  not  have  a 
certain  Red  Cross  lifesaving  badge  nor  did 
the  pool  have  a  telephone  or  a  safety  kit? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  obviously 
cannot  be  a  party  to  the  breach  of  the 
regulations  themselves.  I  do  not  think  I  can 
go  any  further  than  I  did  before.  I  will 
consider  that  question  as  an  example  of  the 
kind  of  need  for  review,  and  that  is  being 
undertaken. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Further  supplementaries?  If 
not,  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development 
might  complete  the  answers  to  questions  he 
has. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Why  does  he  not  resign? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  tell  the  mem- 
ber what,  I  will  think  about  that. 

Mr.  Randall:  Next  time  let  the  member 
keep  the  hole  on  the  side  of  his  head  open! 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order,   order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  is  better  in  the 
back  row,  I  tell  him,  better  than  here. 
The  Premier  did  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  minister  is  prepared 
to  give  his  answers  he  will  do  so.  Otherwise, 
we  will  pass  on. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
7  the  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  East  (Mr. 
Gisbom)  asked  if  we  would  relax  the  age 
limit  for  the  handicapped  being  accepted 
in  senior  citizens'  apartments. 

Mr.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  We  can- 
not hear  the  minister. 

Mr.  Peacock:   Speak  up! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  have  never  been 
accused  of  being  too  quiet  before. 


RELAXATION  OF  AGE  LIMIT  FOR 
SENIOR    CITIZENS'    APARTMENTS 

The  hon.  member  for  Hamilton  East  asked 
on  June  7  if  we  would  relax  the  age  limit 
for  the  handicapped  being  accepted  in  senior 
citizens'  apartments.  The  hon.  member  for 
Hamilton  West  (Mrs.  Pritchard)  also  dis- 
cussed this  matter  with  me. 

I  should  advise  the  House  that  applica- 
tions for  senior  citizens'  accommodations  are 
normally  limited,  of  course,  to  persons  60 
years  and  over.  Handicapped  persons  who 
are  able  to  attend  to  their  personal  needs 
are  eligible  for  both  family  and  senior  citi- 
zen's accommodation.  We  have  housed  han- 
dicapped persons  under  age  60  in  senior 
citizens'  accommodation  on  the  basis  of 
special  needs,  and  OHC  will  continue  to 
make  such  exemptions  based  on  the  indivi- 
dual merits  of  the  case. 


In  response  to  the  questionnaires,  personal 
interviews  of  some  or  all  of  the  respondents 
are  undertaken  to  more  clearly  determine 
effective  demand.  This  approach,  along  with 
the  assessment  of  any  other  available  data, 
has  proved  very  satisfactory  and  acceptable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  June  4,  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  (Mr.  Nixon)  asked— 

Mr.  Peacock:  A  supplementary  question, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  the  member  is  entitled 
to  a  supplementary  question. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  min- 
ister not  agree  that  the  results  of  the  use 
of  questionnaires  and  applications  to  measure 
demand  work  out  to  be  the  construction  and 
development  for  about  50  per  cent  of  the 
actual  number  of  families  and  senior  citizens 
on  the  waiting  list? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  cannot  agree  with 
that,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  I  do  not  have  any 
evidence  to  that  effect.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  was  given  one  in  the  town  of  CoUingwood 
which  gives  all  of  this  information  and  re- 
quests information  from  the  people  who 
are  interested.  If  the  member  has  any  evi- 
dence that  the  system  we  are  employing  is 
not  doing  the  job  that  it  is  intended  to  do, 
we  would  be  very  pleased  to  discuss  it  with 
him  and  if  he  has  any  ideas  on  the  subject, 
I  would  be  very  glad  to  hear  them. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Three  years  of  it. 


MAILING  OF  OHC  QUESTIONNAIRES 

On  June  7  the  hon.  member  for  Windsor 
West  asked: 

Why  does  the  Ontario  Housing  Cor- 
poration persist  in  using  the  outmoded 
"mail-out"  of  questionnaires  to  determine 
the  extent  of  need  and  demand  for  family 
housing  in  this  province  as  reflected  in 
the  announcement  last  week? 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  process  of  determining 
housing  need  and  demand  for  public  housing 
throughout  various  communities  in  Ontario, 
the  mailed  questionnaires  are  but  one  aspect 
of  the  total  survey  technique  used  by  the 
Ontario  Housing  Corporation.  The  mailed 
questionnaire,  and  the  attendant  free  pub- 
licity about  the  survey,  enables  housing 
analysts  to  determine  the  number  of  potenti^ 
public  housing  tenants  as  well  as  their  specific 
requirements. 


MOBILE  HOME  DEVELOPMENT 
TO  REPLACE  PUBLIC  HOUSINC; 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  on  June  4,  Mr.  Speaker,  ;isked 
if  my  department  had  any  policy,  eitlier  di- 
rectly or  in  conjunction  with  The  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  to  foster  the  develop- 
ment of  mobile  homes  in  this  province. 

As  members  are  aware,  the  number  of 
mobile  homes  has  been  increasing  from  the 
development  of  the  older  type  mobile  trailers 
to  units  capable  of  being  transported  to  a 
more  or  less  permanent  site.  With  this  de- 
velopment, the  standards  of  these  units, 
particularly  those  known  as  double-wides 
of  up  to  12  feet  each  and  of  various  lengths, 
have  been  improved  to  the  point  where  they 
are  approaching  the  housing  standards  of 
the  national  building  code.  Indeed  the  On- 
tario  Development   Corporation   has   assisted 
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plant  production  such  as  Pyramid  Homes  in 
Cobourg,  Ontario,  this  year. 

Whose  riding  is  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  But  not  Owen  Sound,  eh.  The 
minister  turned  down  Owen  Sound. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  year,  Ontario 
mobile  home  manufacturers  advise  us  they 
expect  to  produce  3,700  units.  Various  mo- 
bile home  operators  have  discussed— 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  They 
do  not  want  to  hurt  the  hotel  business  there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  do  not  want  to 
hurt  the  hotel  business  in  Owen  Sound. 

Mr.  Sargent:  These  are  homes  I  am  talking 
about. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  know,  but  we  want 
to  keep  the  hotels  open. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  does  not  know 
what  he  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  did  not  know 
last  night  what  he  was  talking  about. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Various  mobile  home 
operators  have  discussed— I  thought  the  mem- 
ber was  interested  in  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  is  in- 
terested in  anything  the  minister  does. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  does  the  mem- 
ber not  write  an  article  for  the  Canadian 
Forum? 

An  Hon.  member:  Maybe  the  member  did. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  turned  it  down 
last  Tuesday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  various 
mobile  home  operators  have  discussed  devel- 
opment programmes  with  Ontario  Housing 
Corporation  and  The  Department  of  Munici- 
pal Affairs.  They  have  been  encouraged  to 
pursue  their  plans  and  advise  that  emphasis 
must  be  directed  to  the  assembly  of  mobile 
home  subdivisions  that  would  provide  the 
normal  municipal  facilities  and  amenities  to 
owners  of  houses  built  on  site. 

My  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  (Mr.  Bales)  asked  his  community 
planning  branch  to  undertake  a  study  to 
determine  the  feasibility,  as  well  as  the 
problems   in  mobile   home   development.   As 


the  hon.  members  are  aware,  except  for  a 
few  locations,  this  type  of  development  has 
not  yet  received  wide  acceptability. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Ontario  Housing 
advisory  committee  is  reviewing  tlie  subject 
in  all  its  aspects  with  the  prospect  of  making 
appropriate  recommendations  to  me.  At  that 
time,  of  course,  they  will  have  enough  in- 
formation, Mr.  Speaker,  hopefully,  to  come 
to  a  definite  decision  on  what  the  policy 
should  be  in  respect   of  this   matter. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary: 
Is  the  minister  aware  that  one  of  the  newest 
and  one  of  the  best,  I  would  submit,  pro- 
ducers of  mobile  homes  was  recently  estab- 
lished in  Perth  county,  in  the  city  of  Strat- 
ford, without  a  nickel  of  assistance  from  his 
department  or  his  ancillary  agency? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  was  not  aware  of 
that,  but  I  do  not  know  that  that  matters. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary?  No? 

The  Minister  of  University  Affairs  has  the 
answer  to  a  question  asked  by  the  member 
for  Peterborough. 


EDUCATIONAL 
COURSES  AT  CAATS 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University  Af- 
fairs): Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  made  inquiries  in 
response  to  a  question  raised  Monday  by 
the  member  for  Peterborough  (Mr.  Pitman) 
concerning  courses  in  education  being  offered 
by  Wayne  State  University. 

I  understand  a  group  of  teachers  in  the 
Samia  and  Windsor  areas  are  interested  in 
taking  extension  courses  in  education  offered 
by  Wayne  State  University  and  that  they 
may  rent  classroom  space  for  the  purpose 
from  Lambton  and  St.  Clair  Colleges  of 
Applied  Arts  and  Technology.  The  courses 
have  no  connection  with  our  colleges  and 
we  have  no  oflBcial  information  on  the  con- 
tent of  the  courses,  or  the  kind  of  credits 
that  may  be  offered  by  the  Wayne  State 
University    Department    of    Extension. 

The  teachers  propose  to  improve  their 
qualifications,  but  there  is  no  way  they  can 
do  this  during  the  regular  school  year  at  the 
present  time  unless  they  reside  close  to 
OISE  or  the  University  of  Ottawa. 

On  April  21  of  this  year  I  drew  the  situa- 
tion to  the  attention  of  Dr.  R.  W.  D.  Jackson, 
director  of  OISE,  and  requested  he  consider 
the  possibility  of  setting  up  extension  courses 
beginning     this     fall     in     conjunction     with 
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Althouse  College  in  London  and  McArthur 
College  in  Kingston. 

It  was  decided  that  both  Queen's  Univer- 
sity and  the  University  of  Western  Ontario 
should  be  allowed  to  give  individual  courses 
at  the  Master's  level  in  1971-1972  on  the 
understanding  that  this  will  not  establish  a 
precedent  which  might  prejudice  decisions  on 
the  development  of  graduate  programmes  in 
education  arising  from  a  study  of  this  dis- 
cipline to  be  carried  out  by  the  advisory' 
committee  on  academic  plaiming. 

I  hope  that  the  decision  to  ofiFer  graduate 
extension  courses  will  alleviate  difficulties  in 
the  coming  year  without  preventing  rational 
assessment  of  our  total  needs  for  programmes 
of  this  nature. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  I 
wonder  if  I  could  ask  a  supplementary? 
Could  the  minister  indicate  whether  these 
credits  from  Wayne  University  are  going  to 
be  acceptable  to  The  Department  of  Educa- 
tion? Perhaps  I  am  asking  if  the  teachers 
involved  realize  that  these  credits  may  not 
be  acceptable  to  The  Department  of  Educa- 
tion? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  have  no  idea. 

Mr.  Pitman:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary, I  wonder  if  I  could  ask  whether  the 
minister  has  considered  the  possibility  of 
providing  these  kinds  of  courses  as  a  func- 
tion of  the  regional  offices  of  the  Ontario 
Institute  for  Studies  in  Education  which  are, 
as  the  minister  knows,  in  several  areas  now 
rather  than  just  at  Althouse  and  McArthur 
colleges? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  that  might  very 
well  flow  from  the  rationalization  studies  be- 
ing carried  out  now.  As  the  member  knows, 
we  have  an  embargo  of  sorts  on  new  gradu- 
ate programmes  until  such  time  as  each 
discipline  is  studied.  The  purpose,  quite 
obviously,  is  to  avoid  expensive  dupHcation, 
to  improve  the  quality  of  programmes  offered, 
to  close  the  gaps  that  may  exist  and  so  on. 

This  would  appear  to  be  a  reasonably 
satisfactory  short-term  solution,  and  it  may 
be,  as  the  hon.  member  now  suggests,  that 
in  the  longer  term  regional  facilities  might 
be  utilized, 

Mr.  Pitman:  As  a  further  supplementary,  I 
wonder  if  the  minister  is  quite  aware  of  the 
implications  of  the  Americanization  of  the 
teaching  profession  that  is  involved  in  this 
precedent- 


Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  question? 

Mr.  Pitman:  The  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
would  the  minister  look  very  carefully  at 
what  the  credits  are  and  how  they  relate  to 
the  credits  being  asked  for  by  The  Depart- 
ment of  Education?  This  relates  to  my  first 
question. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  member  for  Welland 
South? 


WATER  QUALITY  CHECKS 
IN  LAKE  ERIE 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Health. 

What  extra  precautions  are  his  department 
taking  to  monitor  the  quality  of  raw  water  in 
the  wake  of  a  failure  in  the  Cleveland  water 
treatment  plant  that  has  resulted  in  120 
million  gallons  of  raw  sewage  being  dumped 
into  Lake  Erie  since  June  24? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  know 
the  answer  to  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  will 
perhaps  reply  directly  to  the  member  as 
soon  as  I  can  find  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 


FOLLOW-ON  OF  POLLUTION 
PROSECUTIONS 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Energy  and  Resources  Management. 

May  I  ask  the  minister  where  we  go  from 
here  now  that  Canadian  Gypsum  has  been 
charged,  arraigned  in  court,  convicted  and 
fined  $1,000,  which  is  antamount  to  con- 
tinuing the  pollution  which  they  have  en- 
gaged in  for  30  years? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  is  usual 
in  cases  Hke  this,  the  company  will  be  served 
with  an  order  under  our  Air  Pollution  Control 
Act  requiring  it  to  do  certain  things  within 
a  specified  period  of  time  to  minimize  the 
emissions  that  were  the  cause  of  the  con- 
viction, and  I  would  suggest  that  this  pos- 
sibly was  also  part  of  the  court's  order. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  since  this 
is  precisely  what  has  already  been  done— the 
ministerial  order  gave  certain  instructions  to 
the  company  and  they  did  not  hve  up  to 
them,  as  they  have  not  lived  up  to  and  not 
expressed  good  faith  in  attempting  to  control 
their  pollution   over  the  last  30  years— why 
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does  the  minister  expect  that  another  set  of 
orders  is  going  to  solve  the  problem  of 
stopping  the  pollution? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  hon. 
member  knows,  the  company  has  been 
making  some  attempt  to  minimize  the  prob- 
lem there. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Inadequate,  by  the  min- 
ister's own  conclusion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  It  has  installed  very  highly 
technical  equipment,  and  it  just  is  not  as 
eflBcient  as  we  had  hoped  and  the  company 
had  hoped.  This  is  the  first  conviction  for 
this  company,  and  as  the  hon.  member  knows 
if  it  is  brought  to  court  again  and  convicted 
a  second  time- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  It  will  be  in  August! 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —the  fine  will  be  sub- 
stantially more.  I  do  not  know  how  many 
fines  of  $1,000  or  $5,000  any  company  can 
pay. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  strange  procedure. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  have  been  playing 
games  with  everybody  including  the  minister 
for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order!  The  member 
for  Grey- Bruce. 


ODC  GRANTS 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the— perhaps 
it  should  go  to  the  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development— I  will  ask  the  Premier,  he  may 
know  the  answer:  Forgetting  about  politics, 
this  article  in  this  morning's  Globe  and  Mail 
deals  with  the  $40  million  disbursed  by  this 
minister  with  80  per  cent  of  it,  or  $32  million, 
going  to  nine  ministerial  ridings.  Is  the  Prime 
Minister  as  a  citizen  not  concerned  about  the 
fact  that  this  money,  all  of  it  going  in  for- 
givable loans  to  American  head  offices  in  the 
United  States,  is  non-taxable?  They  take  the 
money  to  the  United  States  and  it  is  non- 
taxable. Is  the  Prime  Minister  not  concerned 
about  this  tax? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  How  much  in  the  hon. 
member's  riding? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Not  one  cent! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Oh,  what  a  lie! 


Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
concerned  if  it  were  fact  but  in  that  it  is  not 
the  fact  I  am  not  concerned. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  sorry  I  did  not— the 
Premier  has  not  got  the  blower  on  yet,  I  did 
not  hear  the  Prime  Minister's  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  said  to 
the  hon.  member  that  if  this  were  in  fact  the 
case  I  would  be  concerned,  but  in  that  it  is 
not  the  fact,  I  am  not  concerned. 

Mr.    Sargent:    Mr.    Speaker,    a   supplemen- 
tary: This  article  is  a  very  damning  article, 
that  80  per  cent  of  this  money- 
Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  supplementary? 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  supplementary  factor  is 
this- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  Liberal  propa- 
ganda. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —it  is  a  fact  that  these  are 
forgivable  loans.  The  money  goes  to  Ameri- 
can head  offices  and  is  non-taxable.  My 
money  is  going  back  to  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  has  already 
asked  that  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member's  money  is 
not  going  anywhere. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  says  he  is  not  concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Prime  Minister  did  not 
say  that.  The  member  for  Windsor  West. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  hon.  member's  money 
is  staying  in  Ontario  and  he  knows  it. 

Mr.  Peacodc:  I  have  a  question- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  member  for  Wind- 
sor West  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  is  Liberal  propa- 
ganda. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  not  staying  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  is! 


INDUSTRIAL  WASTE  DISPOSAL 
DURING  STRIKE  IN  WINDSOR 

Mr.  Peacock:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Energy  and  Resources  Management, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Has  the  minister  received  a  re- 
quest for  approval  of  the  use  of  a  new— 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Peacock:  —landfill  site  outside  the 
boundary  of  the  city  of  Windsor  to  receive 
industrial  waste  during  the  strike  of  employ- 
ees of  the  city  of  Windsor;  an  application 
for  a  new  landfill  site  outside  the  boundaries 
of  the  city  to  receive  industrial  waste  during 
the  strike? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
hold  any  specific  requests  for  establishment  of 
a  site  because  of  a  strike. 

Mr.  Peacock:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Has  the  minister  made  any  repre- 
sentations to  the  city  administration  to  con- 
tinue the  operations  of  the  city's  own  landfill 
site  during  the  strike,  using  the  regular  em- 
ployees? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
had  a  telegram  from  the  union  representative 
in  Windsor  advising  me  of  negotiations  that 
were  carried  on  with  the  city  to  operate 
during  this  period,  and  particularly  in  respect 
to  the  sewage  treatment  plant  there. 

As  a  result  of  that  telegram,  which  I  just 
saw  this  morning,  I  have  a  call  in  to  the 
mayor  or  to  the  city  administrator  to  get  the 
full  details  and  to  find  out  just  what  can  be 
accommodated  so  that  all  waste  is  properly 
treated  during  this  period. 

Mr.  Peacock:  As  a  supplementary  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  minister  inquire  of 
the  mayor  or  the  city  of  Windsor  why  the 
ofiFer  to  continue  essential  services  was  not 
accepted  by  the  city? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  apparently— 
and  this  is  in  the  telegram— the  union  did  not 
agree  to  any  type  of  garbage  pickup  and  this 
is  what  sort  of  scuttled  the  negotiations.  This 
is  what  I  will  find  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Parkdale. 


COMMITTEE  ON  APPOINTMENTS 
OF  HOSPITAL  MEDICAL  STAFF 

Mr.  Trotter:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Health  arising  out  of 
his  statement  this  morning.  Does  he  regard 
the  terms  of  reference  given  to  the  committee 
that  is  inquiring  into  the  appointment  of 
medical  staff  in  the  hospitals  of  Ontario  as 
covering  the  right  to  inquire  into  the  use 
of  hospital  doctors'  associations,  whereby 
they  receive  the  fioll  payment  for  patients 
who  are  receiving  emergency  treatment? 


Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  I  would  not 
think  so. 

I  am  not  quite  sure  of  the  import  of  the 
question.  Is  the  member  referring  to  the 
situation  where  a  doctor  charges  his  fee  in 
relation  to  services  which  are  rendered  by 
interns  and  others  at  the  emergency  level? 

Mr.  Trotter:  Right. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  No,  I  think  that 
would  be  another  matter  and  would  really 
relate  to  the  legislation  that  I  introduced 
earlier  this  week  or  last  week  with  regard 
to  OHSIP  operations. 

The  statement  I  made  this  morning,  and 
the  terms  of  reference  there,  I  hope  will 
deal  more  with  hospital  governments  and 
hospital  policies  vis-a-vis  doctors  and  the 
teaching  responsibilities  and  not  look  into  a 
matter  which  I  think  more  properly  is  a 
question  of  professional  discipline. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period  has 
now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  beg 
leave  to  present  to  the  House  the  annual 
report  of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  for 
1970,  and  arrangements  are  being  made  at 
this  moment  to  make  sure  that  the  members 
receive  a  copy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Hamilton  from  the  standing  natural 
and  physical  resources  ccwnmittee  reported 
the  following  resolution: 

Resolved: 

that  supply  in  the  following  amounts  and 
to  defray  the  expenses  of  The  Department 
of  Highways  be  granted  to  Her  Majesty 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  March  31,  1972: 

Department  of  Highways 
Departmental  administration 

programme    $14,558,000 

Road  maintenance  progranmie  161,731,000 
Road  construction  programme  360,000,000 

GO  Transit  programme  5,067,000 

Ontario  seasonal  employment 

programme    1,300,000 

Mr.  Sargent:  Five  million  dollars  for  GO 
Transit? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  AND 
RESOURCES  MANAGEMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Department 
of  Energy  and  Resources  Management  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  full  state- 
ment will  be  made  on  this  bill  and  the  second 
bill  I  am  about  to  introduce  after  I  introduce 
the  second  biU. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  Protect  the  Natural 
Environment. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Nixon:   Landmark  legislation! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  two  bills 
that  have  just  been  introduced  constitute  an 
environmental  bill  of  rights  for  the  people 
of  our  province.  They  assure  our  people,  in- 
cluding our  children,  a  high  standard  of  air, 
soil  and  water  quahty— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
make  the  statement  instead  of  the  Prime 
Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  that  we  shall  have 
within  our  province  the  legislative  authority 
to  prevent  abuse  of  our  natural  environment. 
Together,  these  bills  create  The  Depart- 
ment of  the  Environment- 
Mr.  Sargent:  They  are  funnelling  stuff 
through  the  House  now,  are  they  not?  They 
need  all  the  image  they  can  get. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  bring  under  its 
jurisdiction  those  programmes  already  existing 
within  government  departments  related  to 
environmental  conservation,  management  and 
protection. 

The  Environmental  Protection  Act  also  in- 
corporates many  new  features  that  greatly 
increase  our  capacity  to  deal  with  new  threats 
to  our  well-being.  In  the  words  of  the  En- 
viroimiental  Act,  this  new  bill  "provides  for 
the  protection  and  conservation  of  the  natu- 
ral environment."  This  bill  gives  the  govern- 
ment power  to  control  or  prohibit  the 
discharge  into  the  water,  the  soil  or  the  air 
of  this  province  any  contaminant  that  will 
endanger  human  life,  the  health  of  people, 
the  well-being  of  wildlife  or  the  environment 
or  damage  propert>'. 


In  addition  to  existing  programmes  dealing 
with  the  three  basic  forms  of  pollution,  this 
bill  includes  provision  for  new  programmes 
dealing  with  noise,  heat,  radioactivity  and 
litter. 

Members  of  the  House  will  be  interested  to 
know  that  the  provisions  of  this  bill  are 
binding  upon  the  Crown.  We  mean  business, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  tins  field.  It  is  our  aim  and 
intention  to  clean  up— 

Mr.  Nixon:  Purely  political! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Never  be- 
fore! 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  $25  million.  "We  mean 
business!" 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  know  it  upsets  members 
opposite  that  they  do  not  lead.  But  this  is 
one  of  their  problems.  That  is  right. 

Well,  listen,  if  the  member  for  Downsview 
is  saying  that  if  he  had  had  the  capacity  to 
make  the  decision  that  relates  to  Dow 
Chemical  he  would  not  have  initiated  it,  let 
him  say  so.  Let  him  say  so! 

Mr.  Singer:  What  a  phony  that  one  was. 
That  is  terrible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Let  him  say,  on  behalf 
of  the  Liberal  Party,  that  they  have  no  direc- 
tion. Let  him  say  that  the  policy  of  the 
Liberal  Party,  if  elected,  is  that  they  will 
build  Spadina. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  does  not  do  it  well  at  all. 
The  Premier  just  does  not  understand. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Let  him  say  there  is  no 
interest  in  his  party  in  matters  of  the  en- 
vironment. 

Where  did  I  leave  off? 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Premier  has  caught  up 
with  the  political  soothsayers,  and  he  does 
not  do  them  well  at  all.  Too  bad! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  is 
against  a  better  environment? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  Premier  really  think 
of  exempting  the  Crown  from  the  provisions 
of  this  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  No,  of  course  not.  But  you 
know,  perceptive  as  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough   West    is,    he    does    miss    things.    I 


3456 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


thought  I  would  point  it  out  to  him  so  it 
would  be  abundantly  clear,  abundantly  clear. 
Are  members  ready?  All  right. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  probably  did  not  even 
have  to  pay  the  $35  charge  for  issuing  rates 
to  the  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Maybe  not;  this  would  be 
a  saving  to  the  taxpayer. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  interrupted.  I  apologize 
for  getting  off  course. 

Mr.  Singer:  Shame! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Act,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  comprehen- 
sive document  containing  elements  of  The 
Air  Pollution  Control  Act  of  1967,  The  On- 
tario Water  Resources  Commission  Act,  The 
Waste  Management  Act  of  1970,  The  Pesti- 
cides Act  of  1967  and  The  Public  Health 
Act. 

Because  the  bill  provides  legislative  author- 
ity to  the  government  to  •  deal  with  environ- 
mental threats,  it  also  contains  provision  for 
the  establishment  of  a  Pollution  Control 
Appeal  Board.  In  addition,  it  creates  an 
Envaronmental  Council  to  advise  the  Minister 
of  the  Environment  on  the  results  of  modern 
research  and  technological  developments,  as 
well  as  expert  views  and  advice  from  outside 
the  civil  service  on  current  concerns  about 
environmental  management. 

The  bill  gives  sweeping  powers  to  the 
minister  and  the  department  to  deal  with 
environmental  problems,  including  the  set- 
ting of  standards,  investigating  problems  of 
pollution,  waste  management,  waste  disposal, 
litter  management  and  litter  disposal  and 
the  controlling  of  activities  which  are  creat- 
ing pollution. 

The    department    is    also    empowered    to 

enter  into  an  agreement- 
Mr.    Singer:    If   it   was    good    enough    for 

Robarts,  it  is  good  enough  for  the  next  10 

years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well  we  vvdll  be  here  for 
the  next  10  years,  yes.  And  the  member  for 
Downsview  is  helping  us  every  day  of  the 
week— it  is  tremendous. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  not  prepared 
to  let  the  people  decide  that. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  Ross  Thatcher 
said  the  very  same  thing— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  right. 


Mr.  Pilkey:  —in  the  last  speech  he  made 
in  the  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well  this  is  not  my  last 
speech  to  the  Legislature,  I  assure  the  mem- 
ber of  that. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Oh  I  see.  It  was  his  last. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  bill  gives  sweeping 
powers  to  the  minister  and  his  department 
to  deal  with  environmental  problems.  The 
department  is  also  empowered,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  other  govern- 
ments for  the  protection  or  conservation  of 
the  natural  environment. 

This  bill  also  makes  uniform  the  penalties 
under  the  various  sections.  These  will  range 
from  $500  for  summary  conviction  in  con- 
nection with  excessive  pollution  of  the  air 
by  internal  combustion  engines  to  a  maximum 
of  $10,000  per  day  for  conviction  for  failure 
to  comply  with  the  general  pollution  pro- 
visions of  the  Act. 

Because  the  section  dealing  uith  litter  is 
new,  perhaps  I  could  tell  the  hon.  members 
that  we  intend  to  act  very  decisively  in  this 
area  of  litter  control. 

Mr.  Singer:  One  thing,  the  Premier  is 
very  decisive. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  bill  includes  powers 
to  deal  with  packaging  and  containers  which 
can  be  reprocessed,  reused  or  which  are 
degradable.  Provision  is  made  for  regulations 
to  deal  with  non-returnable  beverage  con- 
tainers, including  both  non-returnable  bottles 
and  cans. 

I  would  also  point  out  that  under  this 
bill,  the  control  of  herbicides  and  pesticides 
is  moved  from  The  Department  of  Health 
to  the  Environmental  Protection  Act.  Provi- 
sion is  also  made  for  private  sewage  disposal 
systems  and  operators  to  be  licenced  under 
the  new  Act.  It  is  anticipated  that  this  pro- 
gramme will  be  phased  in  over  the  next  few 
months  in  consultation  with  the  medical  oflB- 
cers  of  health  and  industry  across  the  prov- 
ince. 

I  want  to  emphasize,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  new  legislation  is  not  intended  to  make 
it  more  diflBcult  for  the  agricultural  com- 
munity to  deal  with  such  problems  as  the 
disposal  of  animal  wastes  or  the  proper  use 
of  herbicides  and  pesticides.  The  farmer 
who  follows  sound  agricultural  methods  will 
not  find  himself  in  conflict  with  the  provisions 
of  this  Act. 
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For  the  convenience  of  those  who  must 
operate  under  this  bill,  the  legislation  has 
been  drafted  into  easily  followed  chapters, 
dealing  with  such  subjects  as  motors  and 
motor  vehicles,  water,  waste  management, 
herbicides  and  pesticides,  private  sewage 
disposal  systems,  litter,  methods  of  approval, 
licences,  orders,  permits,  the  appeal  board, 
the  environmental  council  and  regulatory 
powers. 

Mr.  Peacock:  And  all  the  exemptions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  commend 
the  provisions  of  this  bill  to  all  members 
of  the  House.  It  is  sound  and  progressive 
legislation  in  tune  with  modern  concern  for 
the  betterment  of  the  world  in  which  we 
live.  It  is  designed  to  meet  the  needs  of 
today  as  well  as  tomorrow.  It  provides  the 
flexibility  and  the  authority  to  deal  efiPectively 
with  any  challenges  to  our  natural  environ- 
ment of  which  at  this  moment  we  may  not 
be  fully  aware.  It  is  impossible,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  foresee  future  scientific  and  technological 
developments  in  these  areas,  but  this  bill 
is  designed  to  anticipate  them  and  deal  with 
them  so  far  as  this  is  humanly  possible. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  statement  did  not  even 
impress  tlie  government  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  No  applause  from 
the  other  side? 


CONSERVATION  AUTHORITIES  ACT, 
1968 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Conservation 
Authorities  Act,    1968. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  as  important,  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  It  is  not  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  the  Minister  of  Education 
(Mr.  Welch)  needed  in  this  case.  We  know 
where  that  bill  ranks.  We  know  how  high 
that  is  on  the  list  of  priorities. 

Mr.  Randall:  It  deals  with  verbal  pollution 
from  the  opposition,  too. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  would  like  the  Minister 
of  Education  to  make  a  statement  first. 

Mr.  Singer:  Tell  us  about  the  future  of 
the  world  again. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Talk  to  us  about  people, 
people  of  the  environment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Too  bad  the  member  for 
Downsview  is  not  interested  in  it;  very 
disappointing.  The  member  for  Scarborough 
East  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  basically  housekeeping  amendments. 
The  Act  brings  The  Conservation  Authorities 
Act,  as  it  exists  now,  up  to  date. 

Provision  is  made  to  adjust  the  boundaries 
of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Region 
Conservation  Authority  so  that  it  may  prop- 
erly assume  its  responsibilities  in  coimection 
with  waterfront  development.  The  same  ad- 
justments are  being  made  for  the  Hamilton 
and  Region  Conservation  Authority  so  it  can 
develop  and  conserve  its  own  waterfront.  The 
power  to  expropriate  the  whole  of  a  lot  or 
parcel  and  to  sell  any  part  thereof  is  repealed 
and  section  29  is  updated  to  refer  to  the 
present  Expropriation  Act,  The  Expropriation 
Procedures  Act  1968-1969. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Imagine  the  Prime  Minister 
reading  that. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Not  quite 
as  sweeping  as  the  last  one. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Before  the  orders  of  the  day, 
if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order 
about  the  business  of  the  House  with  the 
Premier  here,  there  are  a  number  of  rumours 
and  corridor  speculations  about  the  intended 
time  of  adjournment  of  the  Legislature;  I  ask 
purely,  I  assure  the  Premier,  for  information. 
Are  we  headed  for  an  adjournment  of  July 
9,  as  has  been  suggested,  or  does  the  govern- 
ment intend  to  extend  the  sitting  to  encom- 
pass all  legislation  and  all  estimates  presently 
before  us? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  the  ex- 
pectation that  we  will  complete  all  the  esti- 
mates and  that  we  will  complete  the  bulk  of 
the  legislation  that  has  been  presented.  There 
will  be  a  few  other  bills  to  be  presented  next 
week.  I  would  think  they  are  not  of  a  nature 
to  prolong  the  discussions.  So,  as  to  whether 
or  not  we  can  complete  these  properly  by 
July  9  I  cannot  say  at  this  moment,  but  cer- 
tainly we  will  be  dealing  with  those  items 
that  are  here. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  32nd  order;  con- 
currence in  supply  for  The  Department  of 
Social  and  Family  Services. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  I  understand— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  will  finish  the 
people's  business! 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  Then  we  will  finish 
them. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Did  the  hon.  Prime  Minister 
read  the  wrong  order?  He  read  the  wrong 
order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  cannot  read  so  well  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Peacock:  He  should  have  been  here 
yesterday  at  6  o'clock. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Oh  I  heard  about  it! 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  36th  order;  House 
in  committee  of  supply,  Mr.  A.  E.  Renter  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

CIVIL  SERVICE 

(concluded) 

On   vote   201: 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  the  estimates  of  The 
Department  of  Civil  Service,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Windsor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Once  again  I  have  the  opportunity  of  act- 
ing as  critic  for  the  Liberal  Party  in  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Civil  Service. 
Once  again,  as  in  previous  years,  I  shall  be  as 
brief  as  possible,  even  though  criticism  this 
year  of  the  government's  attitudes  toward 
members  of  the  civil  service  is  more  war- 
ranted than  ever  before. 

First  came  the  government's  introduction 
of  Bill  217,  An  Act  to  provide  for  collective 
bargaining  for  Crown  employees,  introduced 
on  November  2,  1970.  The  explanatory  note 
with  the  bill  stated: 

This  bill  is  to  formalize  collective  bar- 
gaining procedures  in  the  government  serv- 
ice under  the  authority  of  a  tribunal  having 
power  to  decide  matters  concerning  repre- 
sentation of  employees  by  bargaining  agents 
and  protection  of  employees  against  unfair 
labour  practices.  The  bill  provides  pro- 
cedures for  the  resolution  of  grievances 
arising  out  of  the  apphcation  or  interpre- 
tation of  collective  agreements  as  well  as 
the  settlement  of  the  bargaining  disputes. 

The  hon.  minister  is  fully  aware  of  the  strong- 
est opposition  raised  to  Bill  217  by  the  Civil 


Service  Association  of  Ontario  who,  in  their 
newsletter  of  November,  1970,  called  this 
legislation  "insulting,  regressive,  verbose,  con- 
fusing, foolish  and  terrifying." 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  They 
are  right  on  all  accounts  too. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  For  the  sake  of  time, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  go  into  any  presen- 
tation of  their  views,  as  the  former  Treasurer, 
now  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications (Mr.  MacNaughton ) ,  as  well  as 
all  members  of  the  cabinet,  I  would  say, 
were  deluged  with  letters  and  briefs  oppos- 
ing this  Bill  217. 

On  November  11,  1970,  the  Faculty  As- 
sociation of  Durham  College  of  Apphed  Arts 
and  Technology,  expressed  its  disapproval 
of  certain  sections  of  the  legislation. 

On  March  31,  1971,  Mr.  J.  V.  Brown, 
president  of  the  Faculty  Association  of  the 
University  of  Windsor,  plus  many  others, 
registered  very  strong  opposition  to  parts  of 
this  legislation. 

The  government,  Mr.  Chairman,  was  wise 
enough  not  to  reintroduce  this  bill  this  year. 
Let  us  hope  we  never  again  see  such 
legislation. 

The  second,  Mr.  Chairman,  was  the  hon. 
Treasurer's  attempt,  in  the  budget  address 
of  April  26,  to  place  a  five  per  cent  ceiling 
on   civil   servants'  wage  or  salary  increases. 

I  am  sure  that  others,  just  as  I,  have 
received  representation  from  various  Civil 
Service  Association  of  Ontario  locals  object- 
ing most  vigorously  to  such  a  proposal.  Mr. 
Albert  S.  Attwood,  the  president  of  the 
Windsor  branch  of  the  CSAO,  wrote  me  on 
April  28,  1971,  just  two  days  after  the  min- 
ister's speech,  asking  for  a  reversal  of  this 
ceiling  injustice. 

Miss  Jennie  Kuzyk,  president  of  another 
Windsor  local,  strongly  objected  to  limits 
of  any  kind  on  the  free  collective  bargaining 
process. 

The  CSAO,  in  their  special  budget  issue, 
headhned:  "The  CSAO  will  not  tolerate 
government's  attempts  to  destroy  employees' 
bargaining  rights."  On  this  topic  alone,  Mr. 
Chairman,  just  as  on  Bill  217,  I  could  read 
pages  into  Hansard  of  the  government's  show 
of  bad  faith;  of  the  government's  attempt 
to  use  the  civil  service  as  a  pawn  in  the 
inflation  fight;  of  the  government's  lack  of 
recognition  that  a  five  per  cent  salary  or  wage 
raise  would  be  only  one  per  cent  less  than 
the  1970  rise  in  the  cost  of  living,  and  that 
the   five   per   cent   raise   would   still   be   4.6 
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per  cent  behind  the  average  union  settle- 
ment in  Ontario,  exclusive  of  the  construc- 
tion industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  took  the  real  concerted 
action  of  the  CSAO  to  obtain  from  the 
government  the  undertaking  that: 

1.  The  government  will  not  interfere,  and 
will  implement  an   arbitration  board  award; 

2.  The  government  will  not  place  any 
hindrance  on  the  free  collective  bargaining 
process,  and— 

3.  There  will  be  no  five  per  cent  pay 
increase  limit. 

Mr.  Chairman,  such  attitudes  and  actions 
on  the  part  of  this  government,  as  expressed 
in  Bill  217,  and  the  attempt  of  the  Treasurer 
to  impose  a  five  per  cent  wage  limit  do  little 
to  promote  a  most  harmonious  and  co-oper- 
ative  attitude  with   the   civil   servants. 

Let  us  have  no  more  of  this,  Mr.  Minister, 
In  fact,  any  attempt,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
hold  back  the  civil  servants  to  a  five  per 
cent  salary  or  wage  increase,  certainly  is 
opposite  and  diametrically  opposed  to  the 
average  salary  increases  over  the  last  three 
years.  For  the  calendar  year  1967— according 
to  the  Civil  Service  Commission  of  Ontario's 
1970  annual  report,  the  percentage  salary 
increase  was  8.9  per  cent;  in  1968  it  was 
7.2  per  cent;  in  1969  it  was  9.8  per  cent. 
In  1970  it  was  11  per  cent,  and  it  was  the 
government's  intention  at  this  time  to  cut 
that  11  per  cent  down  to  five  per  cent.  A 
six  per  cent  decrease  in  the  one  calendar 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  make  a  comment 
on  the  Little  report  and  its  effect  concern- 
ing the  right  of  the  Civil  Service  Association 
to  strike.  However,  in  his  remarks  the  min- 
ister made  mention  yesterday  that  this  should 
have  been  discussed  in  a  previous  vote  and, 
if  I  am  not  mistaken,  in  the  Treasury  Board. 
Is  that  it?  As  a  result  I  will  not  make  any 
further  mention  of  the  Little  report. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  re- 
miss if  at  this  time  I  did  not  commend  the 
civil  servants  for  their  attitude,  acceptance 
and  exceptionally  well-done  job  in  providing 
funds  to  the  United  Appeal  campaigns,  not 
only  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  but  also  through- 
out the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  civil  ser- 
vants certainly  did  produce  and  did  give 
more  than  their  fair  share  when  it  came 
to  the  United  Appeal. 

Just  as  in  previous  years,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  think  there  is  a  need  for  a  new  look  in  the 
method  of  calculating  pensions  for  all  types 
of  employees.  As  it  is  today,  they  are  gener- 


ally based  on  the  best  five  or  the  best  six 
years  prior  to  an  employee's  retirement. 
I  think  we  should  be  looking  on  the  con- 
cept of  basing  pensions  on  the  going  or  pre- 
vailing salary. 

It  should  be  some  percentage  of  the  pre- 
vailing salary,  so  that  when  an  employee 
retires  his  salary  would  be  upgraded  annu- 
ally according  to  what  he  would  have  been 
receiving  were  he  employed  at  the  present 
and  given  period,  rather  than  need  con- 
tinuous indexing  and  upgrading  of  from  two 
per  cent  to  three  per  cent.  If  pensions  were 
based  on  prevailing  wages  or  prevailing  sala- 
ries and  if  they  were  based  as  if  the  indi- 
vidual were  retiring  in  the  present  year  then 
there  would  never  be  any  need  for  an 
indexing. 

I  would  also  like  to  make  mention  at  this 
time  that  the  government  should  have  come 
out  with  some  little  firmer  policy  on  the 
holiday.  Because  Canada's  national  hohday 
falls  on  a  Thursday  and  Friday  is  the 
last  day  of  the  week,  employees  are  having 
to  come  back  to  work  for  the  one  day. 
Certainly  there  should  have  been  some 
policy  where  the  holiday  could  have  been 
extended  so  that  employees  would  have  had 
a  longer  weekend  and  have  botli  Thursday 
and  Friday  oflF. 

Some  type  of  accommodation  could  have 
been  made  with  the  Civil  Service  Association 
so  that  they  could  have  enjoyed  exactly  the 
same  type  of  weekend  that  we  in  this  House 
are  going  to  enjoy  this  weekend. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased,  when  I  look 
over  the  report  of  the  department,  to  note 
that  finally  the  government  is  setting  up  a 
central  office  for  summer  employment.  But 
I  do  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  the  min- 
ister through  you,  that  all  applications,  re- 
gardless of  what  department  the  employee 
is  applying  for,  should  be  funnelled  through 
one  central  office,  because  it  is  extremely 
difficult  for  a  student  who  is  completely 
unfamiliar  with  government  procedures  to 
know  just  exactly  where  he  or  she  has  to 
apply  for   some   type   of   employment. 

Quite  often  the  student  in  applying  for 
employment  does  not  know  for  what  to 
apply,  but  simply  wants  summer  employ- 
ment. He  has  certain  academic  or  skill  quah- 
fications  and  is  interested  in  obtaining  funds 
to  enable  himself  or  herself  to  return  to 
school  after  the  summer  vacation,  and  to 
apply  to  22  different  offices  of  government 
is  not  right.  The  simple  procedure  is  to 
apply  to  one  office  and  then  the  application 
from  there  could  be  reviewed  by  some  board, 
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and  funnelled  into  the  proper  department 
for  which  the  applicant  would  have  the  best 
qualifications. 

Likewise,  the  Civil  Service  Association 
should  have  a  list  of  summer  employment 
requirements  from  all  departments  and  the 
numbers  should  be  made  readily  available 
to  the  public  so  students  throughout  the 
length  and  breadth  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario would  know  that  there  are  a  certain 
number  of  vacancies  for  summer  employment 
and    that    they    could    apply    accordingly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  things  that  does 
disturb  me,  as  I  look  over  the  report,  is  that 
the  government  continues  to  promote  pov- 
erty. I  have  noticed  on  page  18  of  the 
report  that  of  new  appointees,  46.4  per  cent 
of  the  people  who  were  hired  in  1970,  re- 
ceived under  $5,000.  That  is  under  $100 
a  week.  That  is  promoting  poverty.  It  is 
most  diflRcult  today  for  an  individual  or 
individuals— and  a  lot  of  these  people  who 
do  apply  for  the  first  time  are  people  with 
a  family— how  an  individual  is  going  to  live 
in  today's  economy,  earning  less  than  $100 
a  week,  is   almost  beyond   me. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  What 
percentage  did  the   member  give? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  was  46.4.  These 
figures  are  obtained  on  page  18  by  salary 
intervals— the  second  column,  under  $4,000, 
11.8  per  cent  of  the  appointments  for  the 
year  1970;  11.8  per  cent  earned  under  $4,000. 
Between  $4,000  and  $4,500  were  15.4  per 
cent  and  between  $4,500  and  $4,999  or 
$5,000,  19.2  per  cent;  a  total  of  46.4  per 
cent  appointed,  earning  less  than  $5,000  a 
year,  which  is  practically  poverty  today,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Another  thing  that  does  disturb  me  like- 
wise is  that  one  out  of  six  of  the  employees 
in  the  civil  service  today  still  earns  less  than 
$5,000— one  out  of  six— 16.3  per  cent,  as 
indicated  in  the  second  set  of  figures  on  page 
19  of  the  report.  Under  $4,000  is  1.1  per 
cent  of  the  employees;  under  $4,500  is  3.1 
per  cent,  and  under  $4,999  is  12.1  per  cent, 
a  total  of  16.3  per  cent.  In  that,  I  would 
have  to  assume,  there  would  be  quite  a  few 
married  people;  16.3  per  cent  or  one  out 
of  six,  some  7,633  people,  earning  less  than 
$100  a  week  and  some  802  people  earning 
less  than  $80  a  week  or  $2  an  hour— only 
$2  an  hour!  When  you  look  at  the  take- 
home  pay  you  do  not  speak  too  well  of  the 
government's  attitude  toward  the  average 
individual. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  also  make  mention 
of  the  brief  presented  to  the  Prime  Minister 
and  the  members  of  cabinet  by  the  Ontario 
division  of  the  Canadian  Union  of  PubHc 
Employees. 

This  was  in  regard  to  The  Ontario  Hos- 
pital Labour  Disputes  Arbitration  Act  and 
one  of  the  charts  there  on  page  4  of  the 
report  present   some   really   startling  figures. 

In  looking  at  municipal  employees  as 
opposed  to  hospital  employees  we  find  that 
in  1964—1  will  use  the  city  of  Windsor  in 
this  figure— the  average  municipal  employee 
received  $82.60  whereas  the  average  hos- 
pital employee  got  $51.73. 

By  1969,  the  municipal  employee  went  up 
$51.80  in  salary  to  a  total  of  $130.40  whereas 
the  average  hospital  employee  went  up  only 
$21.71  to  a  total  of  $73.44.  Look  at  the 
average  for  all  of  the  province;  the  average 
municipal  employee  in  I  think  it  is  the  last 
six-year  period— the  period  1964  to  1969— 
the  differential  between  the  municipal  em- 
ployee and  the  hospital  employee's  base  rate. 
In  1964  the  municipal  employee  was  $24.05 
ahead  of  the  hospital  employee  and  in  1969, 
the  municipal  employee  was  $40.32  ahead  of 
the  hospital  employee. 

It  certainly  does  indicate  that  the  govern- 
ment, in  its  consideration  of  Ontario  hospital 
employees,  has  not  kept  in  tune  with  the 
times. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  completes  the  remarks 
that  I  have  had  as  a  general  comment.  As 
the  votes  come  up  we  will  discuss  them  in 
more  detail. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  provincial  Treas- 
urer. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
could  just  point  out  a  couple  of  things— and 
I  very  much  appreciate  the  remarks  of  the 
member  for  Windsor- Walkerville  in  acknowl- 
edging the  very  fine  support  given  to  the 
United  Appeal,  not  only  in  Toronto  but  right 
across  the  province,  by  the  Ontario  pubhc 
services.  I  am  glad  that  he  put  that  on  the 
record. 

I  do  not  particularly  think  there  is  any- 
thing that  I  need  to  comment  on  at  this 
point  which  will  not  come  up  later  on.  I 
would  have  to  say  with  great  respect,  that 
about  three-quarters  of  what  has  been  said 
has  been  completely  out  of  order  under  these 
estimates,  but  I  am  not  going  to  let  it 
worry  me. 
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The  member  who  just  sat  down  was  talk- 
ing about  wages  in  public  hospitals,  which 
we  have  nothing  to  do  with  in  The  Depart- 
ment of  Civil  Service.  Matters  pertaining  to 
pensions,  which  the  member  mentioned, 
should  be  dealt  with  under  the  pension 
branch  of  The  Department  of  Treasury  and 
Economics  where  the  pensions  are  paid  from. 
And  really,  anything  related  to  Bill  217  or 
related  matters,  or  for  that  matter  the  guide- 
lines, should  have  been  dealt  with  under  the 
staff  relations  branch  of  the  Treasury  Board 
secretariat. 

Having  said  all  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  protesting  the  discussion  which  may 
follow,  but  I  simply  point  it  out. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  201,  the  hon.  member 
for  Hamilton  East. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, are  we  dealing  with  the  three  votes  at 
the  one  time?  I  thought  it  might  be  a  good 
idea  if  the  minister  could  handle  the  three 
at  one  time  rather  than— 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  we  can  certainly 
deal  with  each  vote  in  total,  rather  than  deal- 
ing item  by  item. 

On  vote  201: 

Mr.  Gisbom:  —I  wanted  to  deal  a  little 
more  at  length  with  the  type  classification 
but  it  is  under  the  next  vote.  Nevertheless 
under  201,  administration,  if  the  minister 
will  recall  when  he  introduced  the  civil  serv- 
ice estimates  last  night  I  made  an  interjection 
asking  if  the  minister  was  going  to  apologize, 
and  he  interjected  back,  "For  what?" 

I  want  to  deal  just  briefly  with  his  state- 
ment regarding  the  five  per  cent  guideline, 
and  I  really  do  think  that  he  owes  an  apology 
to  two  groups.  One  group  is  the  Civil  Serv- 
ice Association  and  their  members,  and  also 
to  the  secretariat  of  the  Treasury  Board  who 
are  responsible  for  negotiating  their  collective 
agreements. 

It  was  just  a  political  blustering  statement 
that  the  minister  made.  Evidence  too  his 
trying  to  back  off  from  that  position  since 
that  time,  which  also  indicates  that.  But  it 
has  some  serious  overtones  and  I  am  pleased 
that  the  biU,  An  Act  to  provide  for  Collective 
Bargaining  for  Crown  Employees,  has  been 
left  over,  because  we  likely  would  not  finish 
it  before  the  end  of  August  if  we  got  into  it. 

I  hope  it  does  have  a  lot  of  consideration 
before  that  time  comes.  But  if  this  bill  had 
been  in   force   and   the   minister   had   made 


such  a  statement,  he  would  have  been  in 
violation  of  his  own  Act.  I  hope  he  realizes 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Right,  that  is  ex- 
actly the  point  that  I  made. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Well,  the  only  appeal  I 
want  to  make  is  that  the  minister  does  apolo- 
gize and  make  it  clear  that  from  here  on  in 
those  two  groups  do  their  collective  bargain- 
ing in  the  sense  that  is  implied  in  some  parts 
of  the  Act  and  certainly  is  implied  in  the 
Little  report. 

That  is  the  gist  of  my  comments  at  this 
point  on  this  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  201  carried? 
Vote  201  agreed  to. 

On  vote  202: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Personnel  management 
programme.  The  hon.  member  for  Humber. 

Mr.  G.  Ben  (Humber):  Mr.  Chairman, 
last  year  during  the  consideration  of  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Justice  and 
Attorney  General  I  drew  to  the  attention  of 
the  minister  and  the  members  who  were  in 
the  committee— as  that  estimate  was  before 
the  committee  last  year— the  injustice  being 
perpetrated  upon  the  clerks  grade  3  who 
man  the  counters  in  the  court  offices  of  this 
province.  I  pointed  out  at  the  time  that 
insofar  as  the  city  of  Toronto  was  concerned 
it  was  paying  its  common  labourers,  care- 
takers, watchmen,  night  porters  and  so  on, 
considerably  more  than  was  this  government 
to  these  G-3  clerks. 

The  minister  pointed  out  at  the  time  that 
although  he  listened  with  interest  and  agreed 
there  was  an  injustice,  the  matter  of  classi- 
fications was  the  responsibility  of  the  Civil 
Service  Association  and  not  his;  that  the 
matter  ought  to  be  taken  up  with  that  de- 
partment. It  was  pointed  out  that  in  1969 
a  wachman  being  employed  by  the  city  of 
Toronto  was  receiving  $7,141  as  were  care- 
takers; the  water  meter  inspectors,  $7,872; 
a  night  attendant  at  the  city  hall,  $6,556. 
During  the  same  period,  a  clerk  grade  3 
at  the  courts  was  being  paid  $5,642  and  now 
is  starting  at  $6,604.  That  would  be  as  of 
January,  1971. 

What  made  the  whole  situation  ludicrous 
was  the  qualifications  required  of  the  differ- 
ent persons  whom  I  have  mentioned  to  en- 
able them  to   attain  that  particular  rate   of 
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pay.  I  read  to  the  committee  the  works  illu- 
stration of  a  labourer  with  the  city  of  Toron- 
to and  I  will  read  it  again: 

Works  Illustration. 

An  employee  in  this  class  is  required 
to  perform  a  wide  variety  of  unskilled 
manual  labour  as  assigned:  Assist  in  in- 
stalhng  water  services,  private  drains, 
pavements,  gutters,  sidewalks,  sewers  and 
so  on,  maintain  store  yards  and  buildings 
in  a  clean  and  tidy  condition,  assist  in  the 
maintenance  and  improvement  of  city 
park  lands,  buildings  and  ice  rinks;  check, 
load  and  unload  bulk  material  of  all  de- 
scriptions; assist  carpenters,  painters, 
bricklayers. 

Qualifications:  Good  physical  condition 
with  sufficient  strength  to  do  all  this  kind 
of  manual  labour;  able  to  withstand  vary- 
ing climatic  conditions;  able  to  perform 
any  type  of  assigned  task. 

Minimal  Educational  Requirement:  Pri- 
mary school. 

For  this  type  of  work  in  1969  a  man  was 
paid  $6,911  for  a  40-hour  week. 

That  was  in  1969.  Since  then  they  have 
received,  I  believe,  almost  a  40  or  50  per 
cent  increase  in  salary.  Almost  the  same  type 
of  work  requirements  or  qualifications  apply 
to  a  caretaker  or  city  hall  clerk. 

The  minimum  education  requirement  of  a 
caretaker  is  primary  school.  It  has  seven  lines 
for  its  qualifications.  But  when  it  got  down 
to  the  clerk  grade  3  they  went  on  for  page 
after  page— I  should  say  for  a  couple  of 
pages;  I  do  not  want  to  say  it  went  on  fur- 
ther than  it  did. 

It  is  divided  into  three  parts. 

The  purpose  of  position— to  process  the 
work  of  the  litigation  counter  in  the  county 
court  office,  county  of  York. 

Activities  and  responsibilities— use  posi- 
tion analysis  guide  format  including  time 
percentage  for  each  key  duty. 

The  following  takes  up  65  per  cent  of 
the  clerk's  work:  Issuing  and  signing  writs 
of  summonses,  especially  endorsed  and 
generally  endorsed;  checking  form  and 
detail  of  dates,  names,  required  signatures, 
and  so  on  to  comply  with  statutory  require- 
ments. 

In  that  particular  year  over  18,000  actions 
were  started  in  1969  in  the  county  court. 

Accepting  pleadings  at  public  counters; 
for  example,  appearance,  statement  of 
claims,   statement   of  defence,    third   party 


notice  and  counter  claims;  examining  docu- 
ments against  files  to  determine  correctness 
of  style  and  cause;  sequence  of  filing  in 
time  limits;  ensuring  additional  material 
such  as  affidavits,  proof  of  service,  consent 
necessary  or  attached  to  conform  to  rules 
of  practice;  referring  most  complex  matters 
to  supervisors  or  senior  clerk  for  a  decision; 
attending  express  counter  on  rotation  basis 
for  single  filings  only  when  there  is  pres- 
sure or  volume;  charging  and  collecting 
fees  according  to  prescribed  tariff;  provid- 
ing receipts;  passing  for  cashier's  attention; 
issuing  bank  direction  for  money  paid  into 
court;  order  for  security  for  costs;  signing 
documents  in  the  name  of  the  clerk  of  the 
county  court  which  have  a  legal  binding 
effect,  altered  only  by  order  of  judge,  e.g., 
default  judgements,  mortgage  foreclosures; 
issue  writs  of  fi.  fa.;  writs  of  possession  to 
provide  authority  to  sheriff  to  carry  out 
judgements  assigned  or  as  ordered  by  judge 
in  court  decisions;  passing  direct  court 
orders  setting  down  actions  for  trial,  ensur- 
ing all  pleadings  are  in  order  in  file  and 
comply  with  procedures  concerned,  for 
example— interlocutory  judgements,  plead- 
ings that  are  to  be  closed,  expiration  of 
time;  attending  public  counter;  giving  ap- 
pointments for  hearings  in  judges'  cham- 
bers and  for  motions  according  to  court 
calendars;  providing  routine  and  specific 
information;  referring  general  public  to 
appropriate  authorities  or  agencies. 

This  is  just  part  of  a  job  specification,  and 
according  to  the  specification  number  02- 
7398-21,  this  is  supposed  to  take  up  65  per 
cent  of  the  time. 

The  following  duties  take  up  25  per  cent 
of  the  time: 

Performing  duties  in  particular  areas  of 
county  court  jurisdiction,  which  may  in- 
clude acting  as  commissioner  of  oaths; 
swearing  and  signing  affidavits,  and  state- 
ments; taxing  bills  of  cost  up  to  $75;  pre- 
paring bills  for  over  this  amount  for  signa- 
ture of  the  clerk  of  the  county  court  or  his 
deputy;  checking  applications  under  The 
Landlord  and  Tenants  Act  for  required 
information;  giving  appointments  for  judges 
in  chambers;  issuing  writ  of  possession,  if 
allowed. 

Then  it  goes  on.  That  takes  up  25  per  cent 
of  this.  There  is  some  more.  I  will  just  end 
up. 

County  court  judges;  attending  in  cham- 
bers as  required;  making  appointments 
with  the  legal  profession;  constant  contact; 
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receiving  filings;  various  applications; 
issuing  writs;  discussing  changes;  changing 
information;  general  public,  answering  in- 
quiries; referring. 

Then   there   is   this   key  statement   in   these 

specifications: 

Work  of  the  court  could  be  delayed  by 
errors  in  preparation  causing  individual 
hardships  or  prejudice  in  the  interests  of 
the  parties  involved. 

Mr.  Chairman,  for  these  responsibilities,  they 
were  being  paid  $5,600.42.  I  trust  my  calcu- 
lation is  correct.  It  was  $108.50  a  week;  it 
went  up  in  1971  to  $113  to  start,  and  it  can 
attain  a  maximum  of  $127  a  week  which 
would  be  $6,604. 

Even  upon  attaining  the  maximum  they  are 
still  going  to  be  paid  more  than  $1,000  to 
$1,500  less  than  a  common  labourer  in  the 
city  of  Toronto  or  caretaker,  or  nightwatch- 
man,  which  at  one  time  was  looked  upon  as 
the  most  menial  task  you  could  assign  a 
person. 

So  the  question  arises,  how  do  you  prepare 
these  specifications?  What  criteria  do  you  go 
by?  The  hon.  member  for  Oshawa  (Mr.  Pil- 
key)  yesterday  was  speaking  about  setting  an 
example  for  the  private  sector  in  paying  the 
civil  servants.  How  do  you  equate  this  par- 
ticular job  assessment? 

If  you  go  down  to  the  county  court  office 
you  will  see  that  there  is  not  a  minute  goes 
by  from  the  time  the  counter  opens  at  9.30 
until  it  closes  at  4.30  that  there  are  not 
people  at  that  counter  doing  their  business, 
and  carrying  on  the  administration  of  justice. 
How  can  you  justify  a  pittance  like  this? 

There  are  G-3  clerks  throughout  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  who  may  spend  all  day  long 
sitting  in  some  Department  of  Lands  and 
Forests*  oflBce  in  some  isolated  spot  waiting 
for  a  telephone  to  ring.  I  guess  maybe  they 
get  the  same  pay  because  it  is  hardship  pay 
for  doing  nothing.  But  these  people  are  work- 
ing every  minute  of  the  day  that  they  check 
in. 

1  say  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  through 
you  to  the  minister,  so  that  he  can  whisper 
to  the  people  sitting  in  front  of  him,  surely 
there  ought  to  be  a  revaluation  of  this  par- 
ticular classification?  It  should  be  a  special 
classification  for  people  who  are  at  the  legal 
counters  and  have  all  these  responsibilities. 

I  might  point  out  that  there  are  about 
three  or  four  paragraphs  in  the  job  specifica- 
tion. How  can  you  conceivably  justify  that 
kind  of  a  situation? 


Now  the  present  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs   (Mr.   Wishart)   when  he 
was  Attorney  General  was  asked  whether  he 
thought   that    they   were   not    being   treated 
properly.    He  said  that  he  had  to  agree  that 
they  were  not.   He  was  asked  what  he  would 
do.    He  said  he  could  not  do  anything  about 
it  because  it  had  to  be  taken  up  vdth  die 
civil  service.  But  he  said  what  he  would  do: 
The  only  thing  I  can  do  after  they  have 
gone  through  the  procedure  presently  laid 
down,   if  it  was  brought  to  my  attention 
that  they  were  still  dissatisfied,  would  be 
to  perhaps  go  over  to  Treasury  Board  and 
say,  "I  think  these  people  are  underrated, 
underclassified    and    underpaid."     That    is 
the  only  place  where  a  minister  could  exer- 
cise any  influence  on  the  thing,  to  have 
him  rerated  or  to  upgrade  it. 

This  is  the  attitude  of  the  former  Attorney 
General.  He  felt  they  were  underclassified 
and  were  being  underpaid. 

I  ask  you,  Mr.  Minister,  through  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  what  do  you  propose  to  do  about 
this  matter?  Over  a  year  has  gone  by  since 
we  asked  that  something  be  done  about  re- 
classifying these  particular  individuals. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  the  remarks  of  the  member.  I 
think  his  points  are  sincerely  put,  but  I  am 
looking  at  a  clerical  survey  which  was  done 
outside  the  government  comparing  rates  of 
pay  in  the  Ontario  government  service  with 
various  other  similar  positions.  For  example, 
the  rate  for  a  messenger  boy,  the  third 
quartile— which  is  perhaps  the  fairest  com- 
parison—was $90. 

Mr.  Ben:  Messenger  boy? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  $90.  Whereas 
our  figures  for  a  clerk  1,  mailroom,  would  go 
to  a  maximum  of  $81,  so  perhaps  we  were 
low  there.  If  you  look  at  a  clerk,  inter- 
mediate, on  the  outside,  you  will  find  that  the 
weighted  average  is  $100,  the  higher  figure  is 
$110;  we  are  going  in  1971,  to  $127  as  the 
member  has  indicated. 

We  compare  favourably,  I  think,  better 
than  the  average  in  this  particular  survey, 
and  there  are  other  surveys  which  we  take 
and  we  obtain  from  a  variety  of  sources.  I 
have  listened  with  interest  to  what  the  mem- 
ber has  had  to  say,  and  this  particular  group 
comes  up  for  negotiation— at  least  for  a  new 
schedule— on  January  1,  1972,  and  the  nego- 
tiations will  go  on  this  fall. 
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On  the  basis  of  the  information  which  we 
are  able  to  obtain  as  to  comparable  positions 
outside  the  public  service,  we  will  be  putting 
something  on  the  table  as  to  how  these 
people  should  be  paid;  the  Civil  Service 
Association  will  be  doing  exactly  the  same 
thing.  If  the  member  is  right,  then  pre- 
sumably they  will  be  receiving  a  higher  rate 
of  pay  coming  January  1,  1972. 

Mr.  Ben:  Will  the  minister  have  his  minions 
examine  the  rate  of  pay  in  the  municipal 
services  for  telephone  operators,  mimegraph 
operators  and  the  like  who  are  receiving  more 
than  these  people? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Ben:  And  instead  of  equating  with  a 
messenger— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  happened  to 
be  the  first  item  in  the  survey,  and  in  that 
particular  instance,  according  to  the  survey, 
perhaps  we  are  not  paying  enough.  I  am 
just  giving  examples  both  ways. 

Mr.  Ben:  I  trust  that  the  minister's  depart- 
ment will  look  into  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  vote  202  carry?  The 
hon.  member  for  Hamilton  East. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  can  tell  me  what  the  increase 
in  the  staflF  has  been  during  1970?  I  think 
we  were  given  figures  during  your  estimates 
last  April  and  we  were  running  about  46,000 
or  47,000. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  is  62,000-page  17,  Mr. 
Minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  page  17  of  the 
report  would  indicate  that  there  were  57,000 
on  December  31,  1969,  rising  to  62,000  on 
December  31,  1970.  Now,  those  are  people 
on  full  complement,  whereas  the  figures 
which  are  quoted  in  the  budget  would  in- 
clude I  think  unclassified  staff  as  well.  They 
show  a  rise  to  69,000  but  there  was  not  that 
land  of  an  increase  between  December  and 
April. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  This  figure  the  minister  has 
just  given  me  is  the  total  complement  of  the 
department,  not  those  who  are  considered  in 
the  bargaining  unit? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  those  repre- 
sented by  CSAO  amount  to  about  50,000. 


Mr.  Gisborn:  I  see.  That  is  fine.  The 
reason  I  did  not  read  the  report,  Mr.  Minis- 
ter, is  because  we  do  not  know  how  these 
departments  operate.  We  have  complained 
time  and  time  again  about  the  lateness  of 
reports.  When  we  dealt  with  the  estimates 
last  April— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Can  I  just  make  a 
correction?  About  50,000  are  eligible  to  be 
members  of  the  OSAO;  about  30,000-odd 
actually  are. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes,  I  could  have  read  the 
report,  but  you  see  when  we  dealt  with  the 
estimates  last  year  we  did  not  have  the  1969 
report  at  all.  This  year,  we  get  the  1970 
report  a  couple  of  hours  before  we  get  into 
the  estimates  and  mine  disappeared  at  some 
time  or  other  after  it  was  put  on  my  desk. 
Anyway,  I  can  do  without  it. 

What  we  found  last  year  and  what  we 
criticized  strongly  were  the  miserable  wages 
that  prevail  in  the  minister's  department. 
I  expect  there  have  been  some  increases. 
Some  negotiations  have  taken  place  and 
have  been  completed,  but  I  would  hope  that 
we  could  get  the  same  kind  of  information 
we  received  during  the  last  set  of  estimates 
imless  the  same  thing  is  in  the  report.  If 
it  is  in  the  report,  I  will  not  take  up  the 
time  in  the  House.  Last  April— 

An  hon.  member:  Then  sit  down. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  —we  received  the  information 
that  is  in  Hansard  on  page  1939,  April  27. 
It  showed  us  there  the  classification  ranges 
where  there  was  0.7  of  the  employees  under 
$3,500.  There  was  1.7  per  cent  in  the  range 
of  $3,500  to  $3,999;  8.1  per  cent  $4,000  to 
$4,499;  11.4  per  cent  in  the  $4,500  to  $4,999 
bracket— that  is  over  5,500  employees— 28.5 
per  cent  in  the  $5,000-$5,999  bracket- 
about  1,500  employees— 15.2  per  cent  in  the 
$6,000  to  $6,999  bracket;  24.8  per  cent  in 
the  $7,000  to  the  $9,999  bracket  and  only 
9.6  per  cent,  $10,000  and  over. 

It  was  recognized  that  these  rates  were, 
in  no  sense,  relevant  to  those  in  the  private 
sector,  and  we  have  to  use  this  phrase  be- 
cause we  are  made  to  understand  that  that 
is  the  minister's  objective  and  has  been  his 
objective  to  try  to  relate  the  classifications 
in  the  public  service  to  those  in  private 
industries.  I  wonder  if  we  could  have  the 
satisfaction  of  having  an  up-to-date  rundown 
on  just  how  these  classifications— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Refer  to  page  19 
of  the  new  report  and  the  member  will  see 
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that  there  has  been  very  much  of  an  improve- 
ment. Just  to  give  the  last  figure.  There  is 
now  14.7  per  cent  over  the  $10,000  mark 
as  compared  with  9.6  per  cent.  The  other 
figures   are   comparable. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  202. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Page  19. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to   discuss   a  bit   on   research   on  vote   203, 
item  2.   In  checking- 
Mr.  Pilkey:   We  are  on  202,  are  we  not? 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  on  202.  The  mem- 
ber for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  Last  night, 
the  minister  indicated  that  there  was  some- 
thing like  1,000  to  1,500  people  working 
in  the  temporary  help  service  of  the  govern- 
ment. Is  that  correct?  I  estimated,  as  you 
recall,  that  there  were  something  like  6,000 
people.  There  is  quite  a  disparity  obviously 
between  our  figures.  Let  me  ask  the  minister 
this  question,  and  I  think  we  can  find  out 
exactly  how  many  people  are  working  in 
this  category:  Could  the  minister  tell  me 
the  total  payroll  for  the  temporary  help 
service  in  the  year  1970? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  will  get  that  figure. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Let  me  make  this  observation, 
because  I  did  not  notice  it  in  this  report, 
but  in  the  1969  report,  the  total  payroll  for 
temporary  help  service  for  1969  was,  round- 
ing the  figures  out,  $2.5  million.  If  it  was 
$2.5  million  and  there  were  only  1,000  to 
1,500  employees,  it  means  they  were  getting 
between  $20,000  and  $25,000  a  year,  if  my 
mathematics  are  correct.  Surely  the  minister 
is  not  paying  them  that  much.  That  is  how 
I  made  the  assumption  that  there  were  about 
6,000  people— I  made  the  observation  there 
seemed  to  be  about  $5,000  apiece.  If  my 
mathematics  are  correct  that  come  to  some- 
where between  $5,000  and  $6,000  per  year, 
or  5,500  to  6,000  people  working  in  the 
temporary  help   service   of  this   government. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  figure  is  about 
4  million  this  year,  last  year— for  the  year 
ending  March  31,  1971,  about  4  million. 
The  average  number  of  persons  working 
per  week,  963. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Okay,  maybe  my  mathematics 
are  all  cockeyed,  but  it  seems  to  me  that 
that  is  a  lot  of  money. 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Copland  is 
pointing  out  your  mathematics  are  wrong. 
That  would  be  20  million.  I  think  if  you  do 
your  mathematics  again  you  would  find  the 
average   pay    was    $2,500,   not   $25,000. 

Mr.  Paterson:  He  has  never  made  up  a 
payroll  before. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Do  your  division 
again  and  you  will  find  $2,500,  not  $25,000. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  All  right.  Okay.  I  will  do  that 
now.  I  want  to  get  to  another  point  here. 
I  will  get  to  that  in  a  second. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Never 
made   one   of  his   own. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  All  right.  I  want  to  ask  another 
couple  of  questions,  in  any  event.  We  will 
get  back  to  that  point  in  a  moment. 

Is  there  any  suggestion  by  the  govern- 
ment that  they  are  going  to  review  the 
probationary  period  in  the  civil  service?  At 
this  point,  there  is  a  one-year  probationary 
period  before  these  people  are  promoted  to 
the  regular  staff.  Is  there  any  contemplation 
of   reviewing   that   probationary   period? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  listened  with  a 
great  deal  of  interest  to  what  the  member 
had  to  say  last  night.  I  do  not  think  that 
probationary  period  in  the  civil  service,  which 
covers  such  a  wide  variety  of  jobs,  can 
completely  be  compared  to  the  private  sector. 

For  example,  you  were  talking  about  some 
of  the  mental  health  hospitals.  To  make 
sure  that  a  person  does  have  the  disposition 
to  work  in  a  retarded  children's  hospital, 
for  example,  I  do  not  think  a  year  is  too 
long  a  time  to  make  very  sure  that  you  are 
getting  the  right  kind  of  employee. 

I  would  agree  if  you  are  talking  about  a 
typist.  I  think  an  employer  should  know  in 
much  less  time.  The  reason  for  the  year  is, 
basically,  because  we  do  cover  such  a  wide 
variety  of  jobs. 

Of  course,  it  is  completely  open  to  the 
deputy  minister,  and  this  happens  in  many 
cases— what  percentage  I  do  not  know.  The 
deputy  minister,  meeting  the  supervisor,  can 
recommend  him  for  permanent  employee 
status  and  becoming  a  full  civil  servant  long 
before  the  year  is  over  and  that  does  in  fact 
happen  in  a  number  of  cases. 

I  was  interested  in  the  remarks  the  mem- 
ber made  last  night  and  I  think  by  compari- 
son with  the  private  sector,  there  is  no  ques- 
tion that  the  year  is  a  long  time  and  we  will 
take  a  look  at  it. 
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Mr.  Pilkey:  You  know,  if  a  clerk  typist, 
or  someone  working  on  the  janitorial  staff, 
left  in  the  probationary  period— what  bothers 
me  with  this  is  that  they  have  no  rights  to 
appeal.  If  they  are  dismissed  and  in  their 
view  it  is  not  for  just  cause,  what  avenue  of 
appeal  have  they?  There  is  no  protection  for 
those  employees. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  other  side  of 
the  coin  of  course— where  the  situation  is 
not  comparable— is  what  might  be  described 
as  the  permanency  of  the  civil  service  after 
the  one-year  probationary  period.  I  doubt 
whether  such  permanency  can  be  compared 
with  anything  in  the  private  sector.  Even 
General  Motors  is  not  quite  as  secure  as  the 
Ontario  civil  servant's  position. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  is  questionable.  I  do 
not— 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University 
Affairs):  Even  the  UAW,  my  hon.  friend, 
found  out  the  hard  way. . 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  doubt  that.  It  seems  to  me 
that  because  of  the  human  frailties  of  this 
government,  it  just  might  unjusdy  dismiss 
an  employee.  I  happen  to  think  that  em- 
ployees ought  to  have  the  right  to  appeal 
and  it  should  be  well  in  advance  of  one 
year.  They  should  not  be  living  or  working 
imder  that  Idnd  of  a  cloud;'  they  should  have 
the  right  to  appeal. 

The  other  point  I  raised  last  night  about 
these  people  who  are  not  Canadian  citizens 
or  British  subjects— I  do  not  know  if  the 
minister  wants  to  discuss  it  under  this  vote 
or  not— is  that  they  cannot  be  appointed  to 
the  regular  staff.  Is  there  any  contemplation 
that  the  government  is  going  to  review  that 
as  well?  Will  these  people,  forever  and  a 
day,  remain  as  probationary  employees? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  problem,  of 
course,  is  that  to  become  a  full  civil  servant 
one  has  to  take  the  oath  of  allegiance;  a 
non-Canadian  could  not  take  the  oath  of 
allegiance.  What  I  am  told  is  that  in  actual 
fact  they  are  given  every  other  right  except 
being  called  a  civil  servant.  They  have  the 
right  to  grieve,  their  pension  begins  and  so 
on,  I  do  not  know  whether  there  is  any  other 
way  around  this  or  not,  but  perhaps  it  is 
something  we  should  take  a  look  at. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  With  great  respect,  surely  the 
jobs  in  the  Ontario  government  are  not  so 
confidential  that  they  have  to  take  an  oath 
of  allegiance  to  the  Queen  and  that  they 
cannot  be  employed— 


Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  It  is  to  the 
Conservative  Party. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  see  these  men  and  women 
cleaning  in  the  corridors  and  in  the  offices. 
What  is  so  confidential  about  that  job  that 
they  have  to  swear  some  allegiance  to  the 
Queen  to  become  a  regular  staff  employee? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  It  is 
what  they  find  in  the  Tory  waste-baskets. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  When  one  hears 
from  the  member  for  High  Park  (Mr.  Shul- 
man),  one  wonders. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  noticed  that  the  min- 
ister used  it  as  a  threat  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  not  demand  that  kind 
of  fealty  from  the  civil  service. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  wish  the  member  for 
Oshawa  would  take  the  gloves  off  here  and 
get  right  down  to  it.  A  little  fisticuffs  is  what 
we  need  here.  It  is  all  too  polite,  all  too 
friendly. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  They  did  in  Saskatch- 
ewan. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Never  mind,  my  friend,  seven 
years  later  they  were  all  redeemed.  This 
government  will  be  out  for  28  years  and  it 
will  return  from  the  ashes  Hke  some— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  They  were  card-carrying 
members  of  the  CCF. 

Mr.  Lewis:  — Pheonix  infernal. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Is  the  minister  telling  me  that 
the  employees  who  are  on  the  probationary 
staff  have  equity  with  the  regular  staff  in 
every  sense,  in  wages  and  so  on?  Well,  okay, 
we  will  check  that  out,  because  I  suspect 
that  probationary  employees— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  After  one  year- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  We  will  take  a  look  at  that. 
Could  the  minister  tell  me,  in  light  of  his 
$L6-mi]lion  programme  of  increasing  the 
civil  servants— that  is  the  ceiling  he  had  plac- 
ed in  that  area- why  the  Prime  Minister's 
office,  that  is  his  front  office,  has  had  an  in- 
crease of  about  30  per  cent  in  personnel 
since  he  has  come  into  office? 

In  the  year  previous  to  that  in  the  Prime 
Minister's  office  it  was  about  three  per  cent, 
and  since  the  present  Prime  Minister  has 
come  into  office  it  has  escalated  to  a  30  per 
cent  increase  in  personnel.  I  would  like  to 
know  what  they  would  be  doing  over  and 


JUNE  30,  1971 


3467 


above  what  was  happening  during  the  pre- 
vious Prime  Minister's  tenure? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  I  would  sug- 
gest that  the  member  is  talking  about  the 
complement,  and  we  are  very  definitely 
talking  about  a  Treasury  Board  matter  and 
not  the  civil  service. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  It  is  under  the  civil  service 
enrolment,  and  it  comes  under  this— 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  in  the  civil  service  report. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  It  is  in  the  minister's  report, 
it  is  in  this  report  and— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  are  simply  re- 
porting where  employees  are  located,  but  in 
complete  fairness  the  control  of  complement 
does  not  rest  vnth  either  The  Department  of 
the  Civil  Service  or  with  the  Civil  Service 
Commission. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  But  surely  then  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  rests  with  the 
Treasury  Board. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  But  surely  then  the  minister 
could  tell  us  why  the  complement  was  in- 
creased even  if  he  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
the  increases  and  why  the  increase  was 
necessary?  What  has  come  about  that  is  so 
significant  under  the  new  wave  that  was  not 
prevalent  under  the  Robarts  regime? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Martin  Goldfarb  Consultants, 
Dalton  Camp  Associates— it  is  a  very  big 
department  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  not  going  to 
attempt  to  reply  for  the  Prime  Minister's  of- 
fice, but  if  the  member— again,  under  the 
Treasury  Board  secretariat  where  this  should 
have  been  raised— would  refer  to  the  second 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity,  he  will  note  that  it  indicates 
that  there  is  a  recommendation  that  the 
cabinet  office,  the  Prime  Minister's  office  by 
implication,  should  adopt  more  formalized 
procedures  and  that  is  happening.  Some  of 
us  are  finding  it  somewhat  more  difiicult  to 
live  with  than  we  used  to  but  1  think  it  is 
working  and  will  prove  its  worth.  That  has 
undoubtedly  added  to  the  staffing  in  the 
Prime  Minister's  oflBce. 

To  begin  with  the  positions  of  deputy 
minister  in  the  Prime  Minister's  office  and 
secretary  of  the  cabinet— those  two  positions, 
formerly  held  by  one  person— have  been  split 
in  two  and  it  goes  from  there.  I  am  sure 
the  Prime  Minister  in  his  estimates  will,  even 


to  your  satisfaction,  be  able  to  explain  that 
they  are  all  busy  people.  In  terms  of  com- 
plement, the  complement  has  not  risen.  Some 
of  the  employees  are  on  a  contract  basis. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  understand  that  perfectly. 
The  Prime  Minister  will  be  able  to  explain  it 
away;  you  did  not  have  to  tell  me.  He  has 
that  knack;  he  has  the  ability  to  do  that, 
and  I  appreciate  that. 

On  the  question  of  pay  and  classification 
standards  in  this  vote,  you  indicate  and 
throughout  the  whole  report  you  try  to  make 
it  abundantly  clear  that  employees  in  the 
service  of  the  government  receive  compar- 
able wages  to  those  in  the  private  sector. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  you  have  conducted 
a  number  of  surveys— I  do  not  know  where 
the  surveys  are  taking  place. 

I  want  to  suggest  to  this  minister  that 
the  wages  of  the  employees  and  salaries  of 
the  employees  in  the  public  service  are 
behind  those  in  the  private  sector.  I  do  not 
know  what  kind  of  surveys  you  are  taking, 
but  obviously  the  research  that  is  being  con- 
ducted is  not  providing  the  compensation  that 
is  related  to  the  people  working  in  the  private 
sector.  I  wondered  if  the  minister  would  have 
any  comment  on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  This  has  been  ex- 
plained before,  of  course,  through  this  par- 
ticular vote,  the  pay  and  classification 
standards.  We  are  in  touch  on  a  regular 
basis  with  over  100  firms  in  Ontario  with 
200  or  more  employees.  We  work  very  closely 
with  the  federal  pay  classification  persons. 

I  am  quite  sure,  as  I  explained  previously 
to  the  member  for  Humber,  that  you  can 
find  instances  where,  perhaps  in  a  particular 
class,  we  are  lagging  somewhat  behind  the 
private  sector,  which  will  be  corrected  in 
the  two-year  cyclical  review,  we  would  hope. 
I  must  tell  you  that  I  get  a  number  of  com- 
plaints where  we  are  paying  more  than 
the  private  sector. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  202. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Is  vote  202  carried? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  have  another  point  on 
202.  It  will  fit  in  just  as  well  there  under 
pay  and  classification  standards. 

In  checking  over  the  annual  report  of  the 
department,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  noticed  that 
of  the  individuals  hired  in  1970—1  should 
not  say  hired  in  1970— but  of  the  total  staflF 
in  the  under-$4,000  bracket,  on  page  23  of 
the  report,  75.7  per  cent  of  them  left  after 
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one  year;  in  the  next  wage  bracket,  65.6, 
and  in  the  third,  25.2.  Then  the  drop  is 
substantial. 

Can  the  minister  explain  why  so  many 
employees  leave  when  they  are  in  that  wage 
category?  Is  it  because  of  dissatisfaction, 
salary-wise?  Is  it  because  of  problems  in  the 
department?  Is  it  because  maybe  there  is 
a  large  number  of  young  ladies  employed, 
and  they  go  their  marital  ways  after  one 
year  or  some  portion  of  service  with  the 
department?  Could  the  minister  answer  those? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  There  is  an  equation, 
of  course.  If  you  look  at  the  table  above  you 
will  find  that  the  greatest  percentage  of  leav- 
ings, within  the  year,  is  in  the  under-25 
group.  You  can  compare  back  further  that  it 
is  in  the  under-25  group,  by  and  large, 
where  you  will  find  the  lowest  salaries.  They 
were  attracted  on  by  the  salary  and  appar- 
ently they  decided  the  salary  was  not  ade- 
quate. 

I  suppose  the  other  thing  that  can  be  said 
—and  I  have  already  said  this— is  that  you 
will  find  many  other  people  in  this  area  are 
working  in  the  Ontario  hospitals,  which  is  a 
different  kind  of  work,  and  where  for  a 
variety  of  reasons  they  have  not  stayed  par- 
ticularly. There  was  an  improvement  cer- 
tainly in  1970  over  1969.  We  had  just  6,300 
resignations  in  1970  as  against  nearly  7,000 
in  1969.  The  females,  I  might  say,  are  the 
biggest  component  of  this.  In  1970  there 
were  3,800  female  resignations  and  2,400 
male  resignations.  What  the  reasons  are  I 
cannot  tell  you. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Is  the  minister  attempt- 
ing to  do  something  salary-wise  to  encourage 
them  to  stay  on  a  little  longer? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  necessarily,  no. 
That  is,  if  they  joined  at  that  salary.  Cer- 
tainly the  salaries  are  continually  under  re- 
view, but  there  is  nothing  alarming  from  our 
point  of  view  about  the  amount  of  turnover. 
If  anything,  it  is  getting  less  and  we  do  not 
relate  that  directly  to  salary. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Okay,  that  is  it. 
Vote  202  agreed  to. 

On  vote  203: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  202  carried.  I  move 
to  vote  203,  personnel  development  pro- 
grammes.   The  hon.  member  for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  question  I 
want  to  put  to  the  minister  is:  There  was  a 


recruitment  of  stenographers  in  the  United 
Kingdom  a  year  ago  for  the  civil  service;  is 
that  programme  continuing?  Are  we  recruit- 
ing people  outside  of  Ontario  for  the  civil 
service  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  do  not  think  re- 
cently. Now  you  may  find  a  department  or 
two,  which  is.  I  do  not  know  whether  in 
the  last- 
Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  Is  there  any  danger  of 
Americanization  of  the  civil  service? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  of  the  depart- 
ments which  had  recruited  in  the  United 
Kingdom  on  a  rather  regular  basis  was  my 
former  deparbnent,  particularly  in  the  plan- 
ning field  where  we  still  have  a  shortage  of 
community  planners  in  this  country.  But  I  do 
not  think  they  have  recruited  in  the  United 
Kingdom  for  the  last  year. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  only  made  that  up-to-date 
because  of  the  recruitment  programme  last 
year.  As  I  understand  it,  they  recruited  sten- 
ographers in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  I  just 
wondered  if  that  programme  was  being 
carried  on.  There  are  a  lot  of  unemployed, 
and  surely  there  are  a  number  of  stenog- 
raphers who  could  be  hired  here  without 
going  outside  of  the  country  to  get  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  dis- 
continued that  kind  of  recruiting.  There  is 
no  need  for  it,  as  the  member  said. 

Vote  203  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  completes  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Civil  Service. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report  and  ask  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  it  has  come  to 
certain  resolutions  and  asks  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


UNIVERSITY  OF  TORONTO  ACT,  1971 

Hon,  Mr.  White  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  80,  The  University  of  Toronto  Act,  1971. 

Mr.   T.   Reid   (Scarborough   East):   I   think 
perhaps— 
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Hon.    J.    White    (Minister    of    University 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  speaking- 
Mr.   Speaker:    The   minister   has   the   floor 
first. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  speaking  today,  I 
would  like  to  make  some  general  comments. 
I  would  like  to  preface  these  remarks  by 
thanking  on  behalf  of  the  government  the 
scores  of  people,  perhaps  hundreds  of  people, 
who  have  invested  their  energy  and  their 
enthusiasm  in  making  suggestions  to  us  on 
tlie  basis  of  the  exposure  draft  of  the  bill, 
and,  more  recently,  on  the  basis  of  the  bill 
given  first  reading  here  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago. 

We  have  had  formal  submissions  from 
approximately  40  individuals  or  groups.  These 
have  contained,  I  think  one  can  say,  dozens 
of  suggestions  which,  when  totalled,  num- 
bered approximately  250  pages. 

Each  of  these  has  been  carefully  scrutin- 
ized and,  where  possible,  has  been  accom- 
modated. So  there  were  a  large  number 
of  changes  between  the  exposure  draft,  so 
called,  and  the  bill  which  was  given  first 
reading  here  not  so  very  long  ago. 

We  stand  prepared,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  in- 
form the  House  now,  to  make  other  amend- 
ments when  this  bill  is  in  the  standing 
committee  on  human  resources,  and,  if 
necessary,  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

I  would  like  to  make  some  general  com- 
ments which  do  relate,  I  think,  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  bill.  The  principle  of  the  bill, 
very  simply,  is  that  we  are  providing  the 
University  of  Toronto  with  a  new  form  of 
government,  a  form  of  government  known 
as  the  unicameral  system,  which  would  re- 
place the  board  of  governors  and  the  senate 
of  the  university  with  one  governing  coun- 
cil, thereby  enabling  participation  by  stu- 
dents, staff  and  alumni  in  a  way  that  was 
not  possible  before. 

The  unicameral  system  has  gained  a  great 
deal  of  support  on  the  campus  and,  although 
it  is  not  unanimous,  I  suggest  that  it  is  as 
close  to  unanimity  as  any  such  matter  can 
be,  affecting  a  diverse  and  heterogeneous 
group  numbering  tens  of  thousands  of  people. 
In  the  submissions  made  to  us  I  venture 
to  say  that  90  per  cent  of  them  asked  that 
the    goverrmient    proceed    with    the    bill. 

So  all  those  interested  in  this  great  On- 
tario university  should  know  at  this  time 
what  the  structure  of  the  university  will 
be,  so  far  as  this  government  is  concerned, 


and  so  that  the  search  for  the  new  president 
will  enable  a  search  committee  to  put  before 
a  prospective  candidate  the  rules  of  the 
game,  so  to  speak,  the  government  has  de- 
cided, as  a  matter  of  policy,  to  adopt  the 
unicameral  form  of  government  as  embraced 
in  this  bill,  and  to  proceed  with  this  bill 
in  this  session. 

As  a  matter  of  policy,  the  government 
has  likewise  decided  that  there  should  be 
50  per  cent  lay  representation  on  the  42- 
person  governing  council.  There  was  some 
initial  objection  to  this  from  several  quarters, 
but  I  have  reason  to  believe  that  that  ob- 
jection has  subsided  and  that  there  is  very 
substantial  concurrence  that  it  is  appro- 
priate to  have  this  outside  contribution  in 
the  governing  council.  Here  again,  I  would 
not  expect  that  the  feeling  was  unanimous, 
but  here  again,  I  think  it  is  as  close  to 
unanimity  as  one  can  expect  in  this  situation. 

The  bill  provides  for  a  new  form  of 
government  which  is  unicameral  in  nature 
and  one  which  permits  substantial  partici- 
pation by  staff,  students  and  alumni.  I  am 
very  confident  that  this  form  of  government 
will  work,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  of  my  ob- 
servation that  these  several  groups  are  re- 
sponsible; that  they  have  the  best  interests 
of  the  institution  at  heart,  and  that  they 
have  a  real  awareness  of  and  dedication 
to  the  needs  of  the  community  as  a  whole. 
I  am  extremely  optimistic  that  the  bill  which 
we  deal  with  here  today  will  set  the  stage 
for  a  new  and  illustrious  period  in  the  con- 
tinuing tradition  of  success  and  accomplish- 
ment which  characterizes  this  University  of 
Toronto. 

I  think  I  should  inform  the  House,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  federation  agreement  with 
the  federated  universities  is  in  no  way  affected 
and  that  the  autonomy  of  the  university 
is    preserved    and    strengthened    in    this    bill. 

The  bill  is  general  in  its  constitution  rather 
than  specific.  This  has  caused  some  comment 
but  we  think  it  is  appropriate  that  the 
governing  council  should  have  the  power 
to  establish  its  rules,  establish  its  commit- 
tees, its  councils;  that  it  should  have  the 
autonomous  power  to  decide  upon  many 
items  which  were  in  the  old  University  of 
Toronto  Act  but  which  we  think  are  not 
necessary  in  the  new  bill.  In  abandoning 
certain  of  those  details,  we  think  that  we 
are  strengthening  the  autonomous  nature  of 
the   institution. 

The  generality  of  the  new  bill  leaves  the 
new  structure  very  flexible,  it  seems  to  me, 
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and  instead  of  requiring  an  amendment  to 
a  statute,  the  governing  council  can  by  its 
own  power  enact  changes  which  are  needed 
to  meet  changing  circumstances.  I  would 
hope  that  the  hon.  members  of  this  House 
would  agree  that  the  additional  flexibility 
provided    herein    is    progress. 

There  has  been  some  alarm  about  the 
transitional  period.  It  is  my  intention  to 
appoint  half  a  dozen  vigorous,  imaginative 
and  heterogeneous  persons  from  various  vo- 
cational and  social  groups  to  the  board  of 
governors  for  the  interregnum  period  until 
such  time  as  the  governing  council  is  pro- 
claimed and  becomes  effective.  It  will  be 
my  hope  that  the  persons  thus  appointed 
would  be  available  to  the  government  if 
they  were  asked  to  serve  as  government 
appointees  on  the  new  governing  council.  In 
this  way,  a  bridge  may  be  formed  between 
the  old  form  of  government  and  the  new 
form  of  government. 

The  members  of  tlie.  House  can  be  re- 
assured, Mr.  Speaker,  that  all  of  the  exist- 
ing committees  and  councils  and  contracts 
and  obhgations  and  responsibilities  are  con- 
tinued with  the  new  bill,  even  though  such 
obligations  may  not  be  detailed  in  the  new 
bill.  This  is  the  advice  given  me  by  my 
senior  officials  and  by  Mr.  Duke  MacTavish, 
the  retired  legislative  counsel,  who  has  been 
consultant  to  me  and  to  my  deputy  minister 
in  recent  weeks.  I  expect  that  my  assertion 
on  this  point  will  allay  the  concern  which 
has  been  expressed  by  some. 

We  anticipate  proclamation  sometime  in 
the  future  and  in  that  regard  we  propose  to 
work  with  the  persons  concerned  at  the 
University  of  Toronto.  The  consensus  ap- 
pears at  the  moment  to  be  that  the  proc- 
lamation of  the  bill  should  be  coincident  with 
the  assumption  of  responsibilities  of  the  new 
president,  which  may  be  July  1,  1972.  In  this 
way,  it  is  argued  that  the  new  president  can 
be  present  when  the  governing  council  estab- 
lishes its  rules  of  procedure,  establishes  cer- 
tain of  its  initial  policies,  estabHshes  com- 
mittees, advisory  and— 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Administrative. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Administrative,  thank  you 
—and  other  matters  in  which  it  is  felt  that 
the  chief  executive  officer,  so  to  speak,  the 
president,  should  have  a  very  direct  partici- 
pation. 

The  14  government  appointees  will  be 
selected,  Mr.  Speaker,  so  as  to  represent  the 


community  as  a  whole.  And  I  give  my  under- 
taking to  the  House,  as  I  have  given  else- 
where, that  we  will  treat  this  as  a  ver>' 
serious  responsibility  and  select  men  and 
women  who  can  bring  vigour,  talent,  imagin- 
ation and  ideals  to  this  very  important 
responsibility. 

We  are  not  prepared,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
accept  any  limitation  on  these  appointments 
in  this  statute.  As  the  hon.  members  here 
will  know,  certain  appointments  are  the  right 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  goverrmient 
and  we  see  these  appointments  in  that  area. 
We  see  them  as  our  right,  which  we  intend 
to  preserve  for  this  government  and  its  suc- 
cessors. We  see  this  as  our  responsibility, 
which  we  intend  to  fulfill,  and  I  think  mj' 
previous  assurance  will  indicate  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  House  the  seriousness  with  which 
we  treat  that  particular  responsibility. 

We  likewise  see  the  appointment  of  a 
chairman  and  vice-chairman  for  the  first  three 
years  as  being  the  right  and  the  responsibility 
of  government,  and  at  the  end  of  those 
three  years  we  are  prepared  to  see  these 
senior  positions  fulfilled  by  means  of  election, 
with  each  member  of  the  governing  ap- 
pointees being  eligible  for  election  to  these 
high  positions. 

That  concludes  my  initial  remarks,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Except  for 
just  one  question  on  one  point.  Would  the 
minister  make  a  brief  comment  on  the  eli- 
mination of  the  expropriation  power  from 
the  bill,  if  my  reading  of  the  biU  is  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  I  will  not  hazard 
a  casual  reply  to  that.  If  I  may,  I  would 
rather  deal  with  it  in  committee. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just 
like  to  say  that  in  terms  of  its  principle  this 
bill  represents  in  a  great  many  ways  the 
position  that  this  party  has  taken  over  the 
past  three  or  four  years  concerning  certainly 
the  University  of  Toronto,  the  principle  of 
the  unicameral  system  as  opposed  to  the 
previous  double-headed  complex. 

You  have  achieved  the  principle  if  you 
like  of  a  community  at  the  University  of  To- 
ronto itself,  and  all  members  of  that  com- 
munity being  part  of  the  senior  governing 
body  of  the  university;  and  thirdly— and 
probably  more  important  in  many  ways— the 
concept  that  the  university  is  part  of  our 
society,  is  part  of  its  own  community  and 
has  responsibility  and  obligation  to  the  out- 
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side  community,  and  the  outside  community 
has  a  responsibility  to  become  involved  in 
what  is  happening  in  the  university. 

I  think  the  significance  of  discussing  this 
bill  in  terms  of  its  principle,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  it  could  constitute  a  precedent  for 
13  other  universities  in  Ontario,  even  though 
those  charters  come  by  way  of  private  bills 
as  opposed  to  public  bills.  The  features  of 
this  bill,  the  principle  of  this  bill,  must  be 
scrutinized  and  examined  very  carefully  in 
terms  of  the  principles  incorporated  in  the 
bill. 

I  think  in  certain  other  very  specific  re- 
spects in  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  built-in  if  you  like  a  possibility  of  a 
model  which  could  be  copied  by  other  uni- 
versities in  the  province.  It  is  a  very  signifi- 
cant bill.  The  principles  incorporated  in  it 
are  most  important  and  it  should  be  just  a 
beginning  of  the  revisions  of  most  university 
Acts   in  the  province. 

Before  I  go  any  further,  in  case  I  forget 
when  I  conclude,  we  support  the  bill  in 
principle.  We  have  reservations  about  some 
of  the   principles  incorporated   in  it. 

The  first  basic  principle  in  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  has  to  do  with  the  representation, 
as  the  minister  stated  earlier,  of  50  per  cent 
of  the  new  governing  council  being  drawn 
from  outside  the  university.  I  point  out  to 
the  minister  that  this  a  good  principle  in  a 
unicameral  system  for  many  of  the  reasons 
he  has  already  outlined.  I  would  ask  him 
to  note  that  if  we  include  the  chancellor  and 
the  president,  that  is  to  say,  if  we  take  the 
total  42-member  council,  outside  represen- 
tation by  the  14  members  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council  and  by  the 
six  persons  elected  by  the  alumni  and  from 
the  alumni,  that  those  people  make  up  20 
as   opposed  to  21. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Plus  the  chancellor. 

Mr.  T.  Raid:  The  chancellor  may  or  may 
not  be  from  outside  the  university,  as  the 
minister  knows.  This  is  a  small  point,  but 
I  think  it  is  important  to  note  that  if  we 
include— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  the  chancellor 
cannot  be  a  teacher  or  a  student. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  No,  but  he  can  be  from 
within  the  university.  It  may  be  a  question 
for  the  minister  to  clarify  in  an  amendment 
later  on,  but  the  point  is  that  there  is  almost, 
if  not  actually  50  per  cent  outside  represen- 
tation. That  is  a  good  concept. 


The  important  thing,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
there  must  be,  we  believe,  certain  safeguards 
built  into  this  legislation  to  ensure  that  the 
14  persons  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant- 
Governor-in-Council  do  represent  the  out- 
side community.  We  are  not  men  of  little 
faith;  we  take  faith  in  some  regard  with 
the  new  Minister  of  University  Affairs  and 
we  know  his  recommendations  to  his  cabinet 
colleagues  will  probably  be  first-rate.  But  I 
think  it  is  important  in  terms  of  appearance 
that  there  be  in  this  bill  a  general  statement 
of  principle  concerning  the  selection  of  those 
14  people. 

There  are  a  number  of  possible  alterna- 
tives that  the  minister  could  consider.  One 
could  be  that  the  committee  on  human 
resources  of  the  Legislature,  Mr.  Speaker, 
would  recommend  to  the  minister  30  per- 
sons whom  the  committee  felt  represented 
the  community  at  large.  Out  of  those  30  the 
government,  through  the  cabinet,  through 
the  Lieutenant-Governor  in  Council,  could 
still  exercise  its  prerogative  in  appointing  14. 
One  could  have  recommendations  coming 
from  a  number  of  sources,  as  opposed  to 
the  minister's  own  private  list.  I  am  not 
suggesting  that  the  minister  will  simply  make 
these  decisions  on  his  own.  He  vidll  consult, 
I  know,  Mr.  Speaker.  But  I  think  it  is  im- 
portant in  this  bill  to  have  a  procedure  to 
assure  the  public  and  the  people  within  the 
university  that  there  is  no  hint  whatsoever 
of  yet  another  set  of  government  appointees 
by  a  particular  political  party  that  happens 
to  form  the   government  at  that  time. 

I  think  the  principle  of  outside  represen- 
tation is  a  good  one  but  I  think  there  must 
be  safeguards  built  into  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker, 
whereby  the  14  members  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council  are  selected 
from  among  people  in  the  immediate  com- 
munity, people  from  various  socio-economic 
groups  and  so  forth. 

I  would  personally  favour  having  in  diis 
bill,  as  I  believe  is  in  a  number  of  university 
bills,  that  the  mayor  of  the  city  in  wliich 
the  university  is  located,  or  even  the  Metro 
chairman,  might  be  an  ex-officio  member. 
I  would  suggest,  too,  that  perhaps  the  presi- 
dent of  the  ratepayers'  association  around  the 
main  campus  of  the  University  of  Toronto 
might  also  be  an  ex-officio  member  of  the 
university  council.  These  are  just  by  way 
of  example  techniques  which  would  ensure 
that  the  minister  and  the  political  party  in 
power  maintains  a  credibility  in  its  appoint- 
ments to  the  governing  council  of  the  uni- 
versity. I  think  there  is  a  defect,  if  you  like. 
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in  this  particular  concept  of  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

I  note  that  in  one  of  the  minister's  sub- 
missions from  Robin  Ross  of  the  University 
of  Toronto,  responding  on  behalf  of  the 
university- wide  committee  that  this  point  is 
gone  into  in  some  length  on  page  9  of 
Robin  Ross'  letter.  It  might  be  worthwhile, 
Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  put  a  sentence  or  two 
into  the  record  with  this  respect.  Robin 
Ross  states  in  his  letter  to  the  minister  dated 
June  14,   1971: 

In  the  university-wide  committee  we 
considered  many  sources  of  the  main  com- 
ponent of  the  governing  council,  including 
some  from  the  city  of  Toronto  and  perhaps 
some  from  the  surrounding  boroughs  and 
Metro.  The  university-wide  committee 
passed  no  specific  resolution  on  this 
matter,  but  it  was  clear  from  the  dis- 
cussion that  its  members  wished  the  main 
component  of  the  governing  council  to 
provide  a  broad  public  representation  and 
approach. 

The  minister  accepts  that.  I  am  simply  say- 
ing there  must  be  procedures  to  ensure  that 
this  just  does  not  become  another  branch  of 
political  patronage  which  is  the  way  of  life 
for  too  many  ministers  over  there. 

The  second  most  important  concei>t  in 
this  bill  which  I  believe  the  minister  has 
not  faced  up  to  squarely  yet,  I  beheve— 
and  perhaps  he  will  discuss  this  at  length 
in  his  further  remarks— is  the  apphcation  of 
the  concept  of  parity  which  he  has  accepted 
in  terms  of  the  outside  representation  to  the 
inside  representation  in  the  university— the 
acceptance  of  that  principle  in  that  area,  to 
the  question  of  parity  in  terms  of  the  number 
of  teachers  on  the  council  and  the  number 
of  students  on  the  council. 

In  this  regard,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  believe 
that  this  particular  principle  in  the  bill  is 
wrong  and  ill-founded.  The  bill,  as  you 
know,  states  that  10  members  shall  be  elected 
by  the  teaching  staff  from  among  the  teach- 
ing staff,  and  six  members  shall  be  elected 
by  the  students,  including  components  for 
graduate  students,  part-time  students  and 
full-time  undergraduate  students. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  is 
faulty  in  terms  of  the  principle  of  parity, 
and  we  on  this  side  believe  that  the  parity 
concept  vis-a-vis  the  people  inside  the  uni- 
versity who  are  part  of  the  learning  process— 
the  teachers  and  the  students— that  concept 
of  parity  ought  to  be  included  in  this  bill 
and  any  subsequent  bill  that   comes   before 


the  House  regarding  the  revision  of  the 
government  structures  of  the  other  univer- 
sities in  the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  dwell  on 
this  issue  of  parity  because  I  think  it  is  the 
single  most  important  issue  internally  at  the 
University  of  Toronto  at  this  time,  and  the 
failure  of  this  government  to  incorporate 
this  concept  in  the  bill  is  a  very  serious  one, 
and  probably  the  most  serious  defect  in  the 
bill. 

I  understand,  for  example,  that  Dr.  Solandt 
of  the  board  of  governors  of  the  University 
of  Toronto  has  written  a  personal  letter  to 
the  minister  in  which  he  states  that  there 
must  be  more  student  input  on  the  govern- 
ing council  of  the  university.  Now  whether 
Dr.  Solandt  in  his  letter  to  the  minister 
actually  stated  "parity"  in  terms  of  equality 
of  representation  between  teachers  and  stu- 
dents, I  do  not  know,  but  Dr.  Solandt  be- 
lieves that  this  bill  is  defective  in  that  there 
is  not  sufficient  student  input  on  the  govern- 
ing council  and  particularly,  I  understand, 
on  the  executive  committee  which  restricts 
the  student  involvement  to  one  student  on 
an  executive   committee   of   10. 

The  importance  of  parity,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  hard  to  convey  unless  one  has  been  in 
touch  with  what  has  been  going  on  within 
the  University  of  Toronto,  particularly  at  the 
downtown  campus,  over  the  past  four  years. 

I  have  been  in  touch  with  it,  not  as  much 
as  I  would  like  to  have  been,  but  I  have 
talked  with  the  student  leaders  and  many  of 
the  faculty  people  at  University  of  Toronto 
over  the  past  four  years  on  this  issue. 

That  concept  of  parity  has  been  included 
in  many  of  the  existing  governing  structures 
of  the  University  of  Toronto— for  example  I 
have  a  copy  of  the  letter  to  the  minister 
from  Denis  Newman,  the  president  of  Innis 
College  Student  Society,  dated  June  10,  in 
which  Mr.  Newman  makes  the  following 
statement:  "At  Innis  College  we  have  stu- 
dent-faculty parity  in  aU  committees." 

And  he  continues  in  his  letter  to  the 
minister,  Mr,  Speaker: 

I  am  sure  that  upon  inquiry  the  staff  of 
Innis— 

That  would  be  the  teaching  staff  of  Innis. 

—would  assure  you  that  the  students  elect- 
ed to  the  various  committees  have  acted 
responsibly  and  their  abilities  to  provide  a 
different  perspective  have  often  been  of 
great  value  to  the  other  members  of  the 
committee. 
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For  these  reasons  I  feel  that  the  number 
of  undergaduates  on  the  governing  council 
should  be  increased. 

If  you  look  at— the  minister  knows  this,  but  I 
think  it  should  be  on  the  record  in  this 
debate,  Mr.  Speaker— if  you  look  at  various 
other  colleges,  faculties  and  departments  in 
the  University  of  Toronto  you  will  find  that 
already  in  the  governing  structures  of  those 
departments  and  faculties  and  colleges,  at 
the  very  basic  decision-making  level  in  the 
imiversity— that  is  the  academic  decision- 
making level,  right  at  the  departmental  level 
—there  is  already  the  concept  of  parity 
between  teachers  and  students  incorporated 
in  those  structures,  in  those  decision-making 
bodies. 

For  example,  in  the  sociology  department 
at  the  University  of  Toronto,  the  principle  of 
parity  has  been  incorporated  in  the  govern- 
ment of  that  particular  department. 

In  Architecture,  the  principle  is  incorpor- 
ated, in  philosophy  it  has  been  incorporated 
and  even  in  the  physics  department— and  I 
say  "even"  because  quite  often  we  think  this 
is  just  a  problem  in  the  so-called  humanities 
and  social  sciences  departments— even  in  the 
physics  department  at  the  University  of 
Toronto  there  will  be,  according  to  the 
sources  I  have,  the  concept  of  parity  be- 
tween teacher  and  student  incorporated  in 
its  governing  bodies  within  the  next  year  or 
so. 

The  importance  of  the  omission  of  the 
concept  of  teacher-student  parity  in  the  top 
governing  body  of  the  university  must  be 
underlined.  Because,  if  this  bill  passes  in 
this  form,  where  there  is  not  parity  between 
teachers  and  students  on  the  top  governing 
council  this  will— in  the  opinion  of  a  nimiber 
of  people  I  have  talked  to  at  the  University 
of  Toronto— lead  to  a  corrosive  attitude  in 
those  departments  and  faculties  and  colleges. 

Excuse  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I  should 
say  "colleges  and  departments";  there  is  a 
real  problem  at  the  faculty  level,  the  acade- 
mic faculty  level  at  the  University  of  Toronto 
—but  in  those  colleges  and  departments 
within  faculties,  in  which  the  concept  of 
parity  has  been  in  effect  for  at  least  a  year 
and  in  some  cases  two  years,  the  principle 
of  non  parity  incorporated  in  the  minister's 
bill  will,  in  all  likelihood,  be  quite  corrosive 
to  that  type  of  process  that  is  being  built 
into  various  aspects  of  the  University  of 
Toronto  already. 

Further  than  that,  if  the  legislation  estab- 
lishing the   top   decision-making   body   does 


not  include  this  concept  of  parity,  then 
other  departments  that  were  thinking  of  it 
or  moving  toward  it— either  parity  or  parallel 
structures— will  have  a  disincentive  to  con- 
tinue to  move  toward  it.  I  think  this  is  \'ery 
important  and  I  think  that  the  concept  of 
parity  must  be  included  in  this  bill. 

I  am  just  trying  to  think  of  other  ways, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  try  to  convince  the  minister 
and  his  colleagues,  and  you,  sir,  why  the 
principle  of  parity  must  be  included. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  if  I  could  be  per- 
mitted to  interrupt,  the  government  does  not 
stand  behind  the  existing  ratio.  We  have 
established,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  that  50 
per  cent  of  the  total  governing  council  must 
be  from  outside. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That 
is  a  relief,  I  tell  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Whether  the  student- 
teacher  ratio  be  6:10,  or  8:8,  or  10:6,  is  to 
be  left  to  the  determination  of  the  standing 
committee.  And  I  have  made  it  very  clear 
to  student  representatives  and  faculty  repre- 
sentatives that  they  are  to  make  their  case  to 
the  members  of  the  standing  committee, 
whose  determination  shall  decide  the  matter. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  that  that 
was  a  very  important  statement  for  the  min- 
ister to  make  publicly.  I  did  not  know  that 
before. 

We  are  discussing  the  principle  of  the  bill. 
There  is  a  principle  of  parity,  which  I 
believe  to  be  the  single  most  important  issue 
of  the  University  of  Toronto  campus  over 
the  past  three  or  four  years  and  right  now. 
We  had,  as  you  know,  a  strike  vote  on  that 
issue  not  too  long  ago  and  I  am  very  pleased 
that  the  minister  has  stated  -that  he  has  an 
open  mind  to  the  incori)oration  of  that  prin- 
ciple in  the  bill  after  the  hearings  in  the 
human  resources  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  leave  my  comments  on 
that  principle. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  perhaps  if  the  member 
is  going  to  move  on  to  another  area  of  dis- 
cussion, which  would  take  more  than  three 
or  four  minutes,  he  might  move  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  debate  because  the  hour  of  ad- 
journment is  approaching  rapidly. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  had  not 
realized  this  before,  but  there  is  a  lot  to  say 
about  this  bill  and  I  would  move  the  ad- 
journment of  the  debate. 
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Mr.  T.  Reid  moves  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr,  Speaker,  before  the 
House  adjourns,  I  think  the  hon.  members 
would  appreciate  knowing  what  we  propose 
to  do  on  Monday. 

There  is  just  one  main  department  still  to 
go  with  its  estimates  before  the  House,  that 
is  the  Attorney  General's  (Mr.  A.  F.  Law- 
rence). The  Attorney  General's  estimates 
will  be  dealt  with  next  week.  I  would  hope 
we  might  get  to  them  on  Monday,  but  before 
doing  that,  I  would  like  to  call  a  number  of 
the  orders  which  relate  to  legislation. 

The  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  has  some 
six  or  seven  bills— six  bills,  items  11  to  16 
inclusive  on  the  present  order  paper.  Item  10 
is  the  second  reading  of  the  pubhcations  bill. 
The  Provincial  Secretary  (Mr.  Yaremko)  has 
in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole,  Bills  71  and 
72.  I  think  it  would  be  well  if  we  were  to 
deal  with  some  of  these  items  so  that  we 
might  get  on  with  those  which  appear  to  be 
urgent. 

However,  I  would  ask  the  hon.  members 
to  be  prepared  to  discuss  legislation.  At  least, 
I  would  like  to  get  a  niunber  of  those  items 
out  of  the  way  and  then  go  to  the  estimates 
of  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  will  we  con- 
tinue the  debate  on  second  reading  of  the 
University  of  Toronto  bill  on  Monday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  I  should  have 
mentioned  that  this  of  course  will  continue. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  will  be  first  in  line? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  amoimt  of  work  that  the 
former  Attorney  General  has  outlined,  does 
he  think  that  it  is  still  possible  that  the 
Attorney  General's  estimates  vidll  start  on 
Monday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Of  course  it  is  very 
hard  to  say.  As  I  look  at  the  items  that  I 
mentioned— 11  to  16,  the  second  readings  of 
the  bills  introduced  by  the  Treasurer— I 
would  not  think  that  the  second  readings  of 
tiiose  bills,  which  is  principle,  would  take 
long.  I  do  not  anticipate  that  this  particular 
debate  now  proceeding  will  take  much 
longer. 


Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  wrong  about 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Maybe  I  am  wrong, 
but  how  can  I  say  then?  If  hon.  members 
across  the  House  occupy  a  lot  of  the  time  of 
the  House— and  it  may  be  quite  right  that 
they  do— I  cannot  estimate,  but  I  would  hope 
that  we  might  get  to  the  Attorney  General's 
estimates  some  time  before  we  conclude  the 
business  of  the  day  on  Monday  next. 

Mr.  Singer:  One  further  question:  When 
does  the  former  Attorney  General  contem- 
plate he  is  going  to  call  second  reading  on 
his  own  bill  dealing  with  compensation  with- 
out fault  in  insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  have  not  got  a  day 
in  mind  but  I  would  hope  some  time  next 
week, 

Mr.  Singer:  It  will  not  be  Monday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  will  not  be  Monday. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  can  the  House  leader 
assure  us  that  Education  estimates  will  go 
forward  in  the  committee  on  Monday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
think  we  indicated  last  night  that  we  ex- 
pected the  whips  would  arrange  and  that  the 
parties  would  be  agreeable  that  Trade  and 
Development  would  take  place  Monday,  and 
I  think  this  has  been  pretty  well  taken  care 
of.  That  is  the  intention— that  in  committee 
it  will  be  Trade  and  Development,  and  in 
the  House,  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  W.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  does  the  House  leader  ex- 
pect the  city  of  Toronto  bill  to  come  for- 
ward? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Is  the  hon.  member 
speaking  of  the  private  bill? 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  would  have  to  check 
that.  I  would  also  hope  we  might  get  to  that 
sometime  early  next  week  also. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  afternoon,  our  guests 
in  the  east  gallery  are  students  from  Gulf- 
stream  Pubhc  School,  in  Weston,  who  are 
hosting  Young  Voyageurs  from  Montreal, 
Quebec. 

Statements  by  the  ministry. 
Oral  questions. 

ALLEGED  MISCARRIAGE  OF  JUSTICE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Attorney  General  if  he  can  tell  the  House 
what  steps  he  intends  to  take  to  ensure  that 
Ron  Shatford,  who  has  been  in  prison  for  a 
full  year  on  a  15-year  term,  will  have  his 
case  looked  at  immediately  by  some  of  the 
law  officers  of  the  Crown  in  order  that  con- 
sideration for  his  release  might  be  under- 
taken? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Jus- 
tice): Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all,  I  am  as  con- 
cerned as  I  hope  all  other  hon.  members  are 
respecting  any  miscarriage  of  justice  in  this 
province,  and  obviously  I  have  a  special  duty 
and   a   special   responsibility   in   this    regard. 

I  have  only  been  able  to  make  myself 
famifiar  with  the  article  that  was  published 
in  a  Toronto  newspaper  just  this  morning 
respecting  the  statements  and  allegations  that 
have  been  made  about  this  trial.  And  of 
course  I  am  also  familiar  with  some  of  the 
public  comments  that  have  been  made  since 
publication  of  the  article. 

I  was  rather  grieved  to  note  the  innuendo, 
at  least  in  one  of  the  noon  editions  of  one 
of  the  Toronto  papers,  that  they  were  unable 
to  reach  me  over  the  weekend  because  I 
was  "holidaying."  I  was  not  holidaying  on 
the  last  weekend  and  I  would  like  that  cor- 
rected somewhere  along  the  line. 

I  certainly  am  reviewing  the  article  that 
appeared  in  Saturday's  Toronto  Telegram  in 
the  light  of  the  facts  that  are  and  have  been 
provided  to  me  about  the  trial  and  the 
subsequent  appeal. 
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As  the  hon.  members  are  already  aware, 
the  case  of  Mr.  Shatford  was  considered  by 
a  jury,  it  was  considered  by  the  court  of 
appeal  and  leave  to  appeal  the  case  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada  was  refused,  so 
that  it  is  not  a  matter  that  has  been  lightly 
considered  in  the  courts  of  this  land,  by  any 
means. 

Of  course  the  matter  was  dealt  with  in 
the  courts  on  the  basis  of  the  evidence  then 
available  to  the  authorities  and  it  was  dealt 
with  in  the  context  of  the  law.  It  is  very 
difiicult  for  me  at  this  stage  to  conceive  what 
purpose  a  public  inquiry  might  accomplish 
under  the  provincial  jurisdiction  which  I 
have,  or  which  the  Lieutenant-Govemor-in- 
Council  has  since  the  man  himself  could  only 
be  dealt  with  through  executive  action  by 
the  Minister  of  Justice  at  the  federal  level 
by  way  of  a  reference  back  to  the  appellate 
court  or  a  pardon,  presuming— and  I  em- 
phasize the  word  "presuming"— that  the  facts 
warrant   that   type   of   consideration. 

My  concern  is  with  some  of  the  allega- 
tions that  might  be  inferred  from  the  nature 
of  the  comments  that  have  been  made,  and 
I  wish  to  pursue  these  both  in  the  area  of 
the  police  investigation  and  in  the  area  of 
the  prosecutions  which  resulted  from  that 
investigation.  I  am  pursuing  that  concept 
or  that  aspect  of  these  matters  forthwith, 
but  until  I  have  completed  my  consideration 
of  the  matter,  especially  in  that  area,  I  do 
not  feel  that  it  would  be  appropriate  for 
me  to  comment  further  upon  any  detailed 
aspects  of  the  case. 

I  merely  emphasize  that  no  matter  what 
we  did  here  at  the  provincial  level,  if  the 
idea  is  to  get  the  man  out  of  jail,  the  ulti- 
mate remedy  obviously  has  to  be  pursued 
at  the  federal  level,  as  that  is  a  matter  that 
is  exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
federal  authority. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
The  minister  has  indicated  that  he  is  con- 
cerned to  see  whether  the  allegations  and 
information  are  in  fact  factual.  Would  he 
not  think  that  an  inquiry  would  be  of  assis- 
tance even  to  the  government  of  Canada, 
which  apparently  is   the   operative   authority 
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for  releasing  the  man?  Somebody  is  going 
to  have  to  undertake  such  an  investigation, 
and  it  should  be  surely  by  the  Attorney 
General  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  A,  F.  Lawrence:  Except  that  this 
vv^as  an  alleged  breach  of  a  federal  statute, 
namely  The  Criminal  Code  of  Canada.  The 
man  is  presently  in  a  federal  institution, 
namely  Millhaven.  Certainly,  if  he  was  put 
in  those  places,  to  put  it  crudely,  by  some 
maladministration  of  justice  in  this  prov- 
ince, then  certainly  this  is  something  that  I 
have  a  responsibility  for  and  I  want  to  find 
out  about  it. 

I  am  not  in  any  position  to  indicate  to 
members  here  today,  in  light  of  the  brief 
time  that  I  have  had  to  consider  the  matter, 
that  it  yet  warrants  that  type  of  an  inquiry. 

Usually  an  inquiry  of  that  nature  is  to  find 
for  us  problems  that  we  are  unable  to  find 
for  ourselves.  Under  the  circumstances  this 
may  not  be  the  case.  There  may  be  certain 
problems  that  have  already  been  rectified  in 
respect  to  pohce  procedures,  for  instance  re- 
specting identification;  there  may  be  other 
matters  that  we  can  find  a  more  summary 
way  of  dealing  with,  and  some  of  these  pro- 
cedures may  be  rectified  much  easier  than 
with  a  judicial  inquiry. 

The  main  thing  is,  if  there  has  been  a  mis- 
carriage of  justice  the  thing  is  finally  going 
to  end  up  in  the  lap  of  the  federal  Minister 
of  Justice  in  any  event.  Certainly  that  has 
been  our  advice  until  now  as  to  which  way 
the  matter  should  be  taken. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  The  minister 
would  agree  that  we  are  concerned  with 
correcting  a  miscarriage  of  justice,  if  a  mis- 
carriage has  taken  place,  and  not  so  much 
with  procedures.  Would  he  then,  for  clari- 
fication, say  that  there  will  be  a  private  min- 
isterial inquiry  for  his  own  benefit  which 
could  lead  to  a  public  inquiry  or  to  a  recom- 
mendation to  the  Minister  of  Justice  for 
Canada? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No;  I  have  said  that 
I  am  concerned  about  matters  in  the  area 
of  the  poUce  investigation  into  this  particular 
matter  and  in  the  area  of  the  prosecution 
which  resulted  from  that  investigation,  and 
that  I  am  pursuing  my  own  investigations 
into  that  matter  forthwith. 

At  this  time  I  am  not  prepared  to  go 
further  than  that.  Indeed,  I  am  sure  the 
House  would  appreciate  that  it  would  not  be 
wise  for  me  to  go  further  than  that  at  the 
moment. 


Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  way  of  supplementary,  would 
the  Attorney  General  not  agree  that  since  he 
is  responsible  for  the  administration  of  justice 
in  Ontario,  and  since  there  would  appear— at 
least  from  what  has  been  written  in  the 
newspapers— that  there  has  been  an  apparent 
miscarriage  of  justice,  the  Attorney  General 
could  do  no  less  than  to  investigate  either 
publicly  or  privately  and  inform  the  public 
as  quickly  as  possible  whether  or  not  there 
has  been  such  a  miscarriage  of  justice,  with- 
out worrying  about  the  pettifogging  details 
of  police  identification  procedures? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  thought  I  had  just 
indicated  what  I  was  doing? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick  (Riverdale):  By  way  of 
supplementary,  if  it  is  an  accurate  statement 
that  ofiBcers  of  the  Attorney  General  and 
Minister  of  Justice's  department  prosecuted 
the  case  in  the  first  instance,  would  it  not  be 
incumbent  on  the  Minister  of  Justice  of  this 
province  to  determine  whether  or  not,  in  the 
light  of  the  disclosures  which  have  been 
made,  this  constitutes  new  evidence  which 
would  permit  the  law  ofiicers  of  the  Crown, 
as  an  obligation  upon  this  minister,  to  re- 
open the  case  before  the  court  of  appeal  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  It  is  a 
good  point. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  I  have  just 
indicated  what  I  thought  my  responsibilities 
were  here  and  how  I  intended  to  go  about 
them.  As  I  thought  I  indicated,  until  I  could 
answer  that  question  specifically  and  cor- 
rectly I  want  to  have  more  information  than 
I  now  have.  I  am  not  ruling  out  that  possi- 
bility; I  am  just  saying  I  am  not  in  a  position 
today,  right  here  and  now,  to  indicate  that 
will  be  the  course  of  action  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  By  way  of  a  further 
supplementary  question,  would  it  be  not  only 
the  appropriate  course  of  action  in  the 
administration  of  justice,  if  in  fact  there  is 
new  evidence  available  which  was  not  avail- 
able to  the  court  of  appeal  of  Ontario  when 
the  matter  was  before  that  court?  Is  that 
not  the  one  and  only  proper  course  for  the 
minister  to  take,  if  in  fact  there  is  new 
evidence? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  there  are  many 
other  courses. 
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Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  To  get 
through  all  the  obscurantism  of  the  Attorney 
General's  reply,  would  he  not  think  that  the 
least  he  could  do  is  send  a  couple  of  his  law 
officers  to  Kingston  to  see  Anderson  and  to 
determine  if  his  story  rings  true? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  He  is  not 
in  Canada;  he  is  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Well,  wherever  he  is— in  New- 
haven— if  his  story  seems  to  ring  true,  that 
will  impel  the  Attorney  General  to  take  the 
necessary  and  proper  steps?  For  heaven's 
sake- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  is 
asking  a  question  I  hope? 

Mr.  Sopha:  —you  know  of  evidence  where 
Christie  was  unswervably  damned  in  the  one 
case  and  the  other  fellow  Evans  ended  up  as 
the  malefactor. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  thought  I  indi- 
cated to  the  House  that  I  was  pursuing  these 
investigations. 

Mr.  Sopha:  In  that  way? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  the  hon.  member 
did  not  understand  me  I  will  repeat  it. 

Mr.  Sopha:  In  that  way? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  are  two  as- 
pects of  it  that  I  am  causing  my  own  investi- 
gation into,  two  matters.  They  are  hardly 
pettifogging,  they  are  very  important;  and 
certainly  these  matters  are  part  of  the 
investigation. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  talk  about  procedure,  cer- 
tainly that  is  pettifogging, 

Mr.  Sopha:  When  can  we  expect  to  hear 
from  the  Attorney  General? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  soon  as  I  can. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder  if  the  House  would 
allow  us  to  revert  to  statements  by  the  min- 
istry, because  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  De- 
velopment has  a  statement  upon  which  there 
may  be  questions. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corporation  will  be  offering  233 
fully  serviced  single  family  and  32  semi- 
detached building  lots  for  lease  on  Hamilton 
Mountain  at  9  a.m.  Wednesday,  July  7. 

The  offering  will  consist  of  60  single 
family  lots  in  the  Ralston  subdivision,  and  173 


in  the  Gilkson  subdivision.  In  this  latter  sub- 
division there  will  be  32  semi-detached  lots 
which  will  produce  64  dwellings  and  these 
will  be  leased  directly  to  builders.  The  single 
lots  will  be  offered  to  individuals  on  a  first- 
come,  first-served  basis. 

Our  advertisement  will  be  appearing  in  the 
Hamilton  Spectator  Tuesday,  July  6.  OHC 
staff  will  be  on  hand  to  explain  the  offering 
to  individuals  already  in  the  lineup  and  to 
process  applications  on  July  7,  starting  at  9 
a.m.  The  office  will  remain  open  until  9  p.m. 
These  extended  office  hours  will  be  in  effect 
during  the  course  of  the  offering. 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  normally  routine 
matters  for  OHC  but  due  to  some  concern 
in  Hamilton,  expressed  by  some  of  the 
people  there  and  the  members  from  Hamil- 
ton, particularly  the  member  for  Hamilton 
Mountain  (Mr.  J.  R.  Smith)— they  drew  this 
matter  to  my  attention  last  night  when  I  re- 
turned from  out  of  the  city— it  was  felt  ad- 
visable to  make  a  statement  to  allay  the 
concerns  of  those  people  involved  in  Hamil- 
ton. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
now  has  the  floor  for  questions. 


SALE  OF  ENERGY  BY  HYDRO 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment: Has  he  recommended  to  cabinet  the 
approval  of  an  order-in-council  making  pos- 
sible the  sale  of  energy  by  Ontario  Hydro  to 
Niagara  Mohawk  between  the  dates  of  Feb- 
ruary 15  and  October  31  this  year?  If  so, 
or  if  he  is  aware  of  such  sale  or  such  trans- 
ference of  energy  already  under  way,  does 
he  consider  this  the  normal  interruptible 
exchange  of  power  between  the  two  juris- 
dictions, or  does  he  recognize  this  as  a  deal 
which  is  not  normally  interruptible  and  which 
could  cost  Ontario  more  than  $1  million  when 
the  net  costs  are  balanced? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  yes,  I 
am  aware  of  the  order-in-council  to  which  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  refers.  It  is 
before  cabinet  for  consideration.  I  would 
consider  it  a  normal  application  and  normal 
export  agreement  between  the  province  and 
Niagara  Mohawk. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  might  I  ask  a 
supplementary  question?  Can  the  minister  tell 
the  House  whether  the  net  costs  of  the  ex- 
change,   the    probable    exchange    in    energy. 
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have  been  put  before  him  by  Ontario  Hydro; 
and  if  in  fact  they  do  indicate  that  this  would 
not  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  business 
aspects,  at  least,  of  Ontario  Hydro? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes  Mr.  Speaker,  the  total 
costs,  the  total  cost  ramification,  of  this  trans- 
action between  Niagara  Mohawk  and  Ontario 
Hydro  are  known  to  us— they  have  been  told 
to  us  by  Hydro.  There  is  some  dispute  with 
Hydro's  figures  and  this  is  being  ironed  out 
at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  final  supplementary,  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned:  The  minister  then  can 
assure  the  House  that  this  would  be  a  simple 
agreement  under  the  readily  understood  exist- 
ing interchange  agreements  and  not  an 
extension  of  that  principle? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  normal 
agreement.  I  will  not  say  it  is  a  simple 
agreement,  but  it  is  a  normal  agreement  that 
may  have  some  abnormal  features  from  the 
point  of  view  that  it  involves  hydro  from 
Quebec  as  well  as  from  Ontario.  A  part  of 
the  power,  the  interruptible  power  to  be 
exported,  is  coming  from  Quebec  and  being 
transmitted  through  our  lines.  We  are  also 
supplying  Niagara  Mohawk  with  a  certain 
amount— I  think  it  is  a  total  of  about  300,000 
kilowatts. 


NANTICOKE  GENERATORS 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  another  question 
of  the  same  minister:  Can  he  report  to  the 
House  if  there  have  been  any  unforeseen  dif- 
ficulties in  bringing  the  Nanticoke  generators 
on  line;  and  if  in  fact  there  will  be  a  time 
lag  of  up  to  six  months  before  it  is  fully 
operational  at  Nanticoke? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  abnormal  delay  in  bringing 
the  Nanticoke  generators  into  line  at  this 
time. 


PAYMENTS  TO  FISHERMEN 

Mr.  Nixon:  Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  ques- 
tion of  the  hon.  Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs:  In  the  absence  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Lands  and  Forests  (Mr.  Brunelle) 
can  he  report  to  the  House  what  the  govern- 
ment is  doing  to  alleviate  the  emergency 
situation  among  the  freshwater  fishermen  in 
northwestern  Ontario  who  are  plagued  not 
only  by  the  loss  of  their  sales  because  of 
mercury  pollution,  but  because  of  the  fact 


that  the  marketing  board,  through  the  fish 
processing  plants,  is  extremely  slow  in  getting 
payments  to  the  fishermen? 

Second,  can  he  explain  why  there  are  these 
delays  in  payment  and  whether  in  fact  there 
is  any  truth  to  the  rumour  locally  that  both 
the  Kemp  and  Shoal  Lake  fisheries  may  not 
be  able  to  survive  financially  these  abnormal 
pressures? 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
would  have  to  take  that  question  as  notice. 
The  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests  would 
have  all  the  answers  for  the  hon.  leader. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  made  a  statement 
about  it  up  there  in  the  north!  Why  not 
here? 


REGULATIONS   FOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
BILL 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment: Will  the  draft  of  the  proposed  set  of 
regulations  governing  the  new  environmental 
bill  be  before  the  Legislature  before  passage 
of  that  bill,  presumably  within  the  next  10 
days  to  two  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
anticipate  that  it  would  not  be  possible  to 
bring  in  all  the  regulations  envisaged  in  the 
bill  before  the  passage  of  the  bill.  I  think  I 
should  make  it  clear  to  the  House  that  the 
regulations  deahng  with  at  least  three  pieces 
of  legislation  will  be  adopted,  shall  we  say 
holus  bolus.  In  other  words  there  are  parts 
of  the  legislation  dealing  with  air  manage- 
ment, with  waste  management,  with  The 
Public  Health  Act,  and  with  pesticides,  for 
example,  that  are  all  in  existence  at  the 
present  time  and  would  be  part  of  this  legi- 
slation. 

The  only  new  regulations  that  I  can  think 
of  off-hand  would  be  such  as  those  deahng 
with  litter,  with  noise,  and  things  like  that. 
These  really  have  to  be  developed  over  some 
period  of  time— particularly  those  concern- 
ing noise— as  our  information  and  technology 
improves. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
supplementary,  will  there  be  no  additional 
regulations  prior  to  passage  of  this  bill  in 
areas  of  water  and  air  management  beyond 
those  already  existing  in  The  Ontario  Water 
Resources  Act? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  there  is  nothing  now  in 
draft  form  that  could  be  put  before  the  regu- 
lations committee  by  the  minister,  were  it 
to  be  called,  or  before  the  House  at  second 
reading,  or  in  committee,  which  would  give 
us  some  ideas  as  to  the  substance  of  the 
litter,  noise  and  related  provisions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  could 
bring  some  very  preliminary  regulations  that 
we  have  been  anticipating  for  litter  and  also 
very  preliminary  regulations  that  have  been 
considered— there  is  nothing  drafted  in  any 
final  form— for  noise.  As  far  as  the  other  ones 
to  which  the  hon.  member  refers,  of  course, 
it  is  just  a  matter  looking  at  existing  regula- 
tions. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  that,  by  way  of  supplemen- 
tary, in  fact,  this  bill  just  manages  to  be  a 
compendium  of  all  that  went  before  without 
any  novelty  or  originality  at  all,  in  terms  of 
environmental  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  I  would  not  say  that, 
Mr.  Speaker.  All  I  am  saying  is  that  many  of 
the  regulations  over  which  there  seems  to  be 
some  concern  are  already  in  existence.  This 
is  not  to  say  that  some  of  those  regulations 
would  not  be  updated,  particularly  those 
which  may  be  one  or  two  or  three  years  old. 
In  light  of  present  technology  and  our 
knowledge  generally,  we  can  improve  on 
these  things;  I  am  sure  we  will  improve,  even 
on  existing  regulations. 

But  the  main  part  of  this  bill,  in  respect 
to  its  regulations,  I  feel  is  in  existence  at 
tlie  present  time.  The  ones  that  we  will  not 
be  able  to  deal  with  are  those  new  sections. 
As  the  hon.  member  will  appreciate,  just 
drafting  the  legislation  to  provide  the  frame- 
work for  implementing  regulations  has  taken 
some  time  and  by  their  very  nature  the  regu- 
lations will  have  to  be  done  in  stages,  in 
many  cases. 


LEGISLATION  ON  QUARRIES 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  hon.  member  does  not 
appreciate,  but  accepts  the  bill  for  the  mo- 
ment. 

May  I  ask  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Mines  and  Northern  AflFairs?  He  will  recall 
that  on  June  1,  he  was  introducing  his  bill 
on  pits  and  quarries  at  the  first  opportunity. 
It  is  now,  as  I  recall,  July  4— is  that  right? 


Mr.  Lewis:  You  see,  I  have  troubles  too 
—July  5.  When  is  this  bill  to  come  before 
the  Legislature?  Can  we  be  guaranteed  that 
it  will  receive  passage  before  the  end  of 
this  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  bill  will  come  forward  at  the  very  first 
opportunity  and  I  am  looking  forward  to 
its  passage  at  this  session. 

Mr.  Singer:  Soon  as  he  is  finished  flying 
over  the  escarpment  in  his  airplane. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  that  last  part? 

Hon.  Mr.   Bemier:   I  am  looking  forward 

to  the  passage  of  that  bill- 
Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  looking  forward  to  the 

passage. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —at  this  session. 

Mr.  Singer:  How  are  the  minister's  flights 
going? 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
how  many  flights  has  the  minister  taken  over 
the  pits  and  quarries  of  Ontario  since  June 
1;  and  when? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Oh,  I  do  not  know 
when,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  date  escapes  me 
right  at  the  moment;  but  I  have  taken  a  very 
extensive  flight  and  numerous  other  visits 
by  automobile. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Is  the  minister  on  the  youth 
fare? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Excuse  me,  the  minister  has 
taken  a  flight? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Yes,  one  extensive  flight. 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  extensive  flight  over  the 
terrain.  Can  the  minister  recall  how  long 
ago  that  flight  was? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Oh,  I  do  not  know. 
Two  weeks  ago  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Was  the  Minister  of  University 
Affairs  (Mr.  White)  with  the  minister?  He 
is  a  great  flyer,  at  public  expense. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  can 
the    minister    give    the    Legislature    a    guar- 
antee- 
Mr.    Nixon:    I    thought    he    was    a    great 
fisherman. 


Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  The  fifth.  Mr.  Sopha:  The  Goldwater  of  the  House. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  —a  guarantee  that  the  bill 
will  be  introduoed  and  passed  before  the 
end  of  this  session,  rather  than  the  looking 
forward  to  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only 
guarantee  that  it  will  be  introduced.  And 
with  the  co-operation  of  members  opposite 
it  will  be  passed. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Wait  and 
see! 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Yes. 


RESIGNATION  FROM  THUNDER  BAY 
HOUSING  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Development:  Has 
the  minister  received— I  am  sure  he  has— 
the  letter  of  resignation  by  Mrs.  P.  F.  Mor- 
ton from  the  Thunder  Bay  Housing  Authority 
and  can  he  make  some  comment  on  its 
contents? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  asked  me  a  question  and 
answered  it.  His  answer  was  incorrect.  I 
have  received  no  such  resignation,  therefore 
there  is  no  point  in  commenting. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  or 
a  new  question,  if  anyone  in  his  department 
ever  shows  the  minister  his  mail  and  he 
finds  that  Mrs.  P.  F.  Morton  has  resigned 
from  the  Thunder  Bay  Housing  Authority 
on  the  grounds  of  arbitrary  appointments  of 
a  manager  inconsistent  wdth  needs  of  the 
tenants,  and  general  arbitrariness  on  the  part 
of  OHC  towards  the  local  authority,  would 
the  minister  then  make  a  statement  to  the 
House  as  to  its  contents? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  a  completely  theo- 
retical question,  and  the  minister  need  not 
answer  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr,  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order.  It  is  theoretical  only  insofar  as  I  have 
a  copy  of  the  letter  to  the  minister.  There- 
fore I  suspect  that  it  may  be  true  in  practice, 
as  well  as  in  theory.  The  date  is  June  28. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  advise 
the  hon.  member  I  have  not  received  such 
a  letter.  He  may  rest  assured  my  staff  shows 
me  the  letters  which  are  addressed  to  me 
and  if  it  was  dated  June  28,  as  the  hon. 
member  says,  it  is  quite  possible  it  has  not 
even  reached  my  office. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Is  this  the  way  he  gets  mail 
from  the  north? 

Mr.  Sopha:  John  Paul  Getty  is  not  that 
bad. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  is  quite  possible 
it  has  not  even  reached  the  staff. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on  now!  Pony 
express,  you  know! 

Mr.   Speaker:   Supplementary? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  federal  govern- 
ment runs  the  mails,  we  do  not. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
Mrs.  Morton  has  complained  the  quality  of 
workmanship  and  design  by  Headway  Cor- 
poration is  very  poor,  will  the  minister  take 
a  second  look  at  that  organization? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Ridiculous  question! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 


POLICE  SEARCH 
OF  DOW  EMPLOYEE'S  HOME 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Attorney 
General  and  Minister  of  Justice,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  the  Attorney  General  aware  that  on  Wed- 
nesday, June  23,  the  city  of  Samia  police  and 
the  RCMP  entered  the  home  of  one  Ivan  K. 
Hillier  to  search,  allegedly  for  the  purpose 
of  finding  narcotics?  Might  the  minister  in- 
quire into  this  matter,  if  he  is  not  aware,  and 
indicate  to  the  House  the  circumstances  of 
this  search  and  his  views  on  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  How  do  you  spell 
his  name? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Hillier,  H-i-1-l-i-e-r,  an  em- 
ployee of  Dow  Chemical  who  is  not  entirely 
viewed    affectionately   by   that   company. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Is  he  the  same  Hil- 
lier who  is  the  NDP  candidate? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  the  same  Hillier  who 
appeared  before  a  legislative  committee. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  would  be  glad  to 
take  the  matter  under  advisement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  hope  the  minister  does 
better  with  the  writs  of  assistance  than  his 
predecessor. 
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EMPLOYMENT  OF  STUDENTS 
BY  OTTAWA-CARLETON  REGION 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question  of  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  based  on  a  telegram  sent 
today,  which  therefore  may  not  have  come 
to  his  attention  since  telegrams  take  a  long 
time  in  getting  to  the  government.  Is  he 
aware  of  a  Treasury  Board  order  which  may 
impede  the  continued  employment  by 
Ottawa-Carleton  region  assessment  ojBBce  of 
students  until  the  end  of  August,  which  guar- 
antee of  employment  they  had,  but  they  are 
now  threatened  with  dismissal  on  July  17? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  No,  I 
am  not  aware  of  any  such  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  reverse  was  true. 
When  the  budgets  were  approved  for  the 
individual  departments— not  just  that  depart- 
ment, but  all  departments— the  minute  was 
to  the  effect  that  whatever  constraints  were 
necessary  to  come  within  the  budget  guide- 
lines would  have  to  be  made,  but  that  under 
no  circumstances  would  summer  employment 
be  reduced  from  the  original  figures  supplied 
by  the  department.  So  I  can  only  say  there 
must  be  some  misunderstanding. 

ASBESTOS  POLLUTION 
IN  JOHNS-MANVILLE  PLANT 

Mr.  Lewis:  Two  very  short  questions  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  minister  looked 
into  the  asbestos  pollution  problem  in  the 
Johns-ManviUe  plant  which  has  been  the 
cause  of  serious  labour  unrest;  and  is  his 
department  satisfied  that  the  effects,  in  health 
hazard  terms,  are  imder  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  original 
report,  which  I  am  assuming  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  referring  to,  deals  with  asbestos  pollu- 
tion within  the  plant,  resulting  in  respiratory 
diseases  to  some  workers.  This,  of  course, 
is  under  The  Department  of  Health.  I  have 
asked  my  people  for  information  as  it  would 
affect  my  department.  They  are  satisfied  that 
there  is  not  any  abnormal  situation  as  far 
as  emissions  from  the  plant  are  concerned, 
but  we  are  also  trying  to  get  information 
from  Health  to  see  if  we  should  be  more 
involved  in  some  way  with  situations  within 
the  plant. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Quickly  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
the  Minister  of  Health:  Has  the  Minister  of 
Health  had  his  oflScials  look  into  the  asbestos 
pollution  effects  within  Johns-Manville,  and 
has  he  a  report  to  make? 


Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  not  initiated  it 
but  I  know  the  department  has. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  has 
the  minister  any  idea  as  to  the  effects  which 
are  claimed  by  the  workers  to  be  very  im- 
settling?  One  can  understand  their  own  state 
of  any  anxiety  about  it. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  shall  re- 
port, Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not  know  whether 
it  would  be  better  directly  or  through  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment, but  certainly  in  one  way  or  another  I 
will  make  the  information  available. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Would  the  minister  also  look  into 
what,  if  anything,  was  done  about  the  report 
on  asbestos  danger  that  was  supplied  to  his 
predecessor  12  months  ago  on  this  very 
problem? 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services  has  the  answer  to  a  question 
asked  by  the  member  for  Downsview. 


VICTORIA  COUNTY 
WELFARE  DEPARTMENT 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  make  a  brief  statement  in  answer  to  a 
question  from  the  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view  regarding  the  Victoria  county  depart- 
ment of  welfare  and  social  services. 

Due  to  suspected  irregularities  in  the 
Victoria  county  department  of  welfare  and 
social  services,  the  assistant  director  and  a 
field  worker  were  suspended  in  February, 
1971.  A  police  investigation  was  carried  out, 
and  as  a  result  the  field  worker  was  charged 
with  fraud.  This  case  was  heard  on  June 
24,  1971,  and  has  been  remanded  to  a  date 
in  December  of  this  year.  The  field  worker 
resigned  upon  request  of  the  county  at  the 
time  the  police  investigation  was  undertaken. 
The  assistant  director  was  discharged  effec- 
tive June  15,  1971. 

On  May  12,  1971,  the  county  council  asked 
the  director  of  our  department's  municipal 
welfare  administration  branch  to  study  and 
advise  on  the  administration  of  the  county 
welfare  department.  This  investigation  was 
undertaken  and  shortly  thereafter  the  county 
welfare  director  submitted  his  resignation  to 
be  effective  on  May  21,  1971. 
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Our  investigation  has  now  been  completed 
and  a  copy  of  that  report  was  delivered  to 
the  county  council  on  July,  1971.  At  the  same 
time,  a  copy  of  the  report  was  delivered  to 
the  chief  of  police  of  the  town  of  Lindsay  in 
order  that  the  police  may  pursue  any  neces- 
sary investigation,  and  upon  completion  of  it 
consult  with  the  Crown  attorney  as  to  any 
charges  that  should  properly  be  laid. 

Further,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  informed  that 
a  charge  of  fraud  has  been  laid  today  against 
the  director  of  the  county  department  of  wel- 
fare and  social  services. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  the  minister's  department  doing 
anything  to  assist  the  county  of  Victoria  in 
the  reconstruction  of  what  seems  to  be  a  wel- 
fare unit  that  is  in  pretty  substantial  dis- 
array? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
hope  that  the  report  which  we  submitted  to 
them  would  help  them  in  their  restructuring 
and  our  department  stands  ready  to  help 
them  in  any  way  that  the  county  council  sees 
fit  that  we  can  help. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supplemen- 
tary, is  the  minister  or  his  staff  initiating  any 
joint  meetings  with  Victoria  county  o£5cials 
so  that  this  reconstruction  procedure  could 
perhaps  be  expedited? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  they  only  re- 
ceived the  report  last  Thursday,  as  a  result  of 
which  further  action  has  been  taken;  we  are 
ready  to  meet  with  them  any  time  the  county 
wishes  to  sit  down  and  meet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downsview 
has  the  floor  for  a  question. 


ADVERTISED  STATEMENTS  BY 
WHITEROCK  ESTATES 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Affairs.  Is  the  minister  familiar 
with  the  full-page  advertisements  inserted  in 
the  Toronto  press  last  Thursday  by  Whiterock 
Estates,  and  is  he  concerned  with  such  state- 
ments in  these  advertisements  as: 

A  little  while  back  the  activities  of 
Whiterock  Estates  were  reviewed  by  the 
government;  a  thorough  investigation 
which  we  welcomed  resulted  in  complete 
clearance  of  our  operation  and  full  permis- 
sion to  continue  our  sales  of  small  parcels 
of  land— 


and  the  implication  that  would  arise  from 
that,  that  they  are  acting  with  government 
blessing  in  all  of  their  actions,  and  such  state- 
ments as  "building  permits— no  time  limit," 
which  is  not  the  prerogative  of  a  real  estate 
company;  "septic  tanks  guaranteed,"  again 
not  the  prerogative  of  the  developer;  and 
"many  lots  located  on  roads";  without  any 
remark  or  indication  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
roads  are  in  or  paid  for,  who  will  put  them 
ill  or  who  will  pay  for  them. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
advertisement  just  came  to  my  attention  to- 
day when  I  returned  to  Toronto.  We  are 
looking  at  it  to  see  what,  if  anything,  should 
be  done  about  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Be- 
sides looking  at  it,  could  the  minister  indicate 
whether  either  he  or  his  officials  are  presently 
perturbed  by  the  sort  of  things  ithat  I  com- 
mented on  and  if  they  are  going  to  take  any 
action? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
my  answer  encompassed  that.  We  will  decide 
whether  we  are  perturbed  when  we  have 
examined  to  see  how  far  it  goes.  At  the 
moment  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  anything 
further  than  what  I  have  said. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 


LAKE  ERIE  CONGRESS 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Energy  and  Resources  Management. 
Did  the  minister  receive  a  copy  of  a  sum- 
mons to  a  conference  called  the  Lake  Erie 
Congress,  sponsored  by  the  Institute  of  Man 
and  Science  and  the  Great  Lakes  Institute? 
One  of  the  things  they  are  going  to  discuss 
in  Erie,  Pennsylvania,  is  reversing  the  flow 
on  Canadian  rivers.  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
this  is  going  to  be  a  part  of  the  agenda? 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  are  starting  with  the 
St.  Lawrence. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  part  is  the  Ontario  Water 
Resources  Commission  or  The  Department 
of  Energy  and  Resources  Management  going 
to  play  in  that  conference? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Which  rivers  does  the  member 
have  in  mind? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  first  thing 
I  would  ask  the  hon.  member  is  never  to  say 
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to  me,  "Have  you  received  a  summons?"  Just 
say  a  letter,  notification;  but  a  summons— 
you  know  I  shake  in  my  boots.  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Come  on!  The  minister  issues 
writs  like  they  are  going  out  of  style. 

An.  hon.  member:  The  minister  said  he  did 
not  receive  them. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Why 
is  the  minister  so  fearful? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  have  had  a  notice  of  this 
conference,  Mr.  Speaker  I  have  not  really 
looked  at  its  agenda.  I  understand  that 
representatives  from  the  OWRC  will  be 
there.  I  am  sure  that  if  there  is  talk  about 
reversing  rivers  or  water  from  Canada  this 
will  depend  on  a  higher  tribunal  and  a 
higher  body  for  decision  than  this  particular 
conference.  I  am  sure  that  they  are  just 
exploring. 

Mr.  Stokes:  As  a  supplementary,  in  the 
light  of  previous  assertions  and  guarantees 
from  both  the  OWRC  provincially  and  the 
hon.  J.  J.  Greene  federally  that  no  Canadian 
waters  will  be  available  for  export  until  a 
complete  detailed  analysis  has  been  made 
of  our  own  present  and  future  requirements, 
will  the  minister  advise  the  United  States 
authorities  of  that  fact? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  will  make  sure,  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  hon.  member's  suggestion,  that 
our  representatives  make  our  position  known 
at  this  conference.  As  I  say,  I  am  sure  that 
no  decisions  that  would  be  hard  and  fast 
would  be  made  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
East. 


OHC  PRIOR  INFORMATION 
ABOUT  COMPANY  DIRECTORS 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  De- 
velopment. When  the  Ontario  Housing  Cor- 
poration deals  with  a  proposal  by  a  company 
to  build  a  project,  does  the  Ontario  Housing 
Corporation,  the  government,  know  the  di- 
rectors of  the  private  company  involved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  get  that  infor- 
mation, Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Specifically,  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
I  might  ask  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  it  is  a  supplementary  of 
the  minister  also  to  obtain,  then  it  is  in  order. 


Mr.  T.  Reid:  Yes,  it  is.  Has  OHC  a  hst  of 

the  1971  directors- 
Mr.    Speaker:    No;    order  I    If  the   member 

wishes  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  will  obtain 

additional  information- 
Mr.  T.  Reid:  Forget  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Right.  The  member  for  Sud- 
bury. Thank  you. 


PROPOSED  TAKEOVER  OF  ACRES 
BY  SLATER  STEEL 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs.  I 
would  like  to  know  whether  it  has  occurred  to 
him,  his  advisers  in  the  department  or  the 
Ontario  Securities  Commission,  that  there 
might  be  certain  serious  and  grave  disad- 
vantages to  the  shareholders  of  Acres  Limited 
as  a  result  of  the  offered  takeover  by  Slater 
Steel,  and  indeed,  to  people  in  the  investing 
public  generally,  arising  out  of  the  nature 
of  that  offer  and  the  background  of  it? 

Secondly,  I  should  like  to  know  whether, 
in  light  of  the  rather  large  trades  that  took 
place  in  Acres  between  June  11  and  June 
16  and  the  fluctuation  of  the  stock  by  a  con- 
siderable variation,  whether  the  Securities 
Commission  is  making  any  investigation  into 
the  possibility  of  the  illicit  use  of  inside  in- 
formation by  people  in  either  of  those  two 
companies.   Slater   Steel   and   Acres. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Securities  Commission  and  my  oflBcials  are 
fully  aware  of  this  and  have  made  them- 
selves fully  informed  about  the  two  offers 
which  have  been  made  and  of  the  outstanding 
offer,  which  I  believe  expires  on  the  19th 
of  this  month. 

They  have  also  looked  at  the  trading  of 
the  stock  and,  in  fact,  the  Toronto  Stock 
Exchange  has  considered  all  matters  relating 
to  that.  The  directors'  circular,  which  is  re- 
quired to  be  published,  has  been  inquired 
about.  That,  I  understand,  will  appear  on 
July  8,  which  will  give  the  details  required 
by  The  Securities  Act  to  be  set  forth  in  such 
circular.  We  are  fully  aware  of  this. 

Mr.  Sopha:  By  way  of  supplementary,  I 
would  like  to  ask  whether  that  enthusiastic, 
aggressive  and  eager  28-year-old  and  that 
26-year-old  who  run  Slater,  the  president  and 
vice-president  respectively,  were  required  to 
clear  the  nature  of  the  proposed  takeover 
with  the  Securities  Commission  before  the 
offer  was  made  to  Acres. 
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I  would  like  also  to  know  how  the  offer 
was  permitted,  in  light  of  the  fact  that  these 
two  individuals  made  two  previous  offers 
within  the  last  six  weeks  at  prices  markedly 
higher  than  the  price  they  are  now  offering  to 
shareholders  for  one  million  of  the  1,900,000 
shares?  How  is  it  that  that  the  minister's 
department  permits  that  offer  to  be  made,  in 
the  light  of  that  background? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  not  sure,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  that  background  is  entirely 
accurate. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Absolutely  accurate!  Gordon 
Sharwood  told  me  this  morning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  not  sure  that  that 
still  makes  it  accurate.  There  were  offers 
made  for  certain  groups  of  shares. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Like  controll 

Mr.  Sopha:  It  was  for  control. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  But  the  present  offer  is 
to  shareholders. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Right;  for  the  first  time,  at  a 
lower  price. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  At  a  lower  price. 

Mr.  Sopha:  How  do  you  let  these  things 
happen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only 
say  that  the  facts  are  as  I  think  I  have  already 
stated— the  offer  previously  made  was  for  a 
certain  group  of  shares.  This  is  the  first  offer 
to  the  shareholders  at  a  certain  price.  The 
matter,  as  I  say,  is  being  completely  exam- 
ined by  the  Securities  Commission  and  is  in 
our  hands  for  direction  and  control. 

Mr.  Sopha:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  disclose 
that  I  own  100  shares  of  Acres  preferred 
which  are  not  affected  by  the  offer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for— 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Inasmuch  as  this  is  the  sec- 
ond time  within  two  weeks  that  directors  of 
a  company  have  been  offered  more  for  their 
shares  than  the  public— I  am  referring  to  the 
Northgate  Tara  affair— is  the  minister  also 
looking  into  that?  Was  he  given  prior  knowl- 
edge of  that  particular  smelly  affair? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  answer  to  that, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  if  ithe  hon.  member  will 


look  at  the  order  paper,  he  will  find  I  have 
amendments  to  The  Securities  Act;  the  bill 
on  the  order  paper,  I  believe,  does  take  care 
of  that  situation. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  further  supplementary: 
Does  that  mean  that  the  actions  until  now 
are  to  go  without  any  action  being  taken? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Tlie  only  action  one  can 
take  at  any  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  which 
is  provided  by  law.  There  is  no  law  so  far, 
until  this  bill  is  passed,  I  think,  which  re- 
quires that  the  same  offer  be  made  to  all 
shareholders. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Hamilton 
East. 


LINEUP  FOR  H.O.M.E.  LOTS 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment: Could  the  minister  say  who  was  re- 
sponsible for  some  70  persons  lining  up  seven 
days  ago  to  acquire  Home  Ownership  Made 
Easy  lots  when  the  advertisement  was  not 
known  to  be  effective  until  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
made  aware  of  this  on  my  return  from  out  of 
town  yesterday  and  I  made  as  sufficient  an 
inquiry  as  it  was  possible  to  make  between 
then  and  this  morning.  I  would  think  that 
there  is  some  shared  responsibility  in  this. 

It  is  apparently  because  of  the  practice  of 
OHC  in  bringing  a  trailer  on  the  grounds 
before  the  actual  sale  is  advertised.  I  have 
inquired  why  this  is  done.  They  say  it  is  re- 
quired to  get  the  services  into  the  trailer  a 
couple  of  days  ahead  of  time,  but  that  some- 
times this  triggers  off  a  rumour  that  sales  are 
imminent. 

In  this  particular  case  I  am  advised  that  it 
became  apparent  that  a  certain  builder  had 
advised  some  of  his  customers  that  it  ap- 
peared this  was  going  to  happen  and  advised 
them  to  get  into  line.  Because  of  this,  one  of 
our  people,  Mr.  Goyette,  has  asked  the  build- 
ers to  send  a  letter  to  those  whom  they  had 
so  advised,  advising  them  that  it  was  really 
no  advantage  to  get  into  line  because  the 
number  of  lots  which  were  on  sale,  or  which 
will  go  on  sale— apparently  there  will  be 
about  213;  I  think  that  is  the  number  I 
advised  the  House  of  in  my  announcement- 
could  not  go  on  sale  immediately,  really,  be- 
cause the  price  had  not  been  agreed  to  by 
CMHC.  It  is  a  partner  in  this  operation,  and 
our    people    were    awaiting    an    okay    from 
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CMHG  in  Ottawa.  Meanwhile,  we  are  get- 
ting prepared  for  the  application. 

In  the  meantime,  this  lineup  occurred  and 
because  of  the  hneup  it  was  deemed  advis- 
able for  us  to  advertise  them  immediately 
even  though  we  still  had  not  got  an  okay 
from  CMHC  as  to  the  price.  Actually  I  am 
advised  that  there  is  no  advantage  in  lining 
up  and  getting  your  name  on  a  first-come, 
first-served  basis  when  there  are  that  many 
lots  available. 

My  first  inclination  was  to  advise  our 
people  to  get  out  there  in  a  hurry  this  morn- 
ing, get  everyone's  name  and  address,  and 
put  them  on  the  list  in  accordance  with  their 
position  in  line  so  that  they  would  not  have 
to  remain  overnight  another  night.  But  it  was 
not  that  simple  because  there  would  also  be 
an  implication  that  these  people  had  advance 
information  and  that  this  advance  information 
might  be  of  some  advantage  to  them;  and  it 
was  unfair  to  those  who  may  be  awaiting  an 
advertisement.  Because  of  that,  we  could  not 
do  that  either;  so  the  decision  was  to  make 
the  best  of  it  and  put  an  announcement  in 
tomorrow  saying  we  would  take  applications 
on  Wednesday,  In  the  meantime  because  of 
the  inconvenience  those  in  line  had  gone  to, 
I  think  there  were  some  60  people  in  line  for 
two  or  three  days,  we  will  take  their  names 
and  addresses  and  perhaps  give  them  this 
priority  if  it  means  anything  to  them. 

But  because  of  this  I  should  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  whole  matter  of  doing  it 
this  way  is  imder  review.  I  would  think,  oflF 
the  top  of  my  head,  that  the  best  way  to  do 
this  is  not  to  have  a  trailer  on  hand  at  all, 
that  nothing  be  done,  not  even  a  sign  put 
up  on  the  lot  imtil  we  get  an  okay  from 
CMHC;  then  put  an  advertisement  in  the 
paper,  then  a  day  or  two  later  get  your  trailer 
on  the  location  to  take  applications. 

I  do  not  think  this  is  foolproof  either;  there 
is  always  the  possibility  of  information  like 
that  getting  out  because  of  the  number  of 
people  involved.  But  I  am  assured,  because 
of  the  number  available,  particularly  in  this 
advantage  in  being  in  line  because  there 
apparently  are  not  300  people  or  213  people 
immediately  waiting  to  take  advantage  of  the 
HOME  plan. 

However,  those  are  the  facts  and  I  think 
we  have  dealt  with  it  in  the  only  manner  any 
reasonable  person  could  expect  us  to  act 
imder  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
The  minister  has  answered  two  supple- 
mentary questions  I  had  in  mind— searching 


for  a  new  way  to  handle  the  situation  and 
giving  them  a  place  ticket  today  so  that  they 
do  not  have  to  stay  until  Wednesday.  I 
understand  tliat  is  imder  consideration. 

My  supplementary  question  is:  What  is  the 
total  now  out  of  the  20,000  promised  in 
1967?  Has  it  moved  from  something  around 
the  4,000  figure  at  the  present  time  of  the 
HOME  plan? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the 
hon.  member  just  referring  to  the  HOME 
plan  lots?  This  new  offering  will  bring  to 
566  the  number  of  HOME  lots  offered  in 
Hamilton.  Would  that  be  what  the  hon. 
member  is  referring  to? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  The  total  out  of  the  20,000 
promised  in  1967.  What  is  the  total  now  in 
the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Where  does  the  hon. 
member  get  the  figure  of  20,000  under 
HOME? 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  That  is 
what  the  minister's  predecessor  announced  in 
August,  1968. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  not  go  into 
that.  In  any  case  my  estimates  will  be  be- 
ginning in  half  an  hour.  The  hon.  member 
can  question  the  staff  and  all  that  information 
will  be  available. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  oral  question  period  has 
expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  presented  the  15th  annual 
report  of  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Com- 
mission for  the  year  ending  December  31, 
1970. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  beg 
leave  to  table  the  report  of  the  Ontario  Law 
Reform  Commission  on  The  Change  of  Name 
Act. 

The  commission  undertook  this  particular 
study  as  a  result  of  submissions  made  to  it. 
It  has  now  recommended  that  married 
women  should  be  treated  under  this  Act  in 
the  same  way  as  married  men  so  that  the 
procedures  will  be  identical  in  their  applica- 
tion. At  the  same  time,  the  commission  has 
recommended  that  the  requirement  that  an 
applicant  be  a  British  subject  be  removed 
and  that  the  basis  for  jurisdiction  should  be 
upon   the   appUcant's    ordinary   residency   in 
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Ontario  for  one  year  immediately  prior  to 
making  the  application. 

The  government  has  just  received  the  re- 
port and  is  considering  the  recommendations 
of  the  commission  which  certainly,  at  this 
stage,  appear  to  have  merit.  However,  there 
may  be  imphcations  which  should  be  con- 
sidered and  an  opportunity  will  have  to  be 
taken  to  consider  the  report  in  its  full  detail 
before  bringing  forward  any  implementing 
legislation. 

Sir,  as  well,  if  I  may,  I  beg  leave  to  table 
the  report  of  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Com- 
mission on  section  16  of  The  Mortgages  Act. 
As  a  result  of  a  review  which  has  been  made 
by  the  commission,  it  is  now  recommended 
that  section  16  of  The  Mortgages  Act  be 
amended  so  as  to  ensure  that  the  purchaser 
of  a  home  who  assumes  the  burden  of  a 
mortgage  will  be  entitled  to  the  right  to  pre- 
pay that  mortgage  after  five  years  from  the 
date  when  it  was  created.  This  is  a  right- 
Mr.  Sopha:  That  is  the  law. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —which  exists,  of 
course,  in  most  other  mortgages. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  With  no 
bonus? 

Hon.  A.  F,  Lawrence:  This  proposal  arises 
from  a  concern  that  the  purchaser  of  a  home 
from  an  incorporated  builder  who  had  enter- 
ed into  that  mortgage  would  not  have  this 
benefit.  The  commission  has  circulated  this 
proposal  most  thoroughly  in  its  review  and 
before  making  its  recommendation,  and  the 
government  is  taking  its  proposal  under  im- 
mediate consideration  so  that  appropriate 
legislation  may  be  considered  in  the  near 
future. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  I  do  wish  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  consider  the  implica- 
tions that  are  inherent  in  the  report  before 
proceeding  with  any  legislation  for  the  con- 
sideration of  this  House.  In  any  event,  I 
believe  it  is  too  late  in  the  session  to  intro- 
duce legislation  of  that  nature  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Sopha:  You  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
constituents  talk  about  little  else  other  than 
section  16. 

Hon.  A,  F.  Lavwence:  Obviously  the 
member  does  not  know  much  about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills.    .  ,    ^«       ...« 


AGRICULTURAL  REPRESENTATIVES 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Agricul- 
tural Representatives  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon,  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  as  an  explan- 
atory note,  the  district  and  regional  munici- 
pahties  are  deemed  counties  for  the  purpose 
of  making  grants  to  assist  in  carrying  on  the 
work  of  the  ag-reps  throughout  Ontario. 


RYERSON    POLYTECHNICAL 
INSTITUTE  ACT,   1962-1963 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Ryerson 
Poly  technical  Institute  Act,  1962-1963. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University  Af- 
fairs): Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  introduced, 
concerning  the  Ryerson  Polytechnical  Insti- 
tute, would  make  several  changes,  one  of 
which  is  that  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and 
Universities  replaces  the  Minister  of  Educa- 
tion as  the  responsible  minister.  Hereafter, 
the  principal  will  be  known  as  the  president, 
and  appropriate  changes  will  be  made 
throughout  the  Act.  Thirdly,  and  most  im- 
portant, the  Ryerson  Polytechnical  Institute 
is  authorized  to  grant  Bachelor  of  Applied 
Arts  and  Bachelor  of  Technology  degrees. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COLLEGES  AND 
UNIVERSITIES  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  The  Department  of  Colleges  and 
Universities  Act,  1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
would  change  the  name  of  the  department. 
It  would  transfer  the  provisions  for  Colleges 
of  Applied  Arts  and  Technology  from  The 
Department  of  Education  Act  to  this  Act,  and 
it  would  provide  the  capital  expenses  of  Col- 
leges of  Applied  Arts  and  Technology,  Ryer- 
son Polytechnical  Institute,  the  Art  Gallery  of 
Ontario  and  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum, 
which  shall  be  financed  by  the  Ontario  Uni- 
versities Capital  Aid  Corporation  only  on  the 
recommendation  of  the  minister  in  the  same 
manner   as   capital   expenses   of   universities. 
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ONTARIO  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION  ACT,  1966 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Ontario 
Development  Corporation  Act,  1966. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
another  bill  which  is  complementary  to  the 
previous  one.  I  will  explain  them  both  at  the 
same  time. 


NORTHERN  ONTARIO  DEVELOPMENT 
CORPORATION  ACT,  1970 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Northern 
Ontario  Development  Corporation  Act,  1970. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  these 
bills  are  to  give  statutory  authority  to  the 
policy  enunciated  in  this  House  to  provide 
for  greater  incentives  for  Canadian  corpora- 
tions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  17th  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  80,  The  University 
of  Toronto  Act,  1971. 


UNIVERSITY  OF  TORONTO  ACT,  1971 
(continued) 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  I  adjourned  the  debate  some- 
time last  week,  I  was  pleased  to  hear  the 
Minister  of  University  Affairs  (Mr.  V^hite) 
state  that  he  was  not  wedded  to  the  idea  of 
non-parity  between  teachers  and  students  in 
the  Act  that  he  had  introduced  into  the 
House.  I  understand  him  to  have  said  that 
the  whole  question  of  the  parity  principle 
would  be  open  to  discussion  in  the  com- 
mittee when  the  biU  was  referred  to  that 
committee. 

I  must  say,  sir,  that  on  the  one  hand  I 
welcome  the  minister's  flexibility  on  this 
principle,  and  his  willingness  to  hear  the 
case  put  forward  in  committee  by  spokes- 
men from  the  university  who  believe  that 
students  and  teachers  at  that  university  must 
have  equal  representation  because  they  are 
equals  within  that  particular  community. 
However,  I  am  somewhat  surprised  that  a 
minister  of  the  government  would  introduce 


a  bill  which  contained  in  it  a  denial  of 
the  principal  issue  at  stake  on  the  University 
of  Toronto  campus.  I  would  have  thought 
he  would  have  made  himself  aware  of  that 
issue  and  would  be  ready  to  stand  on  the 
principle   of  parity  if  he  believed  in  it. 

It  was  because  of  the  minister's  statements 
last  week,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  was  somewhat 
surprised  to  read  an  open  memorandum  by 
the  minister  dated  June  30,  1971,  entitled 
"Comments  on  Student  Motions  re  The  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  Act."  I  would  gather  that 
this  came  out  after  the  minister  made  his 
statement  in  the  Legislature  that  he  was 
open  to  persuasion  at  the  standing  committee 
level  on  the  question  of  parity.  Yet  in  this 
memo  that  he  issued,  Mr.  Speaker,  he  said 
with  relation  to  motions  1  and  2  the  fol- 
lowing, and  I  quote  directly: 

Bill  80  proposes  that  the  governing  coun- 
cil of  42  include  10  elected  by  the  teach- 
ing staff  and  six  elected  by  the  students. 
The  lO-to-6  ratio  is  patterned  on  the 
21-to-14  ratio  adopted  by  the  university- 
wide  committee. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  minister  knows 
what  he  has  done  here  but  he  is  quoting 
as  the  authority  for  his  propos^  of  non- 
parity,    the    university-wide    committee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  understand  what  I  think 
is  the  minister's  error  in  taking  his  recom- 
mendation on  this  issue  from  that  particular 
group,  it  is  important  to  have  a  little  bit 
of  history  on  just  what  the  university-wide 
committee  is.  I  will  try  to  be  brief  on  this, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  university-wide  committee  was  set 
up  after  the  committee  on  university  govern- 
ment, the  so-called  CUG  committee,  had 
made  its  report  and  from  the  beginning  a 
number  of  people  on  the  University  of  To- 
ronto campus  were  split  on  whether  there 
needed  to  be  yet  another  committee  to  look 
at  a  committee's  report  on  the  structure  of 
government  at  the  University  of  Toronto. 
Many  students  believed  that  the  CUG  re- 
port—which was  a  unanimous  report  from  a 
committee  that  had  as  its  commissioners  Dr. 
R.  Bissell,  Bernard  Etkins,  Stephen  Grant, 
J,  Hodgotts,  Lawrence  Lynch,  D'Arcy  Mar- 
tin, Robert  Rae,  James  Thompson,  and  Gary 
Webster— represented  a  melting  down,  after 
a  great  deal  of  thought,  after  400  hours 
of  meetings  and  well  over  140  briefs  and 
submissions,  and  that  the  CUG  report  itself 
was  a  compromise  report.  The  students  felt 
they  had  compromised  in  that  report  and 
that   it   was   the   final   report   on   which   the 
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reform  of  the  University  of  Toronto  was 
to  be  made.  Robert  Rae  in  particular,  whom 
I  happen  to  know,  made  it  quite  clear  that 
the  report  was  based  on  honest  compromise 
with  the  best  interest  of  the  university  in 
mind  at  all  times. 

In  the  CUG  report,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
principle  of  student  equality  with  teachers 
was  an  underlying  principle.  Because  the 
CUG  people  representing  the  teachers  and 
the  students  and  the  administration  had  that 
as  their  fundamental  principle,  they  came 
out  with  the  concept  of  parity  between  fac- 
ulty and  students  in  the  top  governing 
council  of  the  university. 

The  students,  by  the  way,  Mr.  Speaker, 
were  asking  for  a  different  concept  of 
democracy  within  the  university.  Just  to  get 
it  straight,  their  starting  point  was  really 
one  of  direct  democracy,  that  the  teachers 
and  students  are  equal  in  the  university. 
They  are  both  part  of  the  learning  process 
and  none  is  more  equal  than  the  other;  they 
are  joint  partners  in  the  search  for  knowledge 
and  learning. 

The  students  felt  that  the  top  governing 
council,  certainly  the  faculty  and  student 
representatives,  should  be  elected  by  all  the 
students  and  all  the  faculty,  each  student 
having  a  vote  and  each  faculty  member 
having  a  vote.  They  believed,  because  of  the 
concept  of  equality,  that  even  though  the 
vast  majority  of  the  voters  would  actually 
be  so-called  students  there  would  be  a  num- 
ber of  faculty  members  elected  by  direct 
democratic  participation;  one  person,  one 
vote,  with  no  distinction  between  whether 
they  were  a  teacher  or  a  full-time  student 
in  that  case. 

That  was  the  position  of  the  SAC  when 
they  went  into  CUG.  When  they  heard  the 
discussions  and  they  realized  that  the  only 
way  they  could  get  a  unanimous  report  was 
to  compromise  and  go  to  this  concept  of 
parity,  whereby  the  number  of  student  and 
faculty  representatives  would  be  split  in 
half  with  the  students  electing  half  and  the 
faculty  electing  half,  they  felt  they  had 
reached  the  level  of  a  compromise  based 
on  an  understanding.  Then  what  comes 
about?  The  faculty  members  and  some  of 
the  administrators  manipulate  to  come  up 
with  yet  another  committee  to  study  what 
was  supposed  to  be  the  final  report  on  the 
question  of  the  reform  of  university  govern- 
ment. 

The  point  is  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  uni- 
versity-wide committee  then  changed  the 
basic  concept,  the  basic  agreement,  the  basic 


compromise  that  had  been  reached  in  CUG 
and  came  out  with  a  non-parity  principle 
vis-a-vis  students  against  the  faculty  mem- 
bers. I  would  like  to  read  into  the  record 
a  couple  of  comments  from  the  students'  view 
of  the  university-wide  committee,  so  the  min- 
ister will  know  when  he  uses  the  university- 
wide  committee's  recommendations  to  him, 
he  must  realize  that  committee  is  not  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  total  community  of  the 
University  of  Toronto,  that  CUG  was  speak- 
ing both  for  the  community,  including  the 
students  and  that  the  university-wide  com- 
mittee was  not.  Or  to  put  it  yet  another 
way,  the  students  at  the  University  of  To- 
ronto accept  the  validity  of  the  process 
whereby  CUG  made  its  recommendations, 
but  they  do  not  accept  the  validity  of  the 
process  whereby  the  university-wide  com- 
mittee made   its   recommendations. 

I  think  it  is  also  important  to  point  out 
to  the  minister,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  com- 
mittee on  university  government  met  for 
400  hours  whereas  the  university-wide  com- 
mittee met  for  three  days.  The  CUG  report 
was  based  on  a  thorough  thrashing  out,  an 
understanding,  between  teachers  and  students 
and  certain  administrators  at  the  University 
of  Toronto,  of  the  way  in  which  the  univer- 
sity ought  to  be  governed  in  the  best 
interest  of  the  university  as  a  learning 
institution;  whereas  I  would  say  the  univer- 
sity-wide committee  was  a  power  play  by 
faculty  to  knock  the  students  down. 

In  this  last  regard,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
I  should  just  put  a  few  comments  into  the 
record.  This  is  an  article,  a  minority  report 
from  the  university-wide  committee,  written 
by  Art  Moses  who  was  on  that  committee 
and  also  a  member  of  the  SAC.  Art  Moses 
literally  destroys,  from  a  student's  point  of 
view,  any  validity  that  the  university- wide 
committee  has.  This  is  what  is  in  this  report, 
Mr.  Speaker.  He  says: 

CUG  was  a  compromise.  It  was  unable 
to  endorse  the  more  radical  perspective 
of  university  education  which  student  CUG 
members  had  articulated,  but  is  was  an 
honest  compromise,  reached  after  a 
lengthy,  honest,  intellectual  struggle  among 
honourable  men. 

The  resolutions  from  the  university-wide 
committee  were  nothing  of  the  sort.  They 
were  the  product  of  unprincipled  debate, 
lack  of  trust  and  incredible  behind-the- 
scenes  manipulation.  Parity  was  rejected. 

Another  brief  comment,  so  that  the  minister 
will  know  the  university-wide  committee   is 
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not  a  credible  or  valid  body  on  which  to 
base  his  comments  on  the  question  of  parity. 
When  the  university-wide  committee  was 
meeting,  this  is  how  Art  Moses  describes 
that  debate.  He  says: 

Then  came  the  parity  debate.  Of  all 
the  proceedings  it  was  the  best  example 
of  unprincipled  discussion.  We  had  to  fight 
to  get  the  body  even  to  vote  on  the 
principle  of  parity,  and  to  show  us  whether 
they  were  prepared  to  accept  us  as  equal 
members  of  the  university  committee. 

He  continues  in  a  later  part  of  his  report: 

That  parity  debate  was  perhaps  sym- 
bolic of  the  unprincipled  discussion  which 
dominated  the  university-wide  committee's 
proceedings  Faculty  and  administrators 
seemed  to  prefer  to  ignore  the  question 
of  the  status  of  students  and  they  wanted 
to  vote  down  parity  in  the  secrecy  of  a 
ballot  paper. 

No  doubt  we  will  be  getting  into  this  more 
in  front  of  the  committee  and  the  students 
will  be  able  to  state  the  case  for  themselves. 
But  I  just  point  out  to  the  minister,  I  accept 
his  forthright  statement  that  he  is  still  open 
to  this  question  of  parity  and  non-parity  be- 
tween the  students  and  the  faculty  on  the 
governing  council,  but  I  would  say  that  his 
last  press  release  here  would— 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University 
Affairs):  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker. 
On  a  point  of  order  if  I  may.  I  did  not  say 
I  was  open-minded  on  it.  I  said  that  the 
committee  will  have  to  make  that  determin- 
ation.   There  is  a  difference. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Yes, 
there  is.  How  much  authority  will  the  com- 
mittee be  given  by  the  minister?  That  is  the 
difference, 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  They  will  be  given  all  of 
the  authority  to  make  this  determination. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  see  whether  the  change 
takes  place  tomorrow. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Will 
the  minister  overrule  it  the  way  he  did  on 
the  rest  of  the  bills? 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Let  me  just  press  the  minis- 
ter a  bit  further  on  this  basic  point,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Can  the  minister  explain  to  me  the 
difference  between  himself  being  open-minded 
and  the  committee  being  open-minded?  If 
the  members  of  that  committee,  including 
some    members    of   the    Conservative    Party, 


happen  to  become  persuaded  by  the  argu- 
ments of  the  people  at  the  University  of 
Toronto  who  argue  in  favour  of  teacher- 
student  parity  on  the  governing  council  and 
make  a  recommendation,  or  report  back  to 
this  House  I  suppose,  that  the  principle  of 
non-parity  must  be  done  away  with  and  the 
principle  of  parity  must  be  included  in  this 
bill,  will  the  minister  accept  the  recommen- 
dation or  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That  is  my  intention,  Mr. 
Speaker,  yes. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Again,  I  accept  the  minister's 
statement  at  face  value.  I  am  pleased  to  hear 
that.  We  will  hear  further  on  this  question 
at  those  meetings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  turn  to  a 
couple  of  other  principles  in  the  bill  which 
we  think  are  good,  and  also  those  that  we 
feel  are  bad.  Before  doing  so,  I  would  like 
to  state  simply  what  our  position  is  on  the 
parity  question. 

The  position  of  the  Liberal  opposition  is 
this:  We  believe  there  should  be  nine  faculty 
members  elected  by  faculty  and  nine  student 
members  elected  by  the  students.  We  believe 
there  should  be  an  additional  two  more 
appointments  made  by  the  Lieutenant- 
Govemor-in-Council. 

The  consequences  of  this  are  obvious.  We 
will  maintain  the  minister's  principle  that  50 
per  cent  of  the  members  of  the  governing 
council  shall  be  from  outside  the  university 
and  50  per  cent  shall  be  from  inside  the 
university.  We  would  like  to  increase  the 
student  representation  to  nine  from  six  and 
decrease  the  faculty  representation  to  parity 
at  nine  itself.  That  is  our  position  and  I  am 
sure  the  minister  will  mull  that  one  over. 

Another  principle  in  the  bill  that  we 
approve  of  is  the  government's  belief  that 
only  Canadian  citizens  should  be  members  of 
the  council.  I  applaud  this.  I  think  this  is  a 
good  step.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister 
whether  this  extends  to  the  committees  of  the 
governing  council?  Perhaps  the  minister 
could  reply  to  that  later.  Does  that  prin- 
ciple apply  to  the  committees  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  would  not  think  so,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  think  that  will  be  unduly  binding 
on  the  governing  council.  As  the  member 
knows,  we  have  tried  to  leave  the  determina- 
tion of  this  and  many  other  details  to  the 
exclusive  responsibility  of  the  governing 
council.  I  myself  would  not  want  to  intro- 
duce that  particular  constraint,  I  think. 
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I  would  like  to  explain  the  two  types  of 
committees  that  we  envisage  and— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  pleasel  I  think  we 
should  not  get  into  a  question-and-answer 
exercise  at  this  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Perhaps  we  will  wait 
until  we  end  up  this  debate. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  I  would  like  to  turn  to  an- 
other principle  of  the  bill.  The  minister  has 
stated  in  his  opening  address,  and  touched 
on  it  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  he  felt  that  an 
important  principle  of  the  bill— I  am  para- 
phrasing—was that  it  did  not  spell  out  in  a 
great  amoimt  of  detail  how  the  governing 
council  was  to  order  its  afiFairs. 

Well,  I  read  this  bill,  and  I  have  cor- 
respondence to  support  this,  as  laying  out 
very  specifically,  in  many  areas,  the  way  in 
which  the  council  must  operate. 

I  would  like  to  turn  to  the  whole  question 
of  committee  to  state  that  I  think  there  are 
serious  problems  involved  with  the  minister's 
inclusion  in  his  bill  of  the  principle  of  laying 
out  details  by  which  the  committees  must 
be  governed.  For  example,  I  think  the  prin- 
ciple he  has  that  50  per  cent  of  all  the 
members  of  each  committee  must  be  mem- 
bers of  the  council  will  make  it  very  very 
difficult  for  the  council  to  be  an  effective 
body.  I  think  the  minister  must  know,  and 
I  hope  he  has  read  all  the  submissions  he 
has  received,  that  there  seems  to  be  unani- 
mity among  the  students,  the  faculty,  and 
even  the  letter  he  received  from  the  Univer- 
sity-wide committee  spokesman,  that  there 
must  not  be  so  much  detailed  instructions 
in  this  legislation  as  to  how  the  committees 
are  to  function. 

For  example,  the  letter  to  the  minister 
from  Robin  Ross,  who  signs  it  as  vice-presi- 
dent and  registrar— it  is  a  letter  dated  June 
14— notes  that  the  university-wide  committee, 
on  this  particular  issue  as  opposed  to  the 
parity  issue,  has  expressed  concern  about 
the  42-member  composition  of  the  governing 
council,  but  also  is  concerned  about  the  re- 
quirement in  the  legislation  that  at  least 
50  per  cent  of  each  committee  must  be 
from  the  governing  council  itself  and— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That  has  been  changed. 
The  member  will  find  that  has  been  changed 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  —and  we  can  discuss  this  in 
committee.  There  is  an  important  principle 
here,  particularly  if  there  is  no  shifting  from 


the  non-parity  principle  in  this  bill,  that  if 
you  want  the  students  to  participate  really 
effectively  in  the  committee  structure  it  might 
be  necessary— in  certain  committees  absolutely 
necessary— that  there  be  many  more  students 
on  them  than  would  be  allowed  by  the  re- 
strictiveness  of  the  minister's  legislation  in 
front  of  us.  I  think  the  minister  is  going  to 
have  to  think  seriously  about  the  concept 
of  spelling  out  in  such  detail  the  nature  and 
composition    of    the    committees. 

The  minister  is  very  specific,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  not  at  all  general  when  he  discusses  the 
executive  committee  of  the  council.  Here 
again,  there  are  severe  reservations  about  the 
minister  being  so  specific  in  legislation  con- 
cerning the  nature  of  that  executive  com- 
mittee. 

There  is  also  a  concern,  for  example  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  fact  that  the  chairman  and 
vice-chairman  are  virtually  appointed  by 
the  minister.  It  seems  to  me  that  might  be 
carrying  the  principle  of  public  account- 
ability too  far,  even  after  the  first  three 
years,  I  believe,  to  allow  the  council  to 
elect  its  own  chairman  and  vice-chairman 
from  among  the  14  appointed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Govemor-in-Council.  It  seems  to  get 
very  detailed  and  very  specific,  in  terms  of 
how  that  council  is  to  operate. 

I  think  the  minister  would  be  very  well 
advised,  in  a  sense,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  accept 
his  own  principle  which  he  stated  here,  that 
the  bill  should  be  general  in  terms  of  how 
that  council  is  to  operate  as  opposed  to  being 
so  detailed  and  so  specific.  I  think  we  must 
allow  this  council  to  arrive  at  many  decisions 
by  itself  after  discussion  rather  than  having 
the  minister  spell  out  in  this  legislation  the 
principles  of  the  operation  of  the  council. 

I  think  the  argument  I  am  making  now 
would  be  strengthened  if  there  was  equal 
faculty-student  representation  on  the  council. 
I  think  that  if  the  minister  maintains  the 
principle  of  non-parity  between  faculty  and 
students  in  this  bill,  I  for  one  would  hke  to 
see  additional  safeguards  included  in  it 
to  ensure  the  students  can  participate  much 
more  effectively  as  opposed  to  simply  having 
token  representation.  If  the  minister  opts 
for  the  parity  concept  and  increases  the 
number  of  students  on  the  council  I  think 
we  do  not  need  to  be  so  specific  in  spelling 
out  the  operations   of  the  council. 

In  other  words  I  think  they  should  leave 
the  committee  structure  to  be  decided  by 
the  governing  council  as  it  wdll  know  the 
optimum  mode  of  its  own  operation,  to  quote 
Robin  Ross. 
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Another  principle  on  the  bill  which  we 
have  reservations  about,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the 
principle  of  limiting  the  number  of  times 
a  person  may  be  reappointed  to  the  council. 
To  put  the  issue  in  a  different  light,  we  are 
concerned  at  the  length  of  time  a  person 
could  work  on  the  council  with  a  group  of 
other  people,  thereby  because  of  their  prior 
knowledge  having  a  great  deal  of  influence 
over  other  people  who  are  only  on  it  for  a 
year  or  so. 

In  other  words  there  is  a  principle  in  the 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  although  there  is  a 
limit  on  reappointment— that  is  to  say,  a 
person  must  stay  out  of  the  council  for  a 
year— this  only  happens  after  he  has  served, 
I  believe,  nine  years.  We  are  getting  into 
a  very  important  area  of  the  politics  of  a 
governing  body  such  as  this.  If  it  is  possible 
for  four  or  five  people,  say  those  appointed 
by  the  minister,  to  be  on  that  coimcil  for 
nine  years  whereas  students  are  elected  for 
only  one  year  and  could  quite  possibly  be 
re-elected  for  only  two  or  three  years,  be- 
cause of  the  accumulation  of  knowledge  about 
what  the  council  is  doing  and  what  the 
committees  are  doing,  those  who  have  been 
on  it  for  a  considerable  length  of  time  tend 
to  have  a  disproportionate  amount  of  power 
simply  because  they  have  been  around  longer. 

Again,  I  think  the  concept  of  limiting  the 
appointments  and  even  the  time  limit  itself 
is  of  critical  importance,  particularly  if  there 
are  only  six  students  on  the  council,  because 
they  in  particular  tend  to  be  on  the  shortest 
length  of  time.  In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill 
states  they  are  elected  for  one  year  only, 
whereas  everybody  else  gets  on  there  for 
two,  three  or  five  years,  if  I  remember  the 
bill  correctly. 

So  again,  in  terms  of  the  internal  politics 
of  a  council  such  as  this,  I  think  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  minister  to  be  aware  of  the 
implications  of  having  eff^ective  limitations 
on  some  people  and  not  having  time  limi- 
tations on  others. 

I  would  suggest  that  if  a  person  has 
served  for  four  years  he  should  stay  out  for 
a  year,  unless,  for  example,  he  was  the 
chairman  himself  or  a  member  of  the  execu- 
tive committee.  But  I  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant to  realize  what  the  effect  of  the  present 
legislation  will  be  in  terms  of  making  it 
much  more  diflBcult  for  the  six  students  to 
have  an  effective  voice  on  that  council. 

So  that  is  another  principle,  the  principle 
of  reappointment  and  time  limit,  which  I 
think  the  minister  must  re-examine.  Just  in 


passing  I  would  like  to  ask  him  why  there 
is  a  limitation,  when  students  are  re-elected 
for  one  year  only,  whereas  no  one  else  I 
think  is  subjected  to  that  limitation? 

There  is  another  principle  in  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  it  has  to  do  with  the  whole 
conflict  of  interest  problem,  and  I  notice 
that,  in  a  sense  by  omission,  the  bill  does 
not  include  this.  I  will  just  be  brief  on  this. 

The  bfll  proposes  a  council  of  42  people 
who  will  be  trustees  of  enormous  armual 
grants  of  the  taxpayers'  money,  trustees  of 
large  parcels  of  public  property,  trustees  of 
some  business  establishments  and  also  of 
many  private  benefactions  and  trusts.  Of 
these  trustees,  18,  including  the  president— 
at  least  18,  because  the  president  appoints 
other  people— will  be  staff  or  students,  who 
are  all  financial  beneficiaries  of  the  trust. 
I  would  like  the  minister  to  think  about 
the  problems   inherent  in  this. 

I  am  not  not  arguing  that  we  exclude 
teachers  and  students  from  the  council  at 
all.  I  am  saying  that  perhaps  there  ought 
to  be  something  in  this  bill  about  certain 
matters.  I  do  not  know  how  to  do  it.  The 
minister  has  probably  tried  to  grapple  with 
this  problem. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  if  that  council, 
for  example,  is  voting  on  research  grants  to 
a  certain  institute  in  the  university,  and  there 
happens  to  be  a  member  of  that  research 
institute  on  the  council,  then  I  think  that 
person  should  not  vote  on  whether  his  insti- 
tute gets  that  appropriation  from  the  pubhc 
fund.  I  believe  he  should  have  the  right  to 
talk  about  what  his  institute  is  doing,  but 
I  am  not  sure  he  should  vote  on  the  appro- 
priation   for   his    particular    institute. 

Of  course  the  really  horrendous  area  of 
conflict  of  interest— I  am  talking  about  direct 
financial  problems  really,  Mr.  Speaker— is  the 
whole  question  of  salaries.  Here  again,  I 
think  the  minister  should  talk  to  someone 
about  this,  perhaps  even  the  faculty  asso- 
ciation at  the  University  of  Toronto,  and 
ask  them  whether  they,  first  of  all,  think 
there  is  a  problem  in  having  the  faculty 
members  on  that  council,  which  would  be 
voting  salary  increases,  being  involved  in 
those  votes. 

Here  is  an  area  which  is  very  difficult  and 
very  sensitive,  but  I  think  as  trustees  of  the 
public's  money  here  we  must  be  aware  of 
that  particular  problem. 

I  have  a  couple  of  other  comments  to  make 
on  this  reading,  Mr.  Speaker.  One  of  the  big 
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issues  at  the  University  of  Toronto  has  al- 
ways been  the  openness  of  meetings  and  the 
availabiHty  of  information  arising  out  of  the 
openness  of  those  meetings;  and  I  know  the 
minister  believes  that  the  universities  must  be 
more  open  with  their  financial  accounts  and 
so  forth.  I  was  wondering  whether  the  prin- 
ciple of  open  meetings  should  be  incorporated 
in  this  legislation  or  not.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  does 
not  mean  that  every  meeting  has  to  be  open. 
What  it  would  mean  is  that  there  would  have 
to  be  a  motion  to  have  a  meeting  in  camera, 
if  you  like,  rather  than  having  the  meetings 
closed  unless  there  is  a  motion  to  open  them 
up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  conclude,  I  would  like  to 
repeat  the  point  I  made  in  opening  these  re- 
marks, that  the  principle  of  the  bill  that 
establishes  a  unicameral  system  of  govern- 
ment at  the  University  of  Toronto  is  an 
excellent  principle,  and  in  that  respect  we  in 
this  party  support  this  bill,  because  that  is 
the  key  principle  of  the  bill. 

At  the  University  of  Toronto— as  the  min- 
ister well  knows— decision  making  has  been 
bogged  down,  committee  reports  are  not 
being  acted  on.  For  example,  the  report  on 
Hart  House,  the  report  on  undergraduate 
studies  and  so  forth.  Decision  making  has 
virtually  come  to  a  standstill  at  the  university 
in  many  many  areas  because  of  the  feeling 
that  the  present  decision-making  structure  is 
not  valid  in  the  eyes  of  too  many  people  at 
the  University  of  Toronto. 

So  it  is  absolutely  imperative  that  this  bill 
be  passed  and  that  people  at  the  University 
of  Toronto  know  the  terms  of  reference  with- 
in which  they  can  make  decisions.  There  is 
an  urgency  to  this  bill,  I  think,  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto.  I  think  this  bill  must  be 
passed,  and  I  think  the  principle  of  uni- 
cameralism is  a  first-rate  principle.  I  point 
out  to  you  the  two  most  serious  flaws  in  the 
bill  are,  first  of  all  the  question  of  teacher- 
student  parity,  which  I  think  is  absolutely 
key  if  there  really  is  to  be  a  community  of 
learning  and  scholarship  at  the  University  of 
Toronto,  and  by  the  way  checks  on  abuses  of 
students  and  student  checks  on  the  abuses  of 
teachers. 

Secondly,  I  think  it  is  very,  very  important 
that  the  14  people  appointed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Governor-in-Council— in  our  case  the 
16  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant-Governor-in- 
Council— be  from  a  very  broad  base  from 
within  the  community,  and  I  think  that  in 
this  bill  it  should  be  written  in  that  at  least 
two  of  those  people  should  be  ex  officio.  One 
for  sure,  I  think,  should  be  tlie  mayor  of  the 


city  of  Toronto  or  his  representative  from 
council;  and  secondly,  I  think  the  president 
of  the  local  community  association  around  the 
downtown  campus.  I  think  those  people 
should  almost  certainly  be  ex-ofiBcio. 

I  think  for  the  others  there  must  be  some 
system  which  removes  from  the  public  mind, 
or  from  the  minds  of  anyone  at  the  University 
of  Toronto,  that  the  people  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council  are  there  by 
virtue  of  their  friendship  with  a  particular 
political  party  or  with  a  particular  minister. 

And  therefore,  as  I  suggested  last  week,  I 
think  the  principle  should  be  incorporated  in 
the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  some  mechanism 
such  as  the  standing  committee  on  human  re- 
sources recommending  to  the  minister  30  to 
40  people  from  whom  the  minister  can  choose 
anyone  he  likes,  or  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
may  choose  anyone  he  likes,  would  be  an 
excellent  way  of  maintaining  the  credibility 
and  the  effectiveness  of  the  people  appointed 
by  the  Lieutenant-Governor- in-Council. 

But  as  long  as  those  14  people  are  virtually 
appointed  by  the  cabinet  of  the  province, 
representing  a  single  political  party;  and  as 
long  as  the  chairman  and  the  vice-chairman 
must  come  from  those  people,  I  think  the 
question  of  the  credibility  and  the  validity  of 
those  people  could  be  seriously  undermined 
unless  there  was  a  cross-check  against  the 
appearance  of  political  patronage  in  these 
appointments. 

With  those  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  conclude.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

The  bill  before  us  is  an  attempt  to  launch 
a  new  experiment  in  the  structure  of  uni- 
versity government  in  this  province.  It  is 
dispelling  the  warp  and  woof  as  it  presently 
exists,  and  as  we  have  very  often  contended 
it  is  dispelling  the  incubus  of  the  governors 
of  the  university,  men  who,  however  well 
they  may  have  served  in  the  past,  have  not 
the  academic  qualifications,  by  and  large,  or 
at  least  do  not  have  to  heart  the  curricular 
life  and  the  whole  life  of  the  university.  They 
were  appointed  primarily  on  a  monetary  and 
financial  basis  of  being  businessmen  and  hav- 
ing business  acumen,  because  the  universities 
were  relying  largely  upon  private  funds  in 
those  days,  to  conduct  an  investment  portfolio 
and  whatnot,  a  way  of  life  in  the  university 
that  met  its  budgetary  needs.  That  age  has 
passed.    Ninety-five   per    cent    of   the    funds 
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coming  into  universities  now  are  from  the 
public  purse  and  therefore  the  public  realm 
has  an  immediate,  direct  and  substantial 
interest  in  how  universities  are  run. 

We  then  come  up  against  the  principle  of 
autonomy  in  the  universities  and  how  we  can 
square  the  fact  that  in  1955,  I  think,  $26 
million  was  spent  at  the  University  of  To- 
ronto, whereas  this  year  $125  million  in 
operating  budget  is  being  spent  in  the  great 
swelling,  the  changed  contours  of  life  at  the 
University  of  Toronto  as  it  has  come  to  be. 

And  so  an  age  has  passed  and  we  are 
beginning  a  new  experiment,  as  I  say.  The 
unicameral  concept,  therefore,  is  up  for 
grabs.  There  is  not  that  much  determination. 
We  do  not  know  how  well  it  is  likely  to 
work.  When  the  minister  has  imported  into 
his  legislation  that  the  whole  matter  may 
be  reviewed  after  a  five-year  period,  I  think 
he  could  take  under  close  scrutiny  the  possi- 
bility of  doing  it  after  three  years,  since  the 
matter  is  so  empirical,  so  indeterminate  and 
really  so  hazardous  in  its  intent  and  opera- 
tion as  to  just  how  the  thing  may  progress. 
The  minister  may  be  open  to  that  kind  of 
suggestion;   I  suspect  he  is. 

In  other  words,  I  say  there  should  be  a 
foreshortening  of  time  in  order  to  have  an- 
other hard  look  at  the  new  principle  to  be 
determined  here.  I  am  not  so  convinced  per- 
sonally that  the  unicameral  concept  will 
catch  on  across  the  province.  This  may  very 
well  be  a  precedent  in  some  cases,  but  one 
is  struck  in  the  private  bills  committee  of 
this  House— and  half  the  universities  in  the 
province  are  still  under  private  bills  and  the 
other  half  under  public— that  they  are  local 
and  peculiar  conditions.  The  way  they  have 
grown  up  does  not,  by  any  stretch  of  the 
imagination,  necessarily  bring  them  into 
accord  with  a  unicameral  setup.  On  the  con- 
trary, I  think  many  of  them  are  well  satis- 
fied with  the  two-tiered  notion  of  the 
university  and  are  operating  at  this  time 
satisfactorily  under  that  particular  aegis.  Well, 
so  be  it. 

The  problem  then,  leaving  aside  inciden- 
tal matters  which  we  can  take  up  tomorrow 
morning  or  whenever  we  get  into  committee 
on  this  matter— for  instance,  in  tlie  definition 
of  the  teaching  staff,  there  are  all  kinds  of 
thorny  httle  problems  there  as  to  whether 
lecturers  ought  to  be  in  one  camp  or  the 
other.  Just  let  me  comment  on  that:  In  one 
way  it  is  possible,  it  seems  to  me,  that  an 
option  ought  to  be  given  to,  say  a  graduate 
student  who  is  lecturing,  who  does  not  know 
quite  which  camp  he  finds  himself  in,  to  vote 


on  the  side  of  the  student  body  as  a  student 
or  to  vote  as  a  member  of  the  teaching  staff. 
He  would  have  to  determine  which  way  he 
would  go,  conclusively  one  way  or  the  other. 
That  would  probably  obviate  that  peculiar 
and  that  particular  difficulty. 

The  main  problem  here  has  to  do  with 
constitution  of  the  governing  council.  The 
minister  has  made  it  rigorous  and  mandatory 
that  at  least  one-half  of  that  council  should 
be  from  the  lay  community  and  I  have  not 
heard  a  great  deal— I  have  not  heard  any, 
as  a  matter  of  fact— objection  taken  to  that, 
which  I  consider  as  the  heart  of  this  par- 
ticular bill.  It  seems  to  be  in  all  our  minds 
that  in  one  way  or  another  that  ought  to 
be  the  case,  because  of  the  impact  of  the 
public  realm  at  this  time  on  universities. 

Lord  knows  it  is  going  to  depend  upon  the 
quality  of  person  who  is  appointed,  the 
14  members  or  the  16  members,  and  how 
wide  a  diversity  of  human  beings,  and  how 
vigorous,  what  kind  of  people  they  are  in 
the  community,  whether  they  are  stormy 
petrels.  The  minister,  I  am  sure,  is  not 
afraid  of  such  individuals,  and  rather,  as  a 
matter  of  fact  has  some  penchant  in  that 
direction.  But  at  least  people  who  are  not 
yea-sayers  necessarily,  in  the  wrong  sense 
of  the  term,  who  are  conformists,  who  are 
perpetually  receding  from  competition  with 
issues,  but  people  who  are  forthright,  widely 
cultured— not  just  businessmen,  but  people 
with  the  feeling  for  the  life,  of  the  intelli- 
gence, of  the  mind,  with  a  notion  of  what 
the  vigorous  life  and  the  community  all 
around  them  is  about.  With  a  sympathy,  if 
you  will,  towards  change  as  such;  not  run- 
ning towards  it,  but  not  afraid  of  it  either; 
a   willingness   for   adaptation   and   flexibility. 

This  is  the  image  the  minister  tries  to 
create  for  himself  in  this  community  and  this 
would  be  the  naturing  of  his  appointments, 
but  two  weeks  from  today  it  is  possible, 
lamentably  perhaps,  that  the  minister  would 
not  be  in  the  position  he  is  and  we  would 
have  to  forfend  against  the  somewhat  more 
Neanderthal,  torpid  intelhgence  who  could 
very  well  load  the  governing  body  of  the 
university,  so  far  as  the  lay  representation 
is  concerned,  with  people  who  are  equally 
obtuse. 

That  possibihty  must  be  conjoined  with 
another  factor.  However  we  play  the  num- 
bers game  in  this  matter— and  I  for  myself 
am  leaving  this  up  to  the  committee  to- 
morrow morning,  on  the  representations  made 
as   to   how   the   representation   according   to 
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numbers  will  fall  out.  It  will  depend  par- 
tially upon  the  eloquence,  I  suppose,  or  the 
forcefulness  of  the  contending  parties  before 
us. 

But  I  have  a  further  reservation  about 
faculty.  During  the  three  days  of  debate 
that  took  place  on  June  1,  2  and  3  of  last 
year  at  the  Macdonald  Block,  with  a  very 
wide  representation  of  student  body,  faculty 
and  alumna,  as  to  what  the  constitution  of 
the  university  ought  to  be,  the  tendency, 
throughout  the  11  votes  that  were  taken  at 
the  end  of  that  three-day  encounter,  was  for 
faculty  to  take  a  position  of  supersession. 
At  least,  to  accord  to  itself  a  larger  number 
of  faculty  members  in  representation  than 
lay,  for  instance— or,  for  that  matter,  almost 
invariably,    than   for   students. 

The  feeling  is  that  the  faculty  are  more 
endemically  allied  and  united  to  the  life  of 
the  university,  know  more  about  it,  are  more 
committed  to  it,  it  is  their  whole  lives.  They 
feel,  therefore,  that  they  ought  to  have  a 
greater  voice,  a  greater  role  to  play  in  the 
determining  of  the  internal  life  of  the  imiver- 
sity. 

I  am  standing  here  today  to  reject  that 
principle.  I  think  there  is  an  opposite  current 
also  present  and  quite  possible  in  this  par- 
ticular context  and  that  those  who  have 
vested  interests  in  institutions  are  altogether 
too  likely  to  accept  the  prevailing  mores  and 
the  status  quo  and  their  ongoing  conformities 
and  their  comforts  that  they  have  achieved. 

There  is  not  the  flexibility  and  the  vitality 
that  should  characterize  institutions— and 
must  characterize  them  if  they  are  not  to  be 
centres  of  storm  in  our  society.  People  who 
are  entrenched  lose  the  facility  and  the 
faculty  for  adaptation.  We  know  that  in  the 
case  of  some  governments,  do  we  not? 

With  that  particular  concept  in  mind,  it 
seems  to  me  a  rooted  conservatism.  I  have 
not  seen  the  faculties  of  imiversities  showing 
splendiferous  intellectualism— the  odd  Mar- 
cuse,  whom  we  have  to  put  up  with,  does 
speak  out  in  the  vein  that  he  thinks  is  in  line 
with  intellectual  freedom. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Why  would 
the  member  say  that  we  have  to  put  up  with 
him? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  happens  widi  the  Gov- 
ernor Reagans  of  this  world?    They  see  that 
they  are  dismissed  from  their  role- 
Mr.  Sopha:  I  prefer  Marcuse  to  Reagan. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  —at  the  university  and  the 
men  who  are  engendering  spirits  of  the 
society,  the  imaginative  ones,  are  cast  out. 
This  is  the  danger,  that  anyone  who  is 
prophetic,  anyone  who  is  typically  critical  of 
a  society,  faces  the  pariah  possibility  all  the 
way  around.  Most  of  those  throughout  his- 
tory who  have  taken  the  stances  which  have 
lanced  society  of  its  wounds  and  dispelled  the 
boils  have  ended  on  crosses  or  drinking  hem- 
lock or  performing  other  ritual  acts  of  their 
own  destruction. 

With  that  particular  thing  in  mind  I  pre- 
fer, therefore,  to  go  for  the  parity  principle 
in  the  representation.  I  think  that  the 
students  do  represent— however  Don  Quixote- 
like, however  taken  up  with  Utopian  concepts 
if  you  will— nevertheless,  they  are  the  idealis- 
tic and  imaginative  and  creative  people  who 
are  the  oncoming  force  of  the  society.  They 
are  the  ones  that  will  stir  them  up  and  keep 
them  alive  and  point  out  their  faults.  They 
will  not  feel  they  have  an  entrenched  posi- 
tion in  society  which  they  may  lose,  or  that 
they  may  lose  their  prestige.  They  have  no 
prestige  to  lose  or  position  to  lose.  Their 
property  rights  are  not  in  danger  because 
there  is  no  property  involved;  thank  heavens! 

So  they  are  free  individuals,  at  least  at 
that  point  of  their  lives.  They  are  free  to 
speak  and  think  independently.  They  must 
have  a  central  and  focal  voice  here  to  keep 
the  rest  of  the  birds  honest.  And  so  we  are 
going  to,  in  this  party,  make  very  strong 
representations  on  behalf  of  the  student  body. 
We  want  them  represented  right  along  with 
faculty  to  the  fullest  possible  extent— at  least 
full  parity. 

As  for  the  lay  representation,  speaking  for 
myself  personally,  I  do  not  think  there  is 
anything  wrong  in  its  equality  of  vote.  At 
least  let  us  test  it  and  see  how  it  works  out 
and  which  way  the  people  tend  to  fall  in 
the  actual  voting  procedures  and  what  comes 
about  in  that  particular  role. 

I  think  three  years  are  plenty  of  time,  as 
I  say,  in  which  to  make  that  particular  de- 
termination. I  am  very  interested  in  reading 
the  renjarks  of  the  miiversity-wide  committee 
and  the  point-by-point  resume  of  its  various 
potentials.  I  would  like  to  read  three  de- 
cisions into  the  record,  and  then  comment 
upon  them. 

A  decision  has  already  been  taken  to  divide 
proposal  No.  7  into  two  parts.  We  will  come 
to  what  that  is  about. 

In  a  straw  vote  on  part  1,  the  UWC 

rejected  by  63  votes  to  56  the  principle 
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that  faculty  and  students  together  form  a 
clear  majority  on  the  top  governing  struc- 
ture.   There  were  three  abstentions. 

In  other  words,  the  university  commimity 
itself,  by  a  narrow  margin  albeit,  neverthe- 
less went  for  the  business  of  the  representa- 
tion. And  so  I  say,  the  issue  seems  to  be 
somewhat  out  of  contention.    Secondly: 

It  defeated  by  60  votes  to  56  the  prin- 
ciple that  students  be  given  equal  repre- 
sentation with  faculty.  There  were  six 
abstentions. 

Blessed  be  those  who  abstain,  because  their 
hearts  are  in  the  right  place  but  their  minds 
are  addled.  But  if  they  had  voted,  it  pretty 
well  may  have  been  the  other  way,  but  that 
is  the  principle  that  I  have  just  jettisoned. 
No.  3: 

The  UWC  took  a  further  straw  vote  on 
proposal  No.  8,  rejecting  by  101  to  13  the 
principle  that  a  majority  of  members  should 
be  drawn  from  outside  the  university. 

And  so  you  can  see  the  ingrown  character  in 
the  event. 

I  just  wanted  to  make  a  comment.  A  man, 
who  in  other  circumstances  has  proved  a 
somewhat  forthright,  incisive  and  brilliant 
mind  in  our  community,  has  said  some  rather 
curious  things  which  causes  me  pause  and 
which  I  would  like  to  bring  before  the  min- 
ister and  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Professor  C.  Brough  Macpherson  urged 
acceptance  of  the  formula  which  proposed 
10  lay  members,  the  president,  five  presi- 
dential appointees,  25  faculty  representa- 
tives,  15  students. 

He  asked  the  meeting  to  accept  the 
validity  of  three  principles: 

1.  That  the  faculty,  including  academic 
administrators,  should  comprise  at  least 
half  of  the  top  governing  structure. 

You  can  see  the  way  in  which  great  spirits 
go  awry.  Here  is  a  fellow  who  knows  how  to 
scuttle  the  society  and  knows  its  vulnerable 
spots  and  has  written  brilliantly  on  law  and 
on  Hume  and  on  social  contracts  and  rights, 
and  really  put  them  in  a  context  you  know. 
But  here  Macpherson  is  saying  that  the 
community  of  scholars,  that  mythological 
entity  which  I  suppose  existed  once  about 
the  time  of  Duns  Scotus  and  disappeared 
rapidly  since,  ought  to  be  in  complete  con- 
trol  of   its   own   regimen. 

2.  That  the  law  component  should  be 
no  larger  than  is  needed  to  enable  it  to 
perform  a  watchdog  function  on  behalf 
of  the  community  outside. 


And  he  does  not  spell  out  exactly  how  many 
heads  Cerberus  happens  to  have,  but  the 
15-headed  Hydra  that  the  minister  has  im- 
posed upon  it  is  certainly  running  contrary 
to  the  principle,  as  he  puts  it,  of  the  pro- 
fessor. 

3.  That  students,  as  members  of  the  aca- 
demic community,  should  have  more  places 
on  the  governing  council  than  lay  members. 

Well  perhaps,  but  I  do  not  think  we  are  ripe 
for  that  yet.  As  long  as  they  remain  in 
equivalence  to  the  faculty  representation  I 
think  we  can  launch  upon  the  experiment  as 
it  stands. 

There  is  another  area,  and  it  was  brought 
to  the  minister's  attention  by  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  East  I  think  it  is,  about 
the  possibility  of  an  internal  conflict  being 
generated  inside  his  legislation.  Let  me  put 
it  this  way,  the  minister's  legislation  as  it 
presently  stands  has  22  sections,  whereas  the 
previous  University  of  Toronto  Act— the  one 
that  is  being  replaced— had  129  sections.  It 
can  only  mean  that  in  one  way  or  another  the 
minister  has  encapsulated  in  this  legislation 
a  great  deal  of  matter  that  previously  existed 
here  in  some  form. 

The  only  way,  of  course,  one  can  do  that  is 
by  way  of  generalization.  You  have  to  make 
not  necessarily  vacuous  statements  but  cer- 
tainly somewhat  vague  and  general  state- 
ments covering  an  awful  lot  of  ground  in 
order  to  wipe  out  and  whittle  this  dovvni  to 
a  sixth  of  its  previous  bulk.  The  minister 
has  left  out  a  number  of  things  in  the 
course  of  doing  this. 

One  of  them  would  be  where  are  the 
powers  over  the  disciplinary  life  of  the 
university?  How  is  faculty  tenure  to  be 
treated  within  the  confines  of  this  new 
legislation?  How  are  civil  rights  as  a  whole 
to  be  guaranteed,  to  be  enforced,  to  be 
given  efiicacy  within  the  terms  of  the  legis- 
lation as  we  presently  have  it? 

There  is  nothing  about  that.  I  feel  it  is 
something  of  a  hiatus,  you  know,  particularly 
in  this  day  and  age,  and  in  an  Act  that  has 
some  pretensions  of  the  progressive  lure,  to 
have  omitted  apparently  with  deliberation 
aforethought  those  particular  facets.  As  you 
know,  in  The  University  of  Toronto  Act  there 
are  five  or  six  major  sections  on  the  discipline 
powers  within  the  university. 

I  am  wondering:  In  this  particular  con- 
text, we  put  through  some  legislation  last 
week  in  this  House— Bills  53  and  54  having 
to  do  with  the  internal  procedures  of  tri- 
bunals     and      administrative      bodies;      the 
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McRuer  recommendations  and  the  safe- 
guarding of  civil  liberties  on  questions  of 
cross-examination;  questions  of  proper  notice; 
questions  of  being  able  to  appear  with  or 
without  counsel. 

The  whole  question  was  mentioned  by  the 
previous  speaker  with  respect  to  open  or 
closed  in  camera  hearings.  How  are  these 
to  be  conducted?  We  get  no  indication  from 
the  minister's  present  legislation  as  to  what 
the  purport  of  that  is  or  what  is  the  weight 
he  attaches  to  these  matters. 

Again,  liberal  institutions  with  liberal 
learning  ought  there  not  to  be  a  little  liber- 
ality touching  the  very  human  rights  and 
freedoms  which  are  supposedly  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution,  or  in  any  event  are 
embodied  in  legislation  passed  in  this  House 
within  the  last  fortnight?  There  is  nothing 
of  that.  Again  it  is  a  grievous  fault  written 
into  the  heart  of  the  bill. 

I  would  like  the  minister  to  indicate  to  me 
whether  or  not  he  thinks  that  within  the  in- 
ternal structures  of  the  university  these  two 
basically  procedural  items— you  know  Mc- 
Ruer, the  saint,  says  that  all  civil  liberties  lie 
not  in  substantive  matters  but  precisely  in 
the  interstices  of  procedure,  and  where  pro- 
cedures override  human  liberties  that  is 
where  the  real  crunch  comes  in  governmental 
apparatus. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  take  under  con- 
sideration that  particular  fault  or  lacuna  in 
his  legislation. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  points  of 
some  significance  in  the  legislation  but  not  of 
great  major  import.  Namely,  for  instance, 
whether  everybody  on  that  governing  com- 
mittee ought  to  be  a  Canadian  citizen.  We 
have  a  considerable  number  of  American  pro- 
fessors who  have  been  here  for  some  period 
of  time,  many  of  whom— 

Mr.  Sopha:  How  about  handing  them  a 
bible  and  asking  them  for  an  oath  of  alleg- 
iance? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  suggesting  that— 

Ml*.  Sopha:  That  is  what  the  Americans  do. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  suggesting  that  if  they 
indicate  their  goodwill  by  way  of  afiBdavit  or 
by  way  of  some  form  of  submission  to  the 
university  council  that  within  a  period  of 
time,  say  three  years,  they  intend  to  establish 
themselves  as  Canadian  citizens  and  make  an 
immediate  application  for  citizenship,  they 
ought  not  to  be  automatically  excluded  from 


this  body.  Many  of  them  are  performing  vital 
functions- 
Mr.  Sopha:  It  is  not  an  unreasonable  re- 
quirement that  people  should  be  citizens.  The 
member  and  I  are. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  see  no  reason  for  excluding 
a  number  of  people  who  are  the  vital  lives  of 
universities,  and  some  of  them  are  the  most 
militant  people  among  us,  that  basis— solely 
on  some  kind  of  lip-service  to  McRuer  and  to 
the  McRuer  principle.  I  would  ask  the  min- 
ister to  have  an  open  mind,  despite  the  mem- 
ber for  Sudbury.  Under  the  fumes  that  he  has 
to  exhale  up  in  that  part  of  the  world,  he  is 
so  obfuscated  and  intoxicated  by  them  that 
his  thinking  process  has  dimmed  of  latter 
date  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Would  the  member  say  debili- 
tated? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  would  advert— would  I  say 
what? 

Mi*.  Sopha:  Debilitated. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  I  would  only  say  senility. 

Mr.  M.  B.  Dymond  (Ontario):  The  member 
for  Sudbury  means  exhilarated. 

Mr.   Lawlor:   Is  the  member  for  Sudbury 

going  to  be  speaking- 
Mr.  Sopha:  Will  the  member  for  Lakeshore 

get  around  to  something  important? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —so  that  I  can  get  equal  time? 

On  the  business  of  tenure,  I  would  like  to 
determine  from  the  minister  precisely  how  he 
feels  that  that  particular  area  of  safeguarding 
professors  from  dismissal  is  being  safeguarded 
in  the  terms  of  the  present  legislation?  Surely 
he  has  taken  it  into  cognizance  and  has  re- 
viewed it  with  his  staff?  There  must  be  an 
answer  to  it. 

I  would  trust  that  the  answer  would  be 
that  all  those  matters  as  they  presently  exist 
and  are  extant  within  the  university  commun- 
ity remain  so,  and  nothing  is  changed  in  this 
particular  regard  and  that  these  people  need 
not  have  any  fear  of  instant  dismissal  or  hav- 
ing demotions  or  their  very  jobs  at  stake.  I 
would  like  the  minister  to  go  further  on  that 
in  order  to  justify  that  within  the  term  and 
context  of  his  legislation  as  it  presently 
stands. 

There  are  two  other  matters  of  some  im- 
portance. One  is  precisely  what  the  role  of 
the  president  of  the  university  is  going  to  be; 
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and  the  second  one  has  to  do  with  the  execu- 
tive committee.  Now  whatever  may  be  the 
fallout  of  events  in  this  legislation,  the  situa- 
tion up  to  now,  both  with  respect  to  the 
board  of  governors  and  the  senate  of  the 
university,  is  that  they  have  been  powerless 
with  respect  to  the  degree  and  weight  of 
representation  coming  from  those  most  im- 
mediately affected. 

The  senate  has  ameliorated  itself  over  the 
past  few  years;  but  in  no  instance,  at  either 
level,  has  the  full  democratic  impact  been 
felt  and  the  safeguarding  of  individual  posi- 
tions been  maintained. 

What  we  are  a  little  afraid  of  here  is 
that  the  executive  committee,  as  it  is  presently 
constituted,  wall  be  the  tail  that  wags  the 
university  dog  and,  with  the  role  of  the 
president  conducting  the  affair  so  much  be- 
hind the  scenes,  that  in  the  long  analysis 
nothing  fundamental  will  be  changed. 

That  is  a  fear,  I  think,  that  has  been 
obviated  to  some  extent  by  the  very  fact  that 
on  the  executive  council  we  are  going  to 
have  representation  from  the  teaching  body, 
two  out  of  the  10;  one  student  will  be 
nominated  from  the  members  elected  by  the 
students;  and  the  representation  of  at  least 
three  out  of  the  10,  if  we  have  any  faith 
or  confidence,  either  on  this  body  or  on  the 
governing  council,  the  people  who  will  be 
sent  to  represent  their  various  constituencies 
will  be  people  independence  of  mind, 
will  be  people  who  will  be  forthright  and 
stand  up,  who  will  have  no  reason  in  the 
world  to  think  that  either  the  faculty  and 
a  fortiori  the  student  body  will  be  in  any 
way  intimidated  by  the  corporate  elite  if 
they  stand  their  ground. 

When  these  matters  are  pushed  off  to 
committees,  when  the  committees  are  formed, 
then  their  representation  should  be  fully 
granted  and  acceded  to  when  each  of  the 
committees   is   formed. 

I  have  one  word  of  caveat  to  the  univer- 
sity community.  The  intent  of  this  legisla- 
tion, as  I  understand  it,  is  a  thorough 
revision,  root  and  branch,  of  the  existing 
structure.  It  is  not  a  new  structure  laid  upon 
an  existing  committee  apparatus.  This  must 
be  well  understood.  There  are  perhaps  too 
many  committees  at  the  university  at  the 
present  time.  Perhaps  the  representations 
made  before  the  recent  changes  in  this 
legislation,  namely  before  the  recent  changes 
in  the  last  week,  it  was  mandatory  that  a 
majority  of  the  lay  representatives  on  the 
council  be  on  every  committee.  If  that  were 
the  case,  then  of  course  the  numbers  of  the 


membership  of  this  committee  being  42 
would  not  have  been  half  adequate  to  cover 
even  a  streamlined  and  efficiently  conducted 
committee  system  within  the  university,  much 
less  the  fairly  heavy  hand  of  an  overloaded 
system  that  they  have  at  the  present  time. 

They  must  revise  their  committees.  What 
this  Act  has  done  now  is  to  say  that  a 
major— not  of  the  lay  members  but  a  majority 
of  the  members  who  belong  to  the  com- 
mittee across  the  board— must  constitute  the 
committee.  And  surely  the  principle,  it  seems 
to  me— and  this  is  a  further  step  that  the 
minister  has  gone  in  the  last  fortnight— is 
that  some  powers  and  some  responsibilities 
are  delegated  out  to  the  committee,  on 
which  the  committee  may  make  a  determi- 
nation if  the  governing  body  so  says,  that 
provided  that  that  is  scrutinized  with  con- 
siderable care,  there  is  certainly  nothing 
wrong  in  principle  with  that. 

At  any  rate,  if  the  professors  want  a 
particular  place  in  the  parking  lot,  or  certain 
amenities  in  their  offices,  surely  the  whole 
bargaining  body  is  not  going  to  sit  around 
and  talk  of  the  jealousies  and  the  internal 
bickerings  of  the  university  professors  in 
these  minor  amenities.  Some  committee  ought 
to  have   that  power. 

When  it  comes  to  more  important  matters 
—the  determination  of  curriculum  or  pro- 
motion or  disciplinary  matters,  salary— have 
we  not  got  sufficient  confidence  in  the  uni- 
versity community,  the  supposed  intelli- 
gentsia of  the  society.  It  is  true  they  very 
often  lack  horse  sense  as  compared  to  us 
legislators,  but  by  and  large  I  am  prepared 
to  grant  them  that  much  acumen  that  they 
may  determine  internally  what  is  important 
and  what  is  not  important  in  terms  of  the 
internal  life  of  the  governing  council;  except 
in  one  area,  which  again  the  hon.  member 
for  Scarborough  East  spoke  about,  and  that 
is  the  business  of  salaries  and  benefits  to 
accrue. 

Ought  that  not  to  be  on  the  recommen- 
dations of  the  university-wide  committee 
itself?  Ought  that  not  to  be  hived  off  in 
their  recommendations?  They  themselves 
argue  that  there  may  be  something  invidious 
about  it,  some  conflict  of  interests  created 
if  the  professors,  seeking  a  raise  in  pay,  also 
had  that  under  their  own  deciderata  and 
were  voting  on  this  matter.  This  is  an  area 
where  perhaps  lay  representatives  alone,  or 
perhaps  with  the  students  and  the  alumnae, 
could  have  an  independent  role  to  play  and 
make  its  recommendations  back  to  the  parent 
body  on  that  particular  area. 
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Now  a  great  deal  of  conflict  arises  out  of 
the  conflict  of  interest,  because  the  argu- 
ment has  tended  to  go  the  other  way. 

It  comes  down  to  this;  that  they  S'ay  if 
you  do  that,  if  you  have  taken  this  particular 
determination  of  a  financial  responsibility 
into  the  lay  commvmity,  you  are  really  re- 
constituting the  old  system  again,  and  re- 
asserting the  previous  role  of  the  board  of 
governors  and  that  that  ought  not  to  be 
accepted.  But  Professor  Stephen  Dupre 
moved  a  motion  on  that  occasion,  after  some- 
what prolonged  debate.  That  motion  said 
that  this  precisely  should  be  done— that  mem- 
bers of  faculty  who  are  themselves  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  the  proposals  ought  not  to  sit  on 
that  committee.  It  was  moved  and  it  was 
adopted  by  the  university  wide  committee. 
This  goes  some  distance,  you  know,  to 
making  a  forceable  case  in  this  matter  to 
which  I  would  ask  the  minister  to  give  good 
thought.  If  he  does  not  agree,  then  I  am 
certainly  most  interested  in  learning  his 
rationale  as  to  how  he  would  justify  that  par- 
ticular ingrown  and  implicit  difficulty  within 
his  own  legislation. 

There  are  many,  many  points  that  can  be 
brought  to  the  fore,  but  the  bulk  of  these 
matters  I  think  can  he  better  handled  in  the 
give  and  take  and  the  thrust  of  the  com- 
mittee, which  I  would  hope  would  take  place 
tomorrow  morning.  Then  we  can  bring 
numerous  other  matters  which  have  been 
submitted  to  us  as  opposition  members,  and 
I  am  sure  in  the  125  briefs  to  the  minister 
as  to  how  modifications  may  take  place  and 
should  take  place  within  the  general  overall 
structure. 

The  several  points  that  I  have  mentioned 
seem  to  me  to  have  some  weight  and  bearing 
and  may  result  in  some  alteration  of  the  Act. 
May  I  just  finish  by  saying  that  I  have  been 
speaking  this  afternoon  for  myself  alone.  I 
cannot  vouch  that  my  colleagues  are  all  com- 
pletely in  accord  with  me,  as  perhaps  mem- 
bers will  discover  very  shortiy.  Some  of 
them  have  very  strong  reservations  and  put 
some  of  the  points  that  I  have  made  and 
others  somewhat  more  trenchantly  than  I 
have  attempted  to  put  them. 

Mr.  T.  Raid:  Is  the  member  not  a  member 
of  a  political  party? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  are  a  very  democratic 
group  over  here. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  if  necessary,  on  occasion 
certain  independence  of  mind  must  assert 
itself  on  university  committees  and  in  pol- 
itical parties.  I  wish  to  state  that  I  shall 
reserve  my  final  position  imtil  I  hear  this 
debate  out  and  the  minister's  reply  and  so, 
as  they  conduct  themselves— 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  How  is  the  hon.  member  go- 
ing to  vote? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  have  not  decided. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very 
important  bill  and  deserves  a  thoroughgoing 
analysis  by  the  Legislature. 

For  one  thing,  the  University  of  Toronto 
is,  in  at  least  two  important  aspects,  a  very 
towering  and  a  very  influential  institution. 
Firstly  within  this  city,  where  it  exhibits 
tremendous  impact  upon  the  commimity,  and 
if  one  may  borrow  a  biological  analogy  it 
became  an  institution  which,  likened  to  some 
living  organism,  developed  symptoms  of 
something  like  elephantiasis  as  it,  in  a  very 
aggressive  way,  expanded  its  bodily  structure 
to  continue  the  analogy  to  the  east  and  the 
west,  the  north,  scarcely  to  the  south,  in  the 
expropriation  of  land  abutting  it.  I  am  told 
that  away  back  in  history  at  the  time  it  was 
founded,  or  King's  College  was  founded,  in 
the  early  1840s,  it  was  thought  that  the  in- 
stitution was  well  out  of  town.  It  was  a  day's 
or  half  a  day's  stagecoach  ride  from  the  busi- 
ness centre  down  at  King  and  Simcoe  Streets. 
You  remember  the  four  comers  of  those  days 
—salvation,  education,  there  was  a  pub  on 
the  other  comer  called  damnation,  and  oh 
yes,  legislation.  Salvation,  education,  legisla- 
tion and  damnation  marked  the  four  comers 
of  that  important  intersection. 

It  was  thought  that  by  putting  that  univer- 
sity up  here  that  it  was  well  enough  out  of 
town  and  that  adequate  land  would  be  avail- 
able for  its  expansion.  I  am  told,  and  I  will 
be  corrected  if  I  am  wrong,  that  at  one  time 
it  owned  all  the  land  from  Yonge  Street  to 
Spadina  and  over  the  years  divested  itself  of 
much  of  that  land,  with  the  result  that  since 
the  end  of  the  Second  World  War  it  has 
been  buying  the  land  back  at  horrendous 
prices,  using  sometimes  its  powers  or  the 
threat  of  expropriation.  So  one  can  see  that 
the  governing  powers  of  the  university  were 
not  always  endowed  with  Grecian  perspic- 
acity about  the  future  of  the  institution. 

In  one  way  it  is  perhaps  among  the  most 
important  institutions  within  the  borders  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  and  on  the  other  hand 
its  prestige  among  North  American  xmiver- 
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sities  is  very  high  indeed.  It  is  considered 
throughout  the  continent  to  be  a  place  of 
great  learning  where  many  people  of  great 
ability  and  knowledge  within  their  disciplines 
hold  chairs.  It  is  considered  to  be  a  very 
aggressive  institution  in  the  field  of  research, 
and  particularly  in  the  physical  sciences. 

I,  sir,  have  the  honour  to  be  an  alumnus, 
a  graduate  twice.  I  graduated  twice  from 
that  university,  not  because  I  was  endowed 
with  any  particular  obtuseness  but  because  I 
took  two  degrees  and  attended  there  six 
years  and  during  that  time  helped  Sidney 
Smith  a  little  bit  in  running  the  institution. 
He  was  a  remarkable  man. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  is  a  remarkable 
contribution   to  the   debate,   too. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Throughout  the  years  of  his 
leadership,  he  did  not  have  the  problems, 
whether  through  his  own  skill  and  his  own 
personal  qualities,  that  Claude  Bissell  en- 
countered during  his  stewardship  as  the 
president  of  the  university.  But  Sidney  Smith 
had  many  many  fine  qualities  and  was  en- 
dowed with  a  brilliant  mind  which  might 
be  likened  to  a  steel  trap  on  many  occa- 
sions. I  say  that  with  a  fondness  about  him 
and  admiration  for  the  part  he  played  in  the 
life  of   this  country. 

Now  this  thing  must  be  approached  from 
a  historical  vantage  point.  I  do  not  intend, 
like  the  two  previous  speakers,  to  let  the 
present  minister  off  the  hook  easily,  because 
this  principle  of  representation  on  the 
governing  body  in  section  2  of  the  bill  has 
a  legislative  history.  In  order  to  appreciate 
its  significance  and  the  way  it  stands  now, 
one  must  look  at  the  historical  development 
and  the  metamorphosis  of  this  minister  and 
the  part  that  he  has  played  in  the  emer- 
gence of  the  principle  of  student  represen- 
tation. Neither  the  member  for  Scarborough 
East  nor  the  member  for  Lakeshore  was  here 
in  the  spring  of  1967  to  see  the  active  role 
played  by  this  minister  when  he  was  a  lowly 
member,  the  altar  boy  of  John  Robarts  and 
occupied  the  seat  of  London  South  and 
rolled  his  own  cigarettes  in  those  days,  be- 
fore he  aspired  to  the  dizzy  heights  of 
occupancy  of  a  seat  on  the  cabinet  council. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  was  before  he  was 
campaign   manager   in   Middlesex   South. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Let  me  put  the  principle  in 
this  context.  In  many  ways,  elements  in  this 
Legislature  that  have  been  here  for  a  num- 
ber of  years  have  been  far  more  progres- 
sive,   far   more    reformist-minded   in   univer- 


sity government  in  this  province  than  many 
of  the  people  who  occupy  the  pews  of  the 
mighty  over  at  the  University  of  Toronto— 
in  many  ways  they  have  been. 

The  first  emergence  in  the  public  domain 
of  Ontario  of  recognition  of  the  vital  and 
responsible  role  played  by  students  in  uni- 
versity government  was  right  here  in  this 
Legislature  in  1967.  When  the  matter  first 
came  up  in  relation  to  a  bill  introduced, 
albeit  you  will  be  interested  to  know,  in 
this  House  by  the  member  for  London  South. 
That  bill  went  to  the  private  bills  com- 
mittee; a  strong  delegation  of  students  at- 
tended, very  keen-minded  and  very  intelU- 
gent  young  people— far  more  intelligent  than 
the  academics  that  came  that  day. 

Their  arguments  were  much  more  attrac- 
tive, much  more  reasonable,  much  more 
plausible,  and  as  a  result  of  the  delibera- 
tions of  that  committee,  in  short,  the  Univer- 
sity of  Western  Ontario  bill  was  amended 
on  motion  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  this  is  part  of  the  principle.  One  must 
see  it  in  its  historical  context. 

Clause  (f)  of  subsection  I  of  section  11 
of  the  bill  was  struck  out  by  the  committee 
—and  this  is  the  governing  council  of  Western 
—and  the  following  was  substituted: 

One  member  elected  by  the  student 
body  in  a  manner  to  be  determined  by  the 
University  Students'  Council,  in  consulta- 
tion with  the  Society  of  Graduate  Students. 

Now,  what  was  so  stirring  about  that  prin- 
ciple that  students  should  elect  a  student? 
It  seems  to  be  in  accord  with  ordinary 
notions   of   democratic   expression. 

Well,  that  is  the  way  the  bill  emerged 
from  the  private  bills  committee,  opposed  all 
the  while— the  private  bills  committee— by  the 
member  for  London  South,  the  sponsor  of  the 
bill.  And  such  people,  you  will  be  interested 
to  know— or  yes,  a  brilliant  mind,  another 
one  of  the  Premier's  altar  boys  at  the  latest 
convention;  Ward  Cornell,  the  television 
personality  of  Hockey  Night  in  Canada  fame. 
He  was  president,  I  believe,  of  the  Alumni 
Association  of  Western  at  that  time.  He 
opposed  it. 

I  remember  very  strikingly,  a  professor— 
I  think  he  was  in  the  humanities,  the  head 
of  the  faculty,  I  am  almost  sure— stood  up 
in  committee  room  No.  1  and  had  the  nerve 
to  look  us  in  the  face  and  he  said:  "You 
must  not  interfere  with  the  structure  of  this 
body.  We  know  what  is  best  for  the  stu- 
dents. You  must  leave  it  to  us.  We  know 
what  is  best."  That  is  what  he  said. 
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Well  the  bill  emerged  with  student  rep- 
resentation. One  at  Western.  When  it  got 
to  the  House  it  fell  on  evil  days,  I  say  to 
my  friend  from  Lakeshore.  The  Minister  of 
Education  (Mr,  Davis)  of  the  day,  now  the 
first  citizen  of  Ontario,  when  the  bill  came 
in  here  for  the  committee  stage  he  moved 
an  amendment  and  here  is  the  amendment. 
Clause  (f)  that  I  have  read  to  you,  was 
amended  by  motion  of  the  government  to 
read  this  way: 

One  member  elected  by  the  student 
body  in  such  manner  and  on  such  terms 
as  the  board  may  determine  after  con- 
sultation with  the  elected  representatives 
of  the  student  body  who  shall  be  either 
the  holder  of  a  degree,  which  may  include 
an  honorary  degree  from  the  university, 
or  a  former  member  of  the  faculty,  and 
such  member  shall  not,  at  the  time  of  his 
election,  be  or  have  been  within  the  pre- 
vious 12  months  a  member  of  the  student 
body  or  any  of  its  affiliates,  but  may  be 
enrolled  in  a  post-graduate  course  in  any 
other  degree-granting  institution. 

That  is  the  way  it  passed  into  law  and  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  gave  his  assent  to  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  minister 
wants  us  to  think  he  has  changed. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Somebody  down  in  committee, 
and  I  hate  to  use  the  analogy  he  used— I 
really  do— but  to  make  the  record  complete 
I  must  tell  about  somebody  down  in  the 
committee,  a  Conservative  member,  when  he 
heard  that,  he  said:  "That  is  exactly  the 
way  the  blacks  elect  their  representatives  in 
South  Africa."  He  said:  "That  is  apartheid." 

This  minister,  when  the  government- 
mind  you,  this  amendment  passed  in  the 
private  bills  committee  with  the  support  of 
several  members  from  the  governing  party— 
that  day,  when  it  was  moved  by  the  then 
Minister  of  University  Affairs,  this  minister 
voted  for  the  change.  Now  before  going  too 
far  I  want  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I 
believe  in  conversion.  I  believe  in  partial  con- 
version, because  that  is  what  the  University 
of  Toronto  bill  is.  It  is  partial  conversion, 
not  the  baptism  of  John  the  Baptist  where 
they  go  whole  hog  with  total  immersion. 
The  minister  is  sort  of  putting  his  toe  in  to 
see  how  the  water  is.  That  is  as  far  toward 
salvation  that  the  minister  is  going,  when  he 
writes  section  2  in  the  way  he  does,  allow- 
ing for  partial,  inadequate  representation  of 
the  student  body. 


We  believe  in  parity.  We  beHeve  in  equal 
representation  with  the  faculty.  We  see  no 
dangers  in  it.  I  announce  some  credentials 
to  the  House  when  I  say  that  I  have  been 
for  the  last  several  years  a  member  of  the 
governing  body  of  Huntington  at  Lauren- 
tian,  a  church-affiliated  institution.  This  year, 
this  Legislature  passed  a  bill  setting  up  the 
unicameral  system  where  we  have  accorded 
representation  to  four  students. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  "Just  for  a  handful  of 
silver  you  left  us;  just  for  a  ribband  to  stick 
on  your  coat." 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  recall  when  I  chaired  the 
committee  of  revision  and  renewal  at  Hunt- 
ington last  year,  we  sat  through  all  the 
winter- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  is  quoting 
Browning  at  the  minister.  He  had  better  be 
careful. 

Mr.  Sopha:  —and  toward  the  end  when  we 
got  down  to  the  draft  of  the  bill,  I  said  to 
the  students,  "How  many  representatives  do 
you  want  on  the  governing  body?" 

The  president  of  the  students'  council  said, 
"Three." 

I  said,  "You  are  too  modest.  How  about 
five?" 

All  the  lay  members  were  completely  in 
accord  with  the  maximum  representation  ac- 
cording to  the  students'  desire.  Nothing 
earthshaking  has  happened  in  allowing  stu- 
dents to  get  through  the  door.  There  are 
elements  of  the  Neanderthal,  the  Cro-Mag- 
non, the  Paleolithic,  the  Australopithecus  in 
the  community  who  think  that  a  veritable 
Armageddon  occurs  if  you  allow  students  to 
have  part  of  the  decision-making  process. 

I  do  not  find  as  much  wrong  with  Marcuse 
as  apparently  my  beloved  friend  from  Lake- 
shore  does.  I  am  struck  by  the  fact  that  in 
almost  every  area  of  contemporary  life  the 
young  are  entitled  to  take  an  objective  look, 
an  analytic  scrutiny  and  to  say  to  their  elders: 
"You  have  failed.  In  just  about  every  area 
you  have  failed.  Give  us  a  chance  for  a 
change." 

In  this  century  the  young  are  not  unmind- 
ful that  their  elders  have  managed  to  kill 
more  than  50  million  of  their  fellow  species 
in  this  century  alone  by  violence.  The  young 
are  aware  of  the  widening  gap  between  the 
behaviour  of  their  elders  and  their  rhetoric. 
The  young  are  aware  that  their  elders  have 
had  an  absolutely  obsessive  passion  for  doing 
joyless  things.  They  have  been  motivated  by 
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the  work  ethic  and  its  rewards— broadloom 
wall  to  wall,  the  second  car,  the  fancy  set  of 
golf  clubs,  membership  in  exclusive  plural- 
istic associations.  But  the  young  have  reject- 
ed much  of  that.  It  is  no  surprise  to  me  that 
on  the  campuses  of  the  universities  of  North 
America  that  there  appears  to  be  a  great 
uneasiness,  upset  and  manifestations  of  ag- 
gressiveness on  the  part  of  the  young.  I  am 
just  surprised  that  it  is  so  constrained.  It 
might  be  much  worse.  Was  it  not  Mr.  Tru- 
deau  himself  who  said  to  the  Americans  in 
a  refreshing  frankness,  such  as  we  have  not 
seen  from  Canadian  political  leaders  for 
perhaps  two  or  three  generations,  was  it  not 
he  who  said  to  the  state  department  people: 
"I  am  far  more  concerned  about  what  goes 
on  in  your  cities  and  on  your  university 
campuses  than  I  am  about  the  events  taking 
place  in  Europe  or  Moscow's  intentions  of 
aggression." 

That  is  part  of  a  syndrome,  the  configura- 
tions of  present  day  life.  I,  for  one,  will 
proclaim  here  and  everywhere  else  that  I 
have  great  confidence  in  the  young.  I  am 
very  optimistic  that  they,  in  the  words  of 
Tennyson,  have  a  chance  of  building  the 
brave  new  world  which  we  so  urgently  need 
and  which  many  of  us  so  passionately  desire. 

Put  in  that  light,  what  is  wrong  with  nine 
students  having  a  place  on  the  governing 
council?  Put  another  way,  what  is  the  mat- 
ter with  the  courage  of  the  Minister  of  Uni- 
versity Affairs  that  he  does  not  readily  accede 
to  the  proposition?  There  are  tens  of  thou- 
sands of  students  of  the  University  of  To- 
ronto and  in  proportion  a  much  smaller  num- 
ber of  faculty.  Rep  by  pop  has  been  part 
of  the  syndrome  of  our  political  history  for 
a  long  time  in  this  province,  and  one  of  the 
early  leaders— George  Brown— made  a  career 
out  of  it.  One  man  one  vote— it  is  not  the 
importation  of  any  kind  of  an  alien  principle. 

In  every  way  that  compels  itself  to  logic 
and  rationality  one  must  come  down  on  the 
side  of  the  students  and  support  their  pro- 
test that  they  are  entitled  to  greater  repre- 
sentation on  the  governing  council.  That  is 
where  this  party  will  stand,  as  we  stood  in 
1967,  against  the  embittered  resistance  of 
this  minister  and  the  members  of  the  execu- 
tive council  of  that  day.  They  are  too— I 
was  going  to  say  reactionary— too  caught, 
too  anxiety  ridden.  It  arises  out  of  their  be- 
lief, which  I  accuse  them  of  holding  stead- 
fastly, that  a  university  ought  to  be  governed 
by  the  better  people  in  the  community.  You 
know,  your  betters.  Because  in  the  history 
of  the  University  of  Toronto,  to  be  appointed 


to  the  governing  body  of  that  great  institu- 
tion was  in  many  ways  a  political  reward 
or  a  recognition  of  having  arrived  in  the 
business  world,  of  success  in  the  business 
world.  That  is  a  fact. 

Colonel  Phillips  of  Argus  Corporation— he 
is  deceased— at  one  time  he  was  chairman  of 
the  board  of  governors.  George  Drew,  when 
he  departed  from  these  sanctified  halls,  was 
immediately  appointed  to  the  board  of  gov- 
ernors. This  was  the  resting  place  of  the  elite 
400;  this  was  the  Valhalla  of  Rosedale,  to  be 
a  member  of  the  governing  body  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto. 

Of  course,  everything  begets  its  diaerectic. 
I  am  Marxian  to  that  extent.  Experience 
teaches  me  that  every  institution  has  within 
itself  the  seeds  of  its  own  decay.  The  seed  of 
the  decay  was  the  growing  resentment  by  the 
student  body  over  a  dead  institution  and 
against  being  ruled  by  their  betters,  meaning 
by  betters,  the  inhabitants  of  the  York  Na- 
tional—forgive me,  my  friend  from  York 
Centre— the  Toronto,  Carlton  and  Albany 
Clubs. 

Nicholas  Ignatieff  told  me— and  it  is  more 
than  20  years  since  his  death  and  now  it  can 
be  disclosed  like  the  Pentagon  papers— Nicho- 
las Ignatieff  told  me  one  time  that  Vincent 
Massey  so  detested  his  colleagues  on  the 
board  of  governors  at  the  University  of 
Toronto  that  he  moved  to  Port  Hope  where 
he  would  not  have  to  be  associated  with 
them.  He  said  Massey  told  him  that  they 
were  nothing  more  than  the  cash  register 
mentality,  as  successful  businessmen.  I  would 
swear  an  affidavit  that  Nicholas  Ignatieff  told 
me;  bless  his  memory,  a  great  Canadian.  This 
country  was  richer  for  the  Russian  revolution 
in  that  his  father  had  to  flee  the  horrors  of 
the  Bolsheviks  and  his  family,  that  great 
family,  found  a  resting  place  in  Canada. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Suppose  we  come  back  to  the 
principle  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Sopha:  All  right,  I  will  show  you  how 
it  is  related  to  the  principle,  because  14  mem- 
bers under  this  bill  are  still  to  be  appointed 
by  the  Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council,  and 
my  complaint  is  that  that  is  nothing  more 
than  a  cloak  for  the  continuation  of  the  per- 
petuation of  the  appointment  of  the  elite  to 
the  university.  That  is  how  it  is  related.  It 
is  the  elitist  group  that  receives  the  smiles  of 
the  cabinet,  those  that  have  been  kindly  to 
the  Conservative  Party  and  those  that  have 
manifested  immense  prestige  in  the  business 
world. 
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There  is  no  evidence  to  support  the  thesis, 
having  had  the  experience  of  close  contact, 
that  because  a  man  is  a  great  whiz  in  the 
world  of  commerce  and  finance,  that  neces- 
sarily he  knows  anything  about  running  an 
institution  like  a  university.  We,  when  we 
form  the  government,  do  not  want  that 
power;  we  do  not  want  it.  We  stand  for  the 
principle  here  that  the  so-called  lay  members 
ought  to  be  appointed  from  a  broad  cross- 
section  of  the  community. 

To  go  back  to  the  University  of  Western 
Ontario  bill,  as  these  things  must  be  seen  in 
their  historical  context,  it  provides  that  mem- 
bers of  the  council  of  London  have  a  right 
to  sit  on  the  governing  body.  It  is  the  mayor, 
and  four  persons  appointed  by  the  council  of 
the  city  of  London.  No  doubt  there  is  an 
historical  reason  for  that.  It  may  have  been 
that  the  city  of  London  made  a  grant  of  land, 
or  something  of  that  nature,  to  Western,  and 
got  the  right— or  will  make  an  aimual  grant. 

Well,  mutatis  mutandis,  the  city  of  Toronto 
or  Metropolitan  Toronto  should  have  a  com- 
mensurate right,  as  my  friend  from  Scar- 
borough has  pointed  out,  to  appoint  a  mem- 
ber to  the  governing  council  of  the  University 
of  Toronto.  But  the  principle  is  much  broader 
than  that.  We  want  to  involve  in  university 
life  people  from  a  broad  variety  of  disciplines 
and  interests  because  what  we  want  to  create 
between  community  and  imiversity  is  a  two- 
way  bridge. 

If  the  university  is  to  be  successful,  there 
must  be  communication  and  intercourse  both 
ways  across  that  bridge.  There  must  be  an 
understanding  of  each  other.  There  must  be 
a  desire  to  share  common  problems,  common 
experiences,  advances  in  human  knowledge 
and  understanding.  And  that  is  part  of  an 
even  broader  principle. 

We  in  the  Liberal  Party  are  prepared  to 
say  for  all  of  the  public  to  hear— every  voter 
in  the  forthcoming  election— that  as  far  as  we 
are  concerned  as  a  matter  of  principle  the 
days  of  isolation  of  the  university  from  the 
community  are  over,  they  are  finished.  When 
we  are  putting  up  something  like  80  per  cent 
of  the  money  for  their  operation  voted  in  this 
House  from  public  money,  then  the  commun- 
ity, the  body  politic,  the  social  network  in 
general— I  have  used  three  synonyms  to  en- 
compass who  I  am  talking  about— they  are 
entitled  to  expect  that  there  will  be  some 
real  return  to  the  community  from  their  in- 
vestment. 

Watkins,  who  is  not  a  pal  of  any  of  this 
group  particularly— 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  Oh,  I  do  not  know- 
Mr.  Sopha:  Watkins— 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  The 
member  missed  the  convention  last  week. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  A  for- 
mer friend,  I  think. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Just  to  illustrate  my  point, 
Melville  Watkins,  my  alumnus,  who  taught 
me  a  great  deal  in  economics,  told  me  that 
there  are  still  people  in  the  university— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That  answers  that  ques- 
tion. I  have  wondered  for  12  years  who 
taught  the  member  economics. 

Mr.  Sopha:  All  right,  I  do  not  profess  to 
be  an  expert,  I  meant  only  to  the  extent 
that  I  was  able  to  fool  the  examiner  and 
get  through,  that  is  all  I  meant— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  A  lot  of 
others  tool 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  am  a  man  of  limited  hori- 
zons. Melville  Watkins  told  me  there  are 
still  people  in  the  university  in  his  depart- 
ment who  say  to  him  behind  their  hands, 
in  camera:  "What  are  you  getting  involved 
in  all  that  stuff  for?  Why  do  you  get  con- 
cerned about  economic  nationalism  and  for- 
eign control?  You  are  a  university  professor. 
You  should  isolate  yourself  from  that  stuflF." 
You  know,  in  an  ivory  tower.  They  would 
have  them  believe  that  in  1971  they  could 
inhabit  the  chairs  of  learning  in  our  univer- 
sity, such  Cro-Magnons  as  that.  One  would 
wonder. 

Well  as  we  say,  it  is  a  matter  of  principle. 
The  university,  supported  by  pubHc  funds, 
has  an  obligation,  a  moral  obligation  to  say 
to  the  community:  "Here  is  the  knowledge 
we  have  derived  to  assist  you  in  the  solution 
of  your  problems." 

They  have  an  obligation  to  come  out  of 
the  compounds  and  to  oflFer  information,  ad- 
vice and  assistance  to  the  community.  Would 
that  more  university  professors  run  for  local 
council,  school  boards,  would  serve  on  various 
regulatory  and  advisory  bodies.  Would  that 
they  would  step  across  the  lake  in  Sudbury— 
not  literally,  they  can  come  around  the  end 
of  it— into  the  community- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
They  cannot  walk  on  the  water,  can  they? 

Mr.  Sopha:  —into  the  community  and  say 
to  the  city  council  or  to  any  other  interested 
group:   "We  share  your  concern  about  pol- 
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lution,  we  are  worried  about  your  housing 
shortage,  we  have  viewed  from  the  other  side 
of  the  lake  the  terrible  transportation  prob- 
lem that  you  have.  Here  are  some  suggestions 
for   solution   that   we   recommend." 

Many  experts,  many  people,  have  very 
detailed  knowledge  within  the  university,  but 
the  point  is  that  if  the  university  is  to 
function  in  the  modern  world  there  must  be 
that  two-way  bridge.  The  community  must  be 
interested  in  the  university.  How  can  it 
manifest  its  interest?  It  can  do  it  by  making 
the  annual  grant. 

It  is  a  matter  of  sadness  to  me  that  in 
Sudbury  the  city  council  limited  their  grant- 
equal  to  one  mill  on  the  tax  rate— to  five  years 
then  they  stopped.  I  believe  they  should 
make  it  in  perpetuity  as  a  means  of  encour- 
agement to  the  growth  of  the  university. 

Citizens  of  the  community  can  express 
their  interest  in  the  university  by  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  many  courses  that  they  offer 
by  way  of  extension,  demonstrating  an  in- 
terest in  the  many  fine  artistic  contributions 
that  they  make  by  the  bringing  of  people 
from  beyond  the  community  to  display  their 
skills  and  their  professional  talents.  In  other 
words  as  my  friend  from  Scarborough  East 
says:  "Town  and  gown  are  inextricably  inter- 
twined." 

Which  brings  me  back  to  what  seems  to  me 
to  be  the  unarguable  justification  for  the 
appointment  of  these  14  from  many  different 
interest  groups  in  the  community.  I  hesitate 
to  single  them  out  because  I  do  not  want 
to  make  invidious  comparisons.  But  any  num- 
ber of  pluralist  associations  might  be  con- 
sidered. It  appeals  to  one's  logic  that  to  do 
it  that  way  would  be  far  more  salutary  and 
satisfactory  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
public  interest  than  the  clandestine  consider- 
ation of  recommended  names  within  the 
cabinet  chamber. 

Well  I  hope  that  when  the  member  for 
Brant  is  summoned  by  the  Lieutenant  Gover- 
nor to  form  the  next  government- 
Mr.  Nixon:  As  he  will  be. 

Mr.  Sopha:  —this  will  be  one  of  the  first 
reforms  that  he  will  make.  And  we  in  the 
Liberal  Party— he  was  not  here  when  I  began 
—I  am  going  to  conclude  on  this  note,  having 
made  the  point  in  relation  to  the  central 
important  principle  in  this  bill;  I  repeat  that 
we  in  the  Liberal  Party  in  this  House  have 
been  in  the  forefront  of  progressive  thinking 
in  respect  to  university  reform.  And  he  him- 
self, as  I  pointed  out,  was  the  mover  of  that 


motion  in  respect  to  the  University  of  West- 
em  Ontario  in  the  spring  of  1967,  which 
carried  the  committtee. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Where  has  the  minister  gone? 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  He  has  dis- 
appeared. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Well  there  is  not  much  else  in 
the  bill  that  we  disagree  with.  Though  I 
must  say,  with  the  member  for  Lakeshore,  I 
was  somewhat  surprised  that  it  is  so  fore- 
shortened. 

All  this  is  said  against  the  background  of 
the  many  reports  that  have  been  made  and 
all  of  which  I  have  read  over  the  years  as 
they  were  coming  out.  And  I  share  vnth  the 
member  for  Lakeshore  the  profound  admira- 
tion and  awe  of  that  gigantic  intellect  at  the 
University  of  Toronto  luider  whom  I  had  the 
great  privilege  of  studying— and  I  refer  to 
Professor  C.  Brough  Macpherson— and  the 
titanic  part  that  he  has  played  in  the  devel- 
opment of  university  government  within  the 
University  of  Toronto. 

Before  I  sit  down  I  had  better  say  that  all 
of  my  remarks  are  posited  against  the  back- 
ground that  they  have  nothing  whatsoever 
to  do  with  academic  freedom.  Academic  free- 
dom, a  principle,  a  valued  heritage  of  uni- 
versities, stands  apart,  and  with  us  will  have 
all  the  sanctity  and  majesty  and  protection 
that  it  always  has  had.  But  having  said  that, 
and  separated  the  concept  of  academic  free- 
dom, I  must  confess  that  much  of  what  I 
have  said  has  a  good  deal  to  do  with  univer- 
sity autonomy,  which  is  the  parallel  mechan- 
ism in  the— it  is  hardly  the  word— but  the 
parallel  phenomenon  in  the  life  of  universi- 
ties. 

That  university  over  there— the  one  we  are 
dealing  with— is  and  always  has  been  a  public 
institution,  not  forgetting  for  a  moment  the 
immense  part  played  by  the  churches.  And 
it  is  really  laughable— will  you  let  me  inter- 
polate?—it  is  really  laughable  when  you  hear 
people  in  this  province  who  ought  to  know 
better  talking  about  secular  education— I  look 
at  my  friend  for  Ontario. 

They  indicate  by  their  own  ignorance  that 
they  do  not  know,  in  the  history  of  this 
country,  the  immense  part  played  in  the 
forefront  of  the  development  of  education 
in  this  province  by  the  churches.  They  were 
the  first  institutions  that  began  to  provide 
education  in  Upper  Canada.  Secular  educa- 
tion came  somewhat  later.  The  only  place 
you  could  get  a  good  education  by  tbe  time 
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1825  had  arrived  was  through  the  auspices  of 
one  of  the  churches  in  Ontario.  Well,  that 
is  an  aside. 

This  institution  has  been  a  public  institu- 
tion since  1840  and  has  remained  such,  and 
therefore  we  in  this  Legislature  have  a  very 
vital  and  responsible  role  to  play  in  respect 
of  the  characteristics  of  its  corporate  organ- 
ization. That  is  the  justification  for  the  com- 
ments that  we  make.  It  is  in  many  ways  our 
institution  and  we  have  the  responsibility  to 
see  that  it  is  so  ordered  that  it  functions  with 
the  maximum  of  efficacy  within  the  public 
domain.  It  is  against  that  background  that 
we  put  these  comments. 

I  hear  from  my  colleague  from  Scarbor- 
ough East  that  we  are  going  to  support  the 
bill.  We  are  going  to  argue  for  a  change  in 
the  characteristics  of  that  section  2  of  it  in 
the  appropriate  place,  and  I  sit  down  with 
all  the  confidence  in  the  world  of  having 
seen  this  small  halting  step  toward  reform 
on  the  part  of  this  minister  as  he  has  emerged 
from  a  metamorphosis,  and  I  must  say  his 
metamorphosis  is  something  like  the  progress 
of  a  snail  across  a  lO-acre  field  where  one 
has  to  put  in  a  stake  every  day  to  measure 
the  distance  he  has  made.  But  there  is 
some  reason  for  optimism  in  respect  of  it, 
and  some  day  in  the  not  too  distant  future— 
if  you  want  a  prediction,  within  five  years- 
university  students  are  going  to  play  a  much 
increased  role  in  the  governance  of  the  insti- 
tutions at  which  they  attend.  It  must  be  that 
way.  There  is  no  turning  the  clock  back.  The 
development  is  going  in  that  direction. 

One  thing,  it  is  sad  to  say,  is  that  they  are 
losing  confidence  in  those  over  30,  and  it  is 
even  sadder  to  relate  that  in  many  ways  they 
are  justified  in  the  loss  of  that  confidence  be- 
cause we  have  not  ordered  the  world  in  a 
very  satisfactory  way.  If  there  is  any  hope 
for  the  future,  it  is  now,  as  it  always  has 
been,  that  many  of  the  great  movements  to- 
ward progress  and  reform  in  the  history  of 
the  world  have  emanated  from  our  younger 
people.  That  is  an  historical  fact.  They  have 
been  in  the  vanguard.  They  have  been  on  the 
barricades.  They  have  been  in  the  forefront 
of  demands  for  change. 

While  I  think  of  it,  I  share  the  view  of  my 
friend  from  Lakeshore  when  he  descends 
upon  the  multiplicity  of  committees  within 
the  structure.  Because  with  Aldous  Huxley 
I  believe  that  good  cannot  be  mass-produced. 
It  is  impossible  to  mass-produce  good.  A 
committee  cannot  produce  good.  Good  can 
only  come  from  the  efforts  of  inspired  indi- 


viduals.  That  is  the  only  place  it  has  ever 
come  from— nowhere  else. 

A  committee  by  its  very  nature  and  its 
definition  cannot  produce  ultimate  good.  It 
cannot  be  produced  by  the  meeting  of  the 
minds.  Perhaps  some  day  we  ought  to  have 
a  royal  commission  in  this  country  to  investi- 
gate the  part  played  in  our  national  life  by 
committees  and  advisory  bodies;  it  would  be 
very  productive. 

It  is  unfortunate  to  see  that  development 
taking  place  over  at  yonder  institution.  With- 
out—what is  it  you  do  with  the  lily? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Gild? 

Mr.  Sopha:  Without  gilding  the  lily,  I  think 
I  have  made  the  points  I  want  to  make  in 
respect  of  this  bill  to  make  my  confession  of 
faith  in  the  future  in  the  development  of 
university  organization  in  this  province. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to 
speak  on  the  second  reading  of  the  bill  with 
very  serious  reservations  about  the  principles 
that  are  incorporated  in  the  proposed  bill  to 
restructure  the  government  of  the  University 
of  Toronto.  I  feel  that  unless  the  minister 
and  the  government  are  prepared  to  give 
pretty  direct  and  unequivocal  answers  to 
certain  of  the  problems  which  are  of  concern 
to  me  about  the  bill,  we  here  may  well  have 
little  alternative  but  to  vote  against  the  bill 
on  second  reading.  That  is  a  matter  which 
rests  with  the  government  in  the  light  of  the 
comments  which  are  made  in  this  on-going 
debate  about  this  institution. 

Let  me  just  make  the  one  comment  and 
three  or  four  other  observations  before  I 
arrive  at  the  principal  concerns  that  I  have 
about  the  bill.  I  believe  they  are  important, 
the  minor  comments  that  I  have  to  make,  but 
I  want  to  put  them  in  perspective  in  the  light 
of  my  other  comments  about  the  bill. 

I  am  glad  the  member  for  Sudbury  drew 
attention  to  the  secular  nature  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  and  of  University  College. 
We  sometimes  forget  that  in  1840  it  was  not 
an  easy  matter  for  the  then  governing  bodies 
of  this  particular  society  in  Upper  Canada  to 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  university, 
when  chartered,  should  be  a  secular  institu- 
tion and  not  a  denominational  one. 

The  history  of  that  time  indicates  very 
clearly  that  it  took  a  reasonable  amount  of 
courage  by  those  in  charge  of  the  government 
at  that  time  to  ensure  that  what  is  now  in 
clause  12  of  the  proposed  bill  was  the  basis 
and  principle  upon  which  the  charter  was 
granted  to  University  College.  That  is  that 
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there  should  be  no  religious  test  required  of 
any  member  of  the  teaching  stajff,  the  admin- 
istrative staff,  or  any  student  and  no  religious 
observance  according  to  the  forms  of  any 
religious  denomination  or  sect  shall  be  im- 
posed upon  any  of  them. 

That,  of  course,  is  subject  to  the  reserva- 
tions with  respect  to  federated  universities 
and  colleges  which  are  set  out  in  the  bill. 
But  the  principle  that  this  provincial  univer- 
sity was  to  be  a  secular  one  is  one  which  we 
in  this  party  value  and  cherish.  We  wish  at 
some  point  that  all  of  us  in  this  Legislature 
could  come  to  grips  with  the  question  of  the 
secular  nature  of  the  public  education  system 
within  the  province  as  well,  but  that  is  a 
different  and  separate  problem. 

I  think  the  principal  theme  that  I  would 
like  to  try  to  get  through  to  the  minister,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  the  institution  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  must  be  an  open  one  and 
it  must  be  a  public  institution.  One  of  the 
marginal  matters  that  I  want  to  comment 
about  is  that  there  is  no  provision  in  this  bill 
requiring  the  governing  council  of  the  uni- 
versity to  hold  its  meetings  in  public,  where 
they  would  be  open  meetings,  subject  only 
to  being  closed  when  matters  of  confiden- 
tiality, related  perhaps  to  persons  on  the  stafiF 
of  the  university,  related  perhaps  to  specific 
matters  of  private  or  confidential  concern  of 
the  university,  are  up  for  discussion,  that 
otherwise  the  university  should  operate  as  an 
open  institution.  Most  of  our  other  public 
bodies  so  operate  and  it  is  only  the  rare  ex- 
ception and  then  only  on  specific  motions  that 
the  public  body  holds  its  meetings  in  camera. 

I  would  urge  upon  the  minister  the  neces- 
sity of  making  such  a  provision  in  the  bill 
which  he  has  put  before  us. 

The  second  rather  marginal  but  important 
point  that  I  want  to  make  is  that  I  can  recall 
quite  clearly  when  my  colleague,  the  mem- 
ber for  York  South,  raised  in  this  Legislature 
some  years  ago  questions  with  respect  to  the 
disclosure  of  interest  to  avoid  possible  con- 
flicts. So  that  there  would  be  public  aware- 
ness of  the  position  of  members  of  the  gov- 
erning bodies  of  universities— particularly,  at 
that  time,  the  University  of  Western  On- 
tario—the then  Prime  Minister,  the  member 
for  London  North  (Mr.  Robarts)  specifically 
and  categorically  undertook  that  there  would 
be  such  a  bill  introduced  into  the  Legislature 
to  govern  and  to  cover  in  a  general  way  the 
specifics  which  would  be  required  of  persons 
sitting,  not  only  on  the  boards  of  public  institu- 
tions such  as  universities,  but  of  other  bodies. 


The  committee  was  appointed,  a  report  was 
made,  but  we  have  never  yet  had  amy  result 
from  it. 

And  here  we  have,  in  this  bill  which  is 
introduced  to  us  now,  the  proposition  which 
has  two  sides  to  it.  One,  that  there  is  no 
provision  in  the  bill  with  respect  to  the  obli- 
gations of  members  of  the  governing  coimcil 
or  perhaps  other  members  of  other  com- 
mittees or  groups  that  may  be  involved  in 
the  administration  and  governance  of  the 
university  to  disclose  their  interest  and  re- 
frain from  voting  in  matters  in  which  there 
might  be  a  possible  conflict. 

I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  is  very  impor- 
tant if  the  government  insists  that  the  mem- 
bers of  the  governing  council  act  in  a  non- 
remunerated  capacity— and  it  would  appear 
to  me  insofar  as  I  can  see  in  the  bill  there  is 
no  provision  being  made  of  any  kind  for 
members  of  the  governing  council  to  be  re- 
munerated for  the  services  which  they  will 
perform  as  members  of  that  governing  coun- 
cil. 

I  think  that  in  this  day  and  age  one  must 
perfectly  clearly  understand  that  most  people, 
who  are  able  to  make  the  kind  of  contribu- 
tion that  we  would  anticipate  members  of 
such  a  governing  council  to  make,  are  not 
in  a  position  to  give  the  kind  of  time  and 
attention— regardless  of  their  public  interests 
and  their  pubhc  spirit  and  their  sense  of 
civic  duty— are  not  able  to  give  that  kind  of 
continuing  attention,  unless  there  is  some 
provision  to  remunerate  them  adequately  for 
the  time  which  they  spend  at  the  work  of 
the  university. 

I  think  that  this  bill  should  so  provide.  If 
it  then  so  provides  it  is  quite  possible  to 
ensure  that  very  strict  requirements  about 
disclosure  of  interest,  possible  conflicts  of 
interest  and  the  considerations  which  should 
enter  into  the  deliberations  of  the  governing 
council  of  the  university  could  take  their 
proper  place.  We  would  avoid  the  kind  of 
problems  which  to  date  are  not  covered  cer- 
tainly in  the  University  of  Toronto  bill  as  it 
presently  stands. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a  number  of  mat- 
ters in  the  bill  which  are  simply  carried  for- 
ward from  the  present  statute  governing  the 
University  of  Toronto.  I  do  not  intend  basic- 
ally to  talk  about  those  sections  which  are 
either  repeated  or  omitted,  I  assume,  for 
good  reasons.  Those  are  matters  which  I  am 
sure  can  be  dealt  with  better  in  committee. 

I  want  to  come,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  five 
principal    areas    where    I    think    the    bill    is 
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seriously  flawed.  The  bill  provides  in  sub- 
stance—and one  can  come  at  this  in  many 
ways— that  there  will  be  no  informing  spirit 
to  the  bill.  There  is  nothing  in  the  bill  which 
would  indicate  quite  clearly  and  for  all  time, 
by  way  of  recital  or  otherwise,  that  the  pro- 
vincial University  of  Toronto  is  a  university 
dedicated  to  the  proposition  that  it  is  acces- 
sible to  the  citizens  of  the  province.  Accessi- 
ble not  only  in  the  sense  that  the  isolation  of 
the  university  is  destroyed,  but  accessible  in 
the  sense  that  there  is  a  public,  open  univer- 
sity which  will  meet  the  requirements  of 
those  who  wish  to  have  training  at  the 
university. 

We  have  sat  in  the  Legislature  for  a  period 
of  time  when  the  Minister  of  Education— the 
Minister  of  University  Affairs— has  been  able 
to  say  that  everybody  who  wanted  a  place  in 
a  university  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  was 
able  to  find  a  place.  Once  again  that  short 
period  of  time  has  passed  and  we  are  en- 
gaged in  a  highly  selective  process  by  which 
persons  now  become  enrolled  at  the  univer- 
sity in  its  various  faculties  or  departments  or 
colleges. 

Once  again  there  is,  in  a  democratic  so- 
ciety, a  very  preponderent  possibihty  that 
the  elitism  of  the  University  of  Toronto  will 
be  continued— because  it  is  an  elite  institu- 
tion and  it  has  been  an  ehte  institution  for 
many,  many  years. 

I  say  the  first  principle  that  the  minister 
has  got  to  recognize  from  our  point  of  view 
is  an  informing  spirit  to  the  bill  which  will 
indicate  that  that  provincial  university  is  an 
accessible  university. 

I  could  go  on,  as  I  have  on  other  occasions 
in  the  House  dealing  with  this  matter,  to 
give  my  particular  views  of  a  university  in  a 
democratic  society  in  this  day  and  age.  This 
is  hardly  the  time  to  elaborate  upon  that 
particular  field.  I  want  to  leave  it  simply  in 
terms  of  the  informing  spirit  of  the  bill 
which  does  not  provide  in  any  real  sense  in 
a  democratic  society  for  that  requirement  of 
accessibility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  make  the  distinction— 
the  member  for  Sudbury  made  it,  but  I 
want  to  deal  with  two  aspects  of  it.  There 
is  a  distinction  which  was  very  clearly  rec- 
ognized by  those  who  have  made  studies  of 
this  problem  and  was  certainly  recognized 
in  the  Duff-Berdahl  report— the  distinction 
between  university  autonomy  and  academic 
freedom. 

The  second  major  point  I  want  to  make  is 
that  so  far  as  I  can  understand  it,  the  guts  of 


academic  freedom  relate  to  the  question  of 
tenure  of  the  members  of  the  teaching  staff 
at  the  university.  In  the  absence  of  tenure, 
one  does  not  have  a  protected  assurance  that 
the  institution  is  academically  free.  Neither 
in  the  predecessor  of  this  bill— the  existing 
bill  which  will  be  the  predecessor  if  this  bill 
is  passed— nor  in  this  bill  is  there  any  provi- 
sion by  which  there  is  tenure  to  protect  not 
the  members  of  the  teaching  staff  who  have 
tenure  but  to  protect  the  values  that  we,  in 
this  party,  and  indeed  in  this  House  I  am 
sure,  placed  upon  the  essential  ingredient  of 
university  life.  That  is  academic  freedom. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  nothing  in  this  bill 
which  provides  for  that  protection.  Let  me 
draw  this  distinction.  It  is  an  ancient  one.  It 
is  an  old  one.  But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  once  you  create,  by  tenure,  a  status  for 
a  person,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  contract.  It  is 
a  matter  that  you  simply  say  that  in  these 
circumstances  this  person  has  that  status  and 
that  status  gives  him  certain  privileges;  gives 
him  certain  correlative  responsibilities  and 
duties;  gives  him  certain  protections,  not 
because  we  wish  to  provide  him  with  a  high 
degree  of  protection  for  his  own  purposes, 
but  because  the  guts  of  the  university  edu- 
cation system  in  which  we  place  a  value  as 
a  repository  of  our  culture,  of  our  traditions, 
of  our  knowledge,  requires  that  persons  have 
that  tenure  and  have  that  status. 

There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  and  nothing  in 
the  existing  Act  which  provides  for  that 
protection.  Indeed,  if  anything,  I  am  one  of 
the  people  who  believe  that  it  is  absolutely 
essential  for  institutions  such  as  this  which 
are  being  restructured,  to  have  specifically 
and  categorically  within  the  framework  of 
the  enacting  legislation  the  protection  that 
is  required  to  ensure  the  continuance  of 
academic  freedom  as  part  and  parcel  of  the 
university  community  to  which  we  owe  our 
respect  and  allegiance. 

The  third  aspect  that  I  want  to  deal  with 
relates  to  the  question  of  the  autonomy  of 
the  universities.  This  to  my  mind,  is  an 
extremely  difficult  question  which  this  gov- 
ernment has  avoided  ever  since  The  Depart- 
ment of  University  Affairs  was  founded  to 
mark  the  transition  from  the  time  when  only 
a  portion  of  the  funds  came  out  of  the  public 
purse,  to  the  time  when  a  very  substantial 
percentage  of  all  of  the  funds  going  to  the 
universities  in  this  province  come  from  the 
public  purse. 

The  system  which  this  government  devised 
was  to  exclude  totally  the  legislative  assem- 
bly, any  standing  committee  of  this  Legisla- 
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ture,  from  having  any  communication  on  a 
continuing  basis  with  the  academic  com- 
munity. The  argument  that  was  always  made 
for  any  one  who  suggested,  it,  and  again  my 
colleague,  the  member  for  York  South,  put  a 
resolution  on  the  order  paper  and  was  sub- 
jected to  a  vitriolic  attack  by  the  member 
for  London  South  about  the  threat  which 
was  made  by  the  very  appearance  on  the 
order  paper  of  that  resolution,  led  to  an 
attack  being  made  that  we  in  this  legislative 
assembly  would  destroy  the  autonomy  of  the 
universities. 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Therefore,  I  share  with 
the  member  for  Sudbury  and  those  of  us 
who— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  was  having 
a  pipe  dream. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —experienced  the  Univer- 
sity of  Western  Ontario's  traumatic  experience 
of  the  manipulations  of  this  minister  at  that 
time,  together  with  our  recollections  of  what 
he  had  to  say  at  the  time  when  the  resolu- 
tion of  my  colleague,  the  member  for  York 
South,  was  concerned,  we  share  our  concern 
about  the  minister's  capacity  to  imderstand 
the  needs  of  the  University  of  Toronto  in 
this  day  and  age. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  there  has  got 
to  be  developed  a  mechanism  by  which  a 
standing  committee  of  this  Legislature,  re- 
sponsible to  this  legislative  assembly,  will 
have  a  continuing  and  ongoing  communica- 
tion with  the  principal  ofificers,  the  president 
and  the  chancellors,  with  the  student  body, 
with  members  of  the  faculties  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto,  let  alone  the  other  univer- 
sities. 

We  in  this  party,  when  we  form  the 
government,  if  there  is  one  department  that 
we  will  change,  it  is  the  basic  method  by 
which— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  bet  the  member  will. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —the  committee  of  uni- 
versity presidents  and  the  committee  on 
university  affairs,  which  advise  this  govern- 
ment, have  their  responsibilities  solely  behind 
closed  doors  and  not  in  open  session  to  de- 
termine the  ways  and  the  manner  in  which 
public  funds  are  used  for  public  purposes 
in  the  universities. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  will  have 
his  little  fingers  in  every  department  of  every 
university. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Not  on  your  life!  Not  on  your 
life! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  right.  Now  the 
minister   shows   his    true   colour. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  will  be  no  manipulation? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  These  are  public  institu- 
tions; these  are  public  funds. 

Members  of  the  legislative  assembly  are  the 
elected  representatives  of  the  people  of  the 
province.  There  has  got  to  be  a  mechanism 
developed  by  which  that  kind  of  communi- 
cation will  take  place. 

And  I  say  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  we 
in  this  party  do  not  wish  to  see  the  per- 
petuation of  a  tradition  whicli  we  believe 
is  not  the  true  tradition  of  a  university,  the 
tradition  which  would  make  a  particular 
public  institution  an  elite  one.  We  are  not 
going  to  be  deflected  from  the  course  which 
we  will  pursue  in  this  matter  by  any  sug- 
gestion put  forward  falsely,  that  in  some  way 
or  other  this  legislative  assembly  or  a  stand- 
ing committee  of  this  assembly,  brought  into 
communication  with  the  University  of  To- 
ronto or  the  other  universities,  could  be 
accused  by  anyone  of  wishing  to  destroy 
the  autonomy  of  the  universities. 

But  we  have  got  to  have  a  sense  of  the 
correlative  responsibility  of  members  of  this 
assembly  to  account  for  the  public  funds 
which  are  spent,  and  we  have  to  be  respon- 
sible in  that  sense  and  we  cannot  continu- 
ally, year  in  and  year  out,  act  only  as  a 
rubber  stamp,  to  approve  the  appropriations 
which  are  made  by  The  Department  of 
University  Affairs  for  university  purposes. 

I  would  say  to  the  minister  that  is  a 
fundamental  and  distinct  flaw  in  this  bill, 
because  over  the  years  of  the  discussions 
about  the  governance  of  the  University  of 
Toronto,  going  back  throughout  the  whole 
of  the  presidency  of  President  Bissell,  there 
has  been  no  communication  of  any  kind  with 
members  of  this  assembly  in  the  on-going 
development  of  the  thinking  with  respect 
to  the  University  of  Toronto.  We  have  no 
assurance,  whatsoever,  that  this  government 
would  change  in  the  future  any  of  its  past 
routines  and  traditions  which  exclude  this 
assembly  from  that  kind  of  consultation,  be- 
cause I  say  there  is  a  fundamental  need  for 
adequate  accountability  by  this  assembly, 
which  has  been  abdicated  by  this  assembly 
because  of  the  method  of  university  govern- 
ment established  by  the  minister  and  his 
predecessor. 
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Let  me  come,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may,  to 
a  fourth  point.  I  think  it  is  absolutely  essen- 
tial that  in  those  areas  where  the  relation- 
ship of  a  student  at  the  university  to  the 
governing  bodies  of  the  university  may  bring 
about  the  requirements  of  some  form  or 
exercise  of  discipline,  I  say  that  it  is  abso- 
lutely essential  that  the  bill  contain  within 
its  framework  the  specific  procedures  and  the 
right  to  appeal  of  the  student  if  he  is  sub- 
jected to  disciphnary  measures  within  the 
university.  It  is  an  essential  ingredient  of 
the  relationship  of  most  people  to  most 
societies  that  in  some  way  or  other  they 
are  subjected  to  certain  disciplinary  proce- 
dures. The  University  of  Toronto  is  no  ex- 
ception. As  a  public  body,  where  a  student 
is  in  attendance  at  that  university,  if  there 
is  a  requirement  to  exercise  discipline  then 
I  think  that  the  statute  itself  should  contain 
the  minimum  at  least  of  the  statutory  pro- 
tections for  that  person  against  whom  the 
discipline  may  be  exercised.  Not  just  to  en- 
sure that  that  person  has  discipline  exercised 
upon  him  in  a  fair  and  equitable  manner, 
but  so  that  the  public  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  will  know  that  the  procedural  safe- 
guards of  the  students  at  the  university,  of 
the  teaching  staff  at  the  university— should 
discipline  be  required  in  that  case— are  going 
to  be  exercised  in  a  fair  and  proper  manner. 

I  for  one  cannot  understand  how,  after 
having  the  McRuer  commission  report  in 
front  of  us  for  so  long  and  after  taking  so 
much  glory  in  the  way  in  which  they  have 
implemented  the  reforms  of  that  commis- 
sion, this  government  can  bring  in  a  bill 
at  this  late  date  in  this  assembly  which  ex- 
cludes adequate  and  proper  provisions  with 
respect  to  disciplinary  procedures,  where  the 
relationship  of  the  student  to  the  university 
is  called  into  question  and  where  discipline 
may  well  be  meted  out. 

Having  made  those  four  points,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  believe  each  of  them  to  be  of 
serious  import  if  the  government  really 
thinks  that  it  is  doing  other  than  a  restruc- 
turing in  a  strictly  formal  sense  of  the 
governance  of  the  universities.  Each  of  them 
is  important:  accessibility,  accountability, 
tenure  and  the  disciplinary  provisions  of 
the  bill.  Rut  all  of  those  reflect  only  the 
main  point  that  I  want  to  make,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  that  is  over  a  period  of  10  years,  in 
fact,  the  governance  of  the  University  of 
Toronto  changed.  The  statute  that  was  sup- 
posed to  govern  the  University  of  Toronto 
ceased  a  long  time  ago  to  have  anything 
other  than  a  formal  resemblance  to  the  kind 


of  goverrmient  that  that  statute  reflected. 
It  ceased  to  have  it  because,  over  a  period 
of  time,  without  consultation  with  this 
assembly,  under  the  strong  presidency  of 
President  Rissell,  we  had  the  culmination 
in  the  University  of  Toronto  of  the  man- 
agerial   revolution. 

There  is  absolutely  no  question  that  if  one 
reads  the  Duff-Rerdahl  report,  which,  when 
it  was  being  written  in  1965,  received  a  com- 
munication from  Claude  Rissell  indicating 
that  he  had  set  up  the  presidents'  council. 
It  was  then  only  an  advisory  body  because  he 
could  not  give  it  any  other  authority  without 
approval  of  this  Legislature,  but  made  up  in 
such  a  way  that  it  would  provide  the  nucleus 
of  the  stafi^  which  would  support  him  in  the 
decisions  which  he  would  make  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  board  of  governors  of  the  uni- 
versity, at  the  expense  of  the  powers  of  the 
senate  and  certainly  at  the  expense  of  the 
then  practically  nonexistent  powers  or 
authorities  of  the  student  community. 

That  governing  council,  that  presidents' 
council,  which  was  mirrored  in  1965,  shows 
up  again  very  clearly  in  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  governing  council  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto,  only  this  time  its  author- 
ity is  entrenched.  Its  authority  is  entrenched 
in  such  a  way  as  to  permit  over  a  period  of 
time  the  continuance  of  the  centralization  of 
the  administration  of  the  University  of  To- 
ronto in  a  bureaucratic  structure  in  the  e?c- 
ecutive  committee.  The  executive  committee 
can,  by  delegation,  receive  from  the  govern- 
ing council  of  the  University  of  Toronto 
under  this  bill  a  total  delegation  of  power. 
It  is  drawn  just  that  wide. 

If  it  is  set  up  as  one  would  expect  it  to 
be  set  up,  it  will  have  two  or  three  repre- 
sentatives amongst  the  various  people  from 
each  of  the  so-called  interest  groups  to  make 
up  the  10  men  who,  with  the  president,  will 
nm  the  University  of  Toronto.  The  account- 
ability runs  grave  danger  of  becoming  no- 
thing but  a  formal  accounting,  because  there 
are  no  checks  and  balances.  There  are  no 
ways  in  which  the  governance  of  the  uni- 
versity can  survive  by  having  different  groups 
with  specific  authorities.  Different  groups 
with  specific  abilities  to  express  themselves 
about  matters  of  concern  to  them  are  all  now 
placed  in  what  the  minister  chooses  to  call 
a  unicameral  body. 

There  is  no  unicameral  body.  There  is  a 
body  that  is  called  the  governing  council  of 
the  University  of  Toronto  which  will  delegate 
to  an  executive  committee  the  basic  control 
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over  the  university  under  the  managerial 
clauses  which  provide  for  the  president's 
power,  provide  for  delegation  and  provide  for 
the  powers  of  the  governing  coimcil.  Then 
there  is  the  convocation  of  the  university 
and,  of  course,  the  convocation  of  the  uni- 
versity can  only  be  called  into  session  either 
by  the  chancellor,  which  I  assume  would  be 
an  unusual  occasion,  or  it  can  be  called  into 
session  by  the  governing  council  itself.  So 
there  is  not  a  unicameral  operation. 

There  is,  in  fact,  a  series  of  bodies,  all  of 
which,  if  one  looks  at  it  in  the  framework  of 
the  way  in  which  the  university  is,  in  fact, 
governed  today,  would  indicate  very  clearly 
to  the  minister  that  it  is  an  upward  pyramid- 
ed structure  of  administrative  bureaucratic 
control.  That  is  what  the  minister  is  perpetu- 
ating in  this  bill.  There  is  no  way  under  the 
bill,  as  I  understand  it,  that  the  minister  can 
escape  the  criticism  that  what  has  happened 
to  the  police  force  of  the  city  of  Toronto  and 
what  has  happened  to  other  institutions  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  are  now  happening 
to  the  University  of  Toronto,  because  the 
dominant  institution  of  our  society  is  the 
business  corporation.  With  very  minor 
changes  we  are  imposing  on  the  University 
of  Toronto  the  same  corporate  structure  that 
exists  in  a  business  corporation  with  all  of 
the  paraphernalia  which  is  involved  in  using 
that  kind  of  a  system  to  account  for  the  gov- 
ernance of  the  University  of  Toronto. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  the  wit  and  wis- 
dom of  this  assembly  surely  permits  us  to 
devise  for  different  institutions  different  struc- 
tures of  government  which  are  not  analogous 
to  and  not  fashioned  upon  and  do  not  mirror 
the  structure  of  the  business  corporation, 
which  is  designed  for  the  production  of  tan- 
gible goods  or  the  production  of  services. 

What  we  have  got  to  realize  is  that  there 
is  a  way  in  which  we  together,  in  meetings 
with  the  universities,  with  the  staff  and  the 
students  at  the  universities  and  with  those 
who  are  interested  from  the  lay  public,  could 
fashion  an  institution  which,  in  fact,  would 
preserve  as  an  essential  ingredient  the  things 
which  we  value  in  those  institutions.  The 
things  which  we  value  I  need  not  elaborate 
on. 

It  is  very  clear  that  the  whole  question  of 
the  continued  existence  of  rational  thought, 
of  abstract  reasoning,  of  discrimination,  of 
distinctions  of  judgement,  all  of  those  are 
matters  which  fall  within  the  inheritance  of 
the  university  tradition.  The  transmission  of 
knowledge  and  the  research  work  which  is 


done,  we  believe  are  an  essential  part  of  our 
continuing  culture  in  society.  I  think  that 
the  minister  does  a  disservice  when  he  brings 
this  bill  before  us,  with  these  kinds  of  flaws 
that  I  have  endeavoured  to  point  out,  and 
asks  for  our  approval  without  any  specifi- 
cally clear  statement  about  the  matters  which 
are  of  concern  to  us. 

The  minister  really  is  endeavouring  to  say 
to  us,  "Look,  this  is  a  small  step  forward. 
This  is  some  kind  of  a  change."  On  the  other 
hand,  he  is  also  saying  that  this  is  the  product 
of  many  years  of  work  with  respect  to  the 
structure  of  government  of  the  University  of 
Toronto,  that  he  is  going  to  require  the  gov- 
erning council  to  review  the  Act  within  five 
years,  but  that  is  all. 

There  is  certainly  nothing  to  indicate  that 
the  government  itself  will  take  any  initiative 
with  respect  to  that  review.  There  is  nothing 
to  indicate  in  any  way  that  the  minister 
basically  thinks  that  there  will  be  any  funda- 
mental change  for  many  years  in  the  struc- 
ture of  the  University  of  Toronto  which  is 
going  to  be  placed  upon  the  university  in 
this  bill. 

One  could  go  on  at  some  length,  Mr. 
Speaker,  about  other  aspects  of  the  bill 
which,  in  my  view,  are  faulty.  But  I  have 
tried  as  concisely  and  as  clearly  as  I  could 
to  place  the  matters  before  the  minister 
which  are  of  fundamental  and  basic  concern 
to  us  and  for  which,  in  his  reply,  we  will 
be  listening  intently  to  find  out  whether  he 
has  any  conceivable  grasp  of  the  kinds  of 
problems  that  we  see  in  the  University  of 
Toronto,  as  the  foremost  university— if  I 
may  use  that  phrase— in  the  province,  be- 
cause it  is  the  provincially  chartered  univer- 
sity. We  can  see  then  whether  or  not  the 
minister  has  some  grasp  of  what  we  believe 
to  be  the  kind  of  energetic,  informed  re- 
quirements for  a  founding  statute,  or  continu- 
ing constitutional  statute,  for  a  body  which 
is  such  an  important  ingredient  of  our  demo- 
cratic way  of  life. 

I  say  to  the  minister  that  we  in  this  party 
will  await  and  listen  very  clearly  to  make 
up  our  minds  as  to  whether  or  not  we  can, 
in  the  light  of  the  comments  of  my  colleague 
from  Lakeshore  and  in  the  light  of  other 
comments  which  will  be  made,  support  the 
bill  on  second  reading.  I  find  it  extremely 
difficult  to  believe,  unless  the  minister  ad- 
journs the  debate  and  takes  some  time  to 
consider  his  replies  on  these  matters,  that 
it  would  be  possible  for  us  to  support  him 
on  this  piece  of  legislation. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  apolo- 
gize for  prolonging  this  debate  because  I 
think  this  is  one  of  the  most  important  bills 
which  may  come  before  this  Legislature  in 
this  session.  It  is,  because  the  University  of 
Toronto  is  a  very  great  institution,  it  is  the 
provincial  institution,  in  a  sense  the  Univer- 
sity of  Ontario,  if  one  could  use  that  phrase. 

As  well  as  that,  there  is  every  reason  to 
believe  that  this  bill  represents  the  direction 
of  university  government  for  the  next  decade. 
I  am  sure  it  is  in  the  mind  of  the  minister, 
and  certainly  it  is  in  the  minds  of  those  who 
are  over  on  this  side  of  the  House— and  I 
do  not  say  that  every  university  in  Ontario 
will  turn  to  a  single  governing  body,  or  that 
it  necessarily  must  have  a  single  governing 
body— but  I  would  suggest  that  from  now  on 
universities  will  more  and  more  be  expected 
to  have  a  connection  and  a  tie  with  the 
community  they  serve.  They  will  have  to 
take  a  very  good  look  at  the  way  they  are 
carrying  on  their  affairs  to  see  whether  the 
accessibility  and  the  accountability— which 
the  member  for  Riverdale  put  so  eloquently 
a  few  moments  ago— is  an  actuality  within 
their  own  governing  bodies.  As  the  minister 
knows,  this  bill  is  the  result  of  four  years 
of  agonizing  which  has  taken  place  on  the 
other  side  of  University  Avenue,  a  mere 
stone's  throw  from  this  building. 

There  are  some  of  us  in  this  Legislature 
who  have  appeared  before  those  committees 
and  talked  to  those  who  were  involved,  both 
vdth  the  faculty  and  with  the  students.  Of 
course,  this  was  followed  by  the  university- 
wide  committee  which  worked  endless  hours 
trying  to  find  a  means  of  putting  this  method 
of  providing  a  greater  democratization  of  the 
university  structure  into  effect- 
Mr.  T.  Reid:  That  is  a  few  days  only. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Finally,  we  have  before  us 
a  bill  which  is  the  result  of  this  activity.  One 
of  the  things  which  bothers  me  greatly  about 
this  bill  is  the  fact  that  there  is  nothing  in 
this  bill  which  can  serve  as  a  preamble  to  a 
bill  which,  in  essence,  is  giving  the  direction 
for  university   education. 

One  cannot  divide  university  education 
from  the  governing  of  an  institution  which 
is  providing  that  education.  We  have  no 
way  of  separating  these  two  activities,  and 
we  are  at  the  present  time  in  a  state  of 
agitation  throughout  this  entire  province  as 
to  what  is  a  university  education.  There  is 
every    reason    to    believe    that    things    have 


taken  place  over  the  past  number  of  years 
which  have  distorted  and  transformed  the 
universities   in    this   province. 

There  are  indications  that  the  imiversities 
have  been  used  and  misused  for  holding 
young  people  from  the  labour  market.  They 
have  been  used  or  misused  for  giving  young 
people  certain  views  of  their  status  and  posi- 
tion in  our  society.  They  have  been  used  and 
misused  in  other  jurisdictions  for  manipulat- 
ing the  war  machine.  That  is  not  true  in  this 
jurisdiction  but  I  think,  surely,  with  a  piece 
of  legislation  which  is  going  to  be  in  essence 
the  pattern  of  university  government  in  this 
province  there  should  be  some  philosophic 
base. 

What  is  a  university  education?  What  is 
the  purpose?  Certainly  the  committee  on  uni- 
versity government— the  commission  on  uni- 
versity government— put  their  solution  for- 
ward with  a  high  degree  of  intellectual  con- 
tent. I  am  sure  the  minister  has  read  that 
report.  I  would  hope  he  would  reread  it  be- 
fore this  biU  comes  into  the  committee. 

We  need  to  decide  in  this  province  what 
is  a  university  education?  Is  it  simply  the 
continuation  of  secondary  school?  Is  it  simply 
a  holding  operation  or  is  there  something 
particular,  something  specific,  something 
qualitative,  something  different  about  such  an 
experience?  Does  it  have  a  particular  rele- 
vance to  certain  students  and  not  so  much  to 
other  students? 

This  must  be,  I  think,  some  essence  of  a 
bill  which  states  that  it  is  to  provide  the 
pattern  for  university  education  in  this  prov- 
ince for  the  future.  We  need  some  indication 
of  what  is  a  university.  If  the  university  is  an 
institution  which  is  there  to  instruct  the 
young  and  to  transmit  knowledge,  then  obvi- 
ously within  the  governance  of  that  institu- 
tion there  does  not  really  have  to  be  too  much 
concern  about  what  the  role  of  the  student 
should  be.  His  role  is  pretty  circumspect.  It 
is  essentially  a  master-servant  relationship. 

But  if  the  university  is  a  community;  if 
there  is  a  give  and  take;  if  young  people  are 
providing  some  of  the  intellectual  stuff  of 
that  educational  experience,  then  surely  it  is 
a  community  and  there  is  a  degree  of  equality 
which  has  to  be  recognized  in  this  bill. 

My  colleagues  have  already  indicated  the 
degree  to  which  in  the  past  the  university 
has  been  too  much  the  isolated  ivory  tower, 
isolated  from  the  community  and  its  needs, 
its  concerns.  It  has  been,  in  a  sense,  a  quiet 
place  for  the  mind,  so  I  suggest  to  the  minis- 
ter  that  there   must   be,   in   this   bill,    even 
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greater  indication  in  a  preamble  that  a  uni- 
versity serves  a  society  which  sustains  it. 
That  is  its  major  role.  There  must  be  com- 
munity input  as  to  what  the  university  is  to 
concern  itself  with. 

Look  at  the  problems  that  surround  us  in 
this  province,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  spent  last 
week  talking  to  The  Department  of  Municipal 
AflFairs  and  The  Department  of  the  Treasury, 
and  we  see  the  degree  to  which  urban  plan- 
ning, land-use  planning,  is  almost  ignored  in 
this  province  after  these  many  years.  We 
still  cannot  provide  planners,  we  still  cannot 
provide  people  who  have  sufficient  sophistica- 
tion in  preparation  so  that  we  can  organize 
our  affairs  in  this  province  effectively. 

We  take  a  look  at  pollution  and  how 
strange  it  is  that  the  main  thrust,  the  main 
input  in  the  area  of  pollution,  comes  not  from 
within  the  institution,  but  without.  Pollution 
Probe  which  is  on  the  edge  and  finding  its 
way,  has  to  fight  and  scrape  and  scratch  for 
every  cent  it  can  get.  That  is  where  you  have 
had  the  real  pressure  put  on  this  government; 
to  do  something  about  pollution. 

When  one  takes  a  look  at  the  area  of  the 
education  of  Indians,  the  education  of  the 
disadvantaged,  where  has  been  the  thrust 
from  the  great  institutions  of  this  province  in 
these  areas?  There  simply  has  not  been  any. 
This  is  a  judgement  against  the  universities 
of  this  province,  and  a  judgement  which  I 
suggest  has  to  be  reflected  in  this  bill,  in  this 
piece  of  legislation,  and  will  receive  a  good 
deal  of  attention  when  this  legislation  comes 
before  the  committee. 

Look  at  the  area  of  labour-management 
relations  in  this  province  and  the  kinds  of 
legislation  that  come  before  this  particular 
Legislature  in  that  area,  showing  very  little 
input  on  the  part  of  a  great  many  learned 
people  who  inhabit  the  universities  of  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  more  than  just  the  com- 
munity participating,  it  is  a  matter  of  the 
university  playing  a  role  in  the  problems  of 
the  community. 

My  friend  from  Lakeshore  I  think,  brought 
up  one  of  the  most  cogent  arguments  on  this 
whole  area  of  institutionalization.  The  minis- 
ter would  agree  that  we  are  in  an  age  of 
deinstitutionalization  and  here  we  are  trying 
to  institutionalize,  in  a  sense,  a  deinstitution- 
alization. How  do  you  do  this?  How  do  you 
provide  the  flexibility,  and  as  the  member  for 
Lakeshore  and  the  member  for  Riverdale 
have  pointed  out— openness? 


In  fact,  that  is  one  of  the  things  that  we 
do  not  find  in  this  bill  which  was  in  the  CUG 
report.  Those  were  the  comments,  as  I 
remember,  from  that  report.  This  business  of 
candour  and  trust  and  openness,  which  were 
the  basis  of  that  report,  should  have  been  the 
basis  of  this  legislation,  and  should  indeed 
be  put  in  the  preamble  of  this  legislation,  if 
we  as  legislators  are  to  have  any  trust  in  the 
openness  of  the  institution  which  the  minis- 
ter has  placed  before  us. 

I  simply  say  there  is  no  indication  of  what 
is  a  university  education,  of  what  is  a  univer- 
sity. In  fact,  there  is  not  even  a  philosophy 
of  education  because  surely  if  it  is  an  educa- 
tion, life  and  work  experience  which  we  are 
dealing  with  here,  then  certainly  I  suppose 
this  kind  of  legislation  is  appropriate. 

But  if  we  really  are  involved  in  something 
unique  and  different  in  a  post-secondary 
education  institution  called  a  university,  then 
there  is  not  much  in  this  legislation  which 
shows  that.  I  think  we  must  have  a  preamble 
indicating  in  precise  terms  what  the  nature 
of  a  university  is  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
in  this  jurisdiction  for  which  we  are  res- 
ponsible. 

If  you  look  over  the  past  10  years,  you 
will  realize  there  have  been  some  major 
changes  that  have  taken  place.  One  has  been, 
of  course,  the  greater  involvement  financially 
of  the  community,  to  the  point  now  where 
the  community  is  paying,  what  is  it,  85,  90 
per  cent  of  the  cost  of  imiversity.  The  private 
sector  paying  very  little  indeed. 

I  suppose  the  other  great  development  has 
been  the  degree  to  which  students  have 
taken  part  in  activities  in  the  university 
community,  and  I  think  that  in  most  cases 
this  has  had  a  most  salutary  effect. 

I  can  remember  in  1960— can  it  be  so  long 
ago— when  there  were  great  tirades  about 
what  would  happen  if  university  students 
began  to  play  a  part  in  committees,  if  they 
had  any  input  in  university  government,  and 
if  they  were  sitting  in  committees  around  a 
table  with  professors  it  would  completely 
destroy  the  entire  atmosphere  of  the  institu- 
tion. The  learning  would  be  debased,  the 
entire  academic  status  of  the  professors  would 
be  destroyed. 

Well,  of  course,  it  has  been  nonsense,  it 
has  been  silliness.  In  many  eases,  what  has 
happened  is  the  university  students  have 
played  a  very  valuable  role.  They  have  sorted 
out  the  university  life.  They  have  made  uni- 
versities more  flexible,  able  to  react  to  the 
needs,  particularly  in  the  academic  areas,  to 
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students   much  more   quickly   certainly   than 
the  professors  alone  could  possibly  have  done. 

There  have  been  some  changes  which  have 
become  real  in  this  Legislature.  For  example, 
the  McMaster  bill  came  before  this  Legisla- 
ture, and  the  Carleton  University  bill.  But 
what  has  happened,  and  I  want  to  expand 
on  this  point  because  I  think  that  the  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale  pointed  this  out  rather 
dramatically  a  moment  ago,  is  that  what  has 
really  happened  is  that  the  administrations 
have  taken  over. 

I  am  not  suggesting  that  there  has  been  a 
terrible  evil  activity  going  on,  that  all  the 
university  presidents  are  involved  in  some 
monstrous  plot,  you  know,  to  pull  the  rug 
out  from  under  the  faculty  and  to  debase 
the  students.  That  is  not  it  at  all.  What  has 
happened  is  that  the  universities  have  grown 
so  quickly;  they  have  expanded  so  dramati- 
cally; they  have  been  involved  in  so  many  of 
what  you  might  call  extra  university  activi- 
ties. For  example,  in  1960  there  was  no 
committee  on  university  afiFairs.  There  was 
no  committee  of  university  presidents  or  what 
is  now  a  committee  of  universities  in  Ontario. 

The  faculty  associations  were  very  small 
and  involved  very  few  faculties  and  very 
httle  time  on  the  part  of  those  faculties.  The 
students  were  essentially  a  very  receptive 
group  of  people  who  were  mainly  interested 
in  the  whole  bit  of  chmbing  up  the  tower  of 
the  corporate  elite.  What  has  happened  is 
that  the  governing  of  the  universities  has 
become  very  complicated  and  very  demand- 
ing. 

As  well  as  that,  they  have  become  involved 
in  this  massive  activity  of  trying  to  second 
guess  the  government  of  Ontario.  This  of 
course,  involves  formula  financing  and  all  of 
the  activities  that  go  on  in  that  sphere.  What 
has  happened  is  that  the  only  people  that 
can  keep  on  top  of  this— the  only  people  who 
have  the  time,  the  energy;  who  have  the 
facts,  the  information;  who  have  the  research 
available— <are  essentially  those  who  were 
involved  in  administration.  What  has  hap- 
pened in  the  past  10  years  has  really  been 
the  triumph  of  the  administrative  process 
whereby  the  administrator  knows  what  is 
going  on.  He  leaks  a  little  bit  out  to  the 
faculty  so  that  they  can  at  least  talk  effec- 
tively at  the  cocktail  party.  That  is  essen- 
tially about  all  that  happened  at  the  uni- 
versity level  and  this  is  what  we  must  turn 
back. 

This  is  surely  the  place  where  we  must 
reverse  that  trend.  This  is  what  I  am  not 


sure  is  going  to  be  reversed  in  this  bill.  We 
have  got  a  single  body  to  replace  the  senate 
and  the  board  of  governors,  but  I  am  not  at 
all  sure  that  body  is  going  to  provide  the 
minister  with  what  he  thinks  it  is  going  to 
provide.  We  have  evolved  an  imbalance,  and 
what  should  the  balance  be?  Of  course,  the 
CUG  report  says  that  one  balance  is  10, 
appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor;  20 
from  the  faculty;  20  from  students;  10  grad- 
uates; four  appointed  by  the  president  and 
so  on. 

The  problem,  it  seems  to  me— we  agree 
with  the  minister  that  there  has  to  be  a 
balance  of  the  lay  and  the  academics— but 
the  problem  is  not  just  to  get  a  balance  in 
writing.  It  is  to  get  an  effective  balance. 
You  can  have  a  democracy  on  paper  and  a 
tyraimy  in  fact.  This  is  what  I  am  afraid  the 
minister  is  involved  in  here— a  tyranny  in 
fact— because  the  50  per  cent  who  are  lay, 
for  one  thing  have  no  constituency,  as  the 
member  for  Sudbury  has  pointed  out.  They 
have  no  constituency.  They  are  appointed  by 
the   Lieutenant   Governor. 

One  would  hope,  one  would  expect— in 
fact,  one  should  seriously  not  have  to  men- 
tion it  in  this  chamber— that  we  would  not 
have  the  same  kind  of  appointees  to  boards 
of  governors  that  we  have  had  over  the  past 
25  years  in  this  province.  So  25  years  ago 
we  had  to  have  people  to  go  out  and  collect 
money,  but  that  really  is  not  the  role  any 
more  of  these  people  who  are  going  to  be  on 
this  governing  body.  They  are  there  to  take 
part  in  the  actual  activities  in  the  universities. 

You  must  have  people  who  have  the  inter- 
ests of  the  universities— those  who  have  a 
concern  for  what  university  education  is 
about,  an  understanding  of  the  university. 
What  I  am  afraid  of  is  that  we  are  going  to 
end  up  with  a  whole  group  of  university 
people.  That  does  not  represent  the  com- 
munity. 

I  wonder  what  the  minister  is  going  to  do 
about  this?  I  think  the  suggestion  which  was 
made  by  I  guess  it  was  the  students— when 
they  suggested  that  they  should  be  selected 
by  the  human  resources  committee— seemed 
to  be  as  good  a  suggestion  as  I  could  think  of. 
I  do  not  know  how  the  minister  can  select 
the  number  of  people— 20  people— who  are 
going  to  be  able  to  represent  the  entire 
spectrum  of  Ontario  life,  because  when  it 
really  comes  down  to  it— I  tried  to  do  that. 

You  know,  the  minister  will  have  one  for 
the  Chamber  of  Commerce;  one  for  the  Can- 
adian Manufacturers'  Association;  one  for  the 
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Canadian  Labour  Congress;  the  Ontario 
Federation  of  Labour;  another  one  from  the 
University  Women's  Club,  and  so  on,  and 
the  minister  has  a  Hst.  He  has  got  to  have 
one  from  the  pubHc  school  teachers.  It  is 
just  impossible. 

There  are  so  many  groups  of  people  which 
are  involved— significantly  involved— in  what 
goes  on  at  the  University  of  Toronto.  I  think 
it  becomes  an  impossible  situation.  One  can 
almost  suggest  that  the  minister  could  get  all 
the  phone  books  of  all  the  communities 
across  Ontario  and  stick  pins  in  the  pages 
and  he  could  probably  pick  as  representative 
group  of  people  as  he  will  by  spending  the 
next  three  of  four  days  closeted  in  his  oflBce 
over  on  Wellesley  Street  trying  to  decide 
who  he  is  going  to  pick  for  that  governing 
council.  I  do  not  know  how  he  is  going  to  do 
it. 

This  comes  back  to  the  point.  We  have  got 
to  open  it  up.  We  have  a  human  resources 
committee.  Heaven  only  knows  it  is  a  very 
limited  body  in  its  viewpoint,  but  at  least 
we  would  bring  a  great  list  of  names  before 
that  committee.  We  would  have  a  discussion 
about  those  people.  We  possibly  would  have 
those  people  come  and  meet  with  the  com- 
mittee. We  would  be  able  to  get,  through 
some  kind  of  dialogue,  a  concept  of  what 
those  people  thought  about  universities  and 
university  education,  what  they  thought  about 
faculties  and  students.  Out  of  that  we  may 
be  able  to  get  21  people  or  20  people  who 
would  be  able  to  sit  down  and  have  some- 
thing to  say  about  university  government. 
It  comes  back  again  to  what  the  member 
for  Riverdale  said;  the  problem  I  see  is 
that  we  are  going  to  have  a  governing  struc- 
ture which  in  essence  will  be  in  the  hands 
of  an  administration.  We  have  got  20  people 
who  know  very  little  about  it.  They  meet 
once  a  month  maybe.  They  do  not  have  any 
research.  They  do  not  have  the  facts.  They 
do  not  have  information.  It  is  very  diflScult 
to  be  on  the  outs.  So  often  what  happens 
when  the  Lieutenant  Governor  appoints  these 
people  they  become  captives.  They  do  not 
become  conservatives,  they  become  captives. 
They  still  have  a  feeling  that  they  are  on  the 
team— the  governing  council  is  the  team,  the 
president  is  the  coach  and  the  faculty  are 
good  fellows— and  they  do  not  want  to  do 
anything  which  in  any  way  will  raise  em- 
barrassing questions.  Of  course,  how  often 
do  we  hear  from  them  over  here?  Four  years 
of  agonizing.  I  have  heard  from  the  students. 
I  have  heard  from  the  faculty.  I  have  heard 
from  the  non-faculty  workers  over  at  the  Uni- 
versity. I  have  heard  from  administration.  I 


have  never  heard  from  an  official  of  the 
board  of  governors  yet  from  the  University 
of  Toronto. 

Look  at  the  colleges  of  applied  arts  and 
technology?  Every  one  of  them  has  on  it 
somebody  from  the  Ontario  Federation  of 
Labour.  Some  labour  man  is  on  the  governing 
body  of  a  college  of  applied  arts  and  tech- 
nology. And  it  is   right.  They  should  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  astonished  that 
George  Drew  has  not  been  in  touch  with  the 
member. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Well,  maybe  I  am  not  in 
close  personal  relations  with  George  Drew. 
I  am  sure  the  minister  would  realize  that. 
But  the  point  is  that  once  they  become  an 
appointee  of  government  and  they  become 
a  part  of  the  team,  they  feel  it  is  just  not 
gentlemanly  to  inhibit  the  process  in  any 
way.  I  think  if  we  are  talking  about  the 
autonomy  of  universities  and  the  power  of 
universities  to  effect  their  own  affairs,  I  think 
that  is  an  important  point. 

I  picked  up  this  publication,  the  Canadian 
Association  of  University  Teachers  Bulletin; 
I  am  sure  the  minister  probably  read  that 
first  article  on  "The  House  that  Davis  Built." 
I  do  not  agree  with  some  of  what  Professor 
Benson  says  in  that  article.  I  agree  with 
some  of  it.  But  one  point  I  do  agree  with— 
and  it  is  a  rather  interesting  comment  he 
makes— 

In  view  of  the  enormous  amounts  of 
moneys  being  expended  on  university  edu- 
cation, in  view  of  the  importance  of  the 
issues,  in  view  of  the  power  of  The  De- 
partment of  University  Affairs,  I  am  at  a 
loss  to  explain  this. 

He  is  at  a  loss  to  explain  essentially  why 
there  is  not  any  seeming  reaction  from  the 
universities.  Whenever  the  government  snaps, 
the  whole  university  community  jumps,  that 
is  what  he  is  saying. 

The  committee  of  presidents  would 
spend  time  and  money  preparing  elaborate 
justification  of  its  views,  yet  only  once 
or  twice  a  year  would  it  receive  skimpy 
memoranda  or  "anecdotal  reports"  from 
The  Department  of  University  Affairs.  A 
hint  dropped  at  a  cocktail  party,  a  word  of 
rebuke  from  the  chainnan  of  university 
affairs— 

I  might  to  add  to  that  a  comment  from  the 
Minister  of  University  Affairs,  but  it  says 
here: 

—a  smile  from  the  Minister  of  University 
Affairs    were    enough    to    send    presidents 
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scuttling    to    their    projections,    deans    to 
their  budgets,  and  chairmen  to  their  charts. 

Well  one  can  smile  to  some  extent  with  the 
degree  to  which  the  university  presidents 
are  taken  in  by  what  goes  on  down  here, 
but  the  point  is— and  I  am  sure  the  minister 
would  agree  with  this— that  that  is  not  the 
kind  of  department  he  wants  to  run  and  not 
the  kind  of  universities  he  wants  to  have 
under  his  jurisdiction  as  minister  of  this 
department. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  try  to 
find  ways  by  which  to  make  the  governing 
council  a  really  eflPective  council,  and  I  think 
we  are  going  to  have  to  find  methods  by 
which  the  people  who  are  involved  as  the 
lay  people  on  this  council  can  really  affect 
what  goes  on  in  that  university,  and  I  think 
openness  is  one  of  the  most  important  things 
—open  meetings. 

Secondly,  I  think  they  have  got  to  have 
access  to  records  and  access  even  to  inde- 
pendent research.  Somehow  they  have  got 
to  be  able  to  get  facts  and  information  from 
other  universities,  from  university  people 
throughout  the  entire  community  and  some- 
how be  able  to  have  power  to  deal  with 
what  is  essentially  bureaucracy  to  the  tyrarmy 
of  administration. 

We  are  involved  today  in  a  society  in 
which  we  need  people  to  do  these  things.  I 
suggest  perhaps  we  should  be  paying  them; 
perhaps  there  should  be  some  honorarium 
which  allows  the  average  person  to  be  able  to 
sit  on  that  kind  of  a  board  and  devote  the 
time  and  energy  which  is  necessary,  if  he  is 
ever  going  to  understand  the  complexity  of 
the  University  of  Toronto,  because  the  min- 
ister knows  that  is  one  of  the  most  complex 
governing  systems  that  one  can  imagine.  Just 
taking  a  look  at  the  full  chart  of  the  commit- 
tees is  enough  to  boggle  the  person  who 
comes  to  sit  on  that  committee  or  that  coun- 
cil for  the  first  day. 

So  I  just  suggest  we  are  now  moving  into 
what  one  could  call  the  age  of  Greek  demo- 
cracy, where  the  job  of  the  individual  is  not 
to  work,  not  to  hold  a  job,  but  actually  to  be 
a  citizen.  One  of  the  ways  that  we  can,  I 
think,  help  people  to  perform  the  function  is 
to  provide  them  with  an  honorarium  within 
the  society  to  carry  out  a  very  important 
function  and  that,  surely,  is  the  government 
of  the  major  institution  in  this  province. 

I  want  to  move  very  quickly  to  the  whole 
question  of  the  role  of  students.  I  think  that 
the  inclusion  of  students  is  obviously  neces- 
sary. I  am  concerned  about  the  nmnber  of 


students  who  are  involved  in  this.  I  think  the 
CUG  report  came  out  for  parity.  I  must  say 
I  find  that  concept  very  appealing.  I  think 
that  the  role  of  the  student  has  to  be  ac- 
cepted in  this  setting.  I  think  the  six,  six  and 
four  system  of  approaching  the  matter  is 
fairly  acceptable,  and  it  is  fairly  wise. 

Rather  than  lining  up  faculty  and  students 
on  the  parity  issue  and  saying  that  there 
should  be  nine  and  nine,  11  and  11  or  six  and 
six,  rather  than  what  might  be  called  the 
esoteric,  or  idealistic  council  of  the  commun- 
ity in  which  everybody  votes  for  whoever  is 
going  to  represent  them  in  the  university 
community,  I  think  this  does  begin  to  move 
one  toward  a  collectivity.  I  must  say  that  this 
is  a  suggestion  which  I  threw  off  the  top  of 
my  head  standing  outside  the  Legislature 
door  here.  I  think  it  has  a  very  real  value  in  a 
sense  that  it  may  be  six,  six  and  four  now, 
but  it  might  very  well  become  five,  five  and 
six,  five  years  from  now.  I  have  a  feeling  that 
those  four  people  elected  from  across  the 
entire  university  might  very  well  be  two 
professors  and  two  students.  They  might  be 
three  professors  and  one  student;  I  think 
there  more  likely  will  be  at  the  beginning 
three  professors  and  one  student,  or  it  may 
very  well  be  three  students  and  one  profes- 
sor. One  does  not  know.  But  I  think  the 
minister  is  moving  towards  at  least  the  con- 
cept of  the  collectivity  and  the  concept  of 
community  within  the  university  sector. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  this  should 
be  reviewed  and  I  would  agree  with  the 
member  for  Lakeshore  in  three  years  rather 
than  five  years.  I  think  really  we  must  see 
what  has  happened.  Once  again,  unless  we 
are  provided  with  the  opportunity  to  see 
what  is  going  on  in  the  university  setting,  we 
will  not  be  able  to  make  a  very  effective  re- 
action in  this  Legislature.  But  I  do  hope  for 
something  from  these  meetings  of  the  com- 
mittee, which  I  look  forward  to  very  greatly, 
because  I  think  this  whole  area  of  the  num- 
bers should  be  left  a  good  deal  to  the  give- 
and-take  of  that  community  setting  to  see 
whether  we  cannot  find  compromises, 
whether  we  cannot  find  better  ways  of  rep- 
resenting students  and  faculties.  One  of  the 
problems  which  really  bothers  me  is  the 
statement  by  one  group  that  we  really  cannot 
supply— I  think  the  faculty  association  brings 
this  up  and  the  part-time  students  bring  this 
up— that  the  number  of  people  on  the  gov- 
erning council  cannot  supply  the  committee 
structure  as  it  exists  at  present  in  the  univer- 
sities. 
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I  think  we  should  look  at  that  committee 
structure.  We  should  look  to  see  whether  that 
committee  structure  should  not  be  changed 
rather  than  the  governing  council  be  in- 
creased but,  in  any  case,  the  important  thing 
is  to  make  sure  that  the  governing  council  is 
able  to  understand  what  goes  on  in  relation 
to  these  committees  which  exist  within  the 
universities  at  the  present  time. 

I  am  a  litde  concerned  about  tlie  selection 
of  a  chairman.  I  see  no  reason  why  the  gov- 
ernment should  immediately  move  to  appoint 
the  chairman.  I  think  this  is  something  per- 
haps that  the  governing  council  itself  could 
work  out.  Here  again,  the  governing  council 
must  have  some  confidence  of  its  own  power, 
of  its  own  self-image  from  the  beginning. 
Imposing  a  chairman,  and  imposing  a  vice- 
chairman,  takes  away  from  what  the  govern- 
ment wants  to  do  in  this  whole  question  of 
opening  up  the  governing  of  this  institution, 
making  it  more  liberal,  making  it  more  acces- 
sible. 

I  note,  for  example,  in  this  bill  there  is 
no  place  for  a  research  board;  that  is  one 
of  the  things  which  the  CUG  report  put  for- 
ward. We  have  had  a  great  deal  of  discus- 
sion in  this  Legislature  over  the  past  number 
of  days  when  the  minister's  estimates  were 
before  the  Legislature  on  the  whole  business 
of  research.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  one 
of  the  most  important  aspects  of  the  CUG 
report,  the  whole  question  of  making  some 
quality  of  decisions,  some  really  effective 
decisions,  about  what  kind  of  research  should 
be  going  at  the  university  in  the  various 
departments  and  faculties  in  that  university. 

I  agree  there  is  no  appeal  procedure.  One 
of  the  things  that  always  bothers  me— and 
I  must  say  that  this  has  not  come  from  the 
University  of  Toronto  so  much  as  from  other 
people  in  this  province— is  that  if  a  student 
feels  that  he  has  been  wronged,  and  there 
are  students  who  do  feel  that  they  have 
been  wronged,  and  if  they  do  not  feel  that 
their  examinations  were  properly  read  or 
their  courses  were  properly  assigned  to  them, 
they  feel  that  by  some  administrative  bungle 
that  they  have  been  put  at  a  disadvantage, 
there  should  be  some  way  by  which  they  can 
appeal.  The  governing  council  should  have 
an  opportunity  to  hear  those  appeals  and 
it  should  be  a  part  of  that  governing  coun- 
cil's role  to  see  that  justice  is  done  in  every 
sector  of  the  university— to  see  that  justice 
not  only  be  done,  but  be  seen  to  be  done, 
as   the   minister   well   knows   the   phrase. 

And,  of  course,  there  is  the  whole  ques- 
tion of   accessibility,    the   whole   question   of 


the  possibility  of  people  being  kept  out  of 
the  universities.  This  relates,  of  course,  to 
the  whole  question  of  the  means  by  whidh 
the  university  accepts  its  applicants.  I  think 
that  this  whole  procedure  should  be  there 
—should  be  open  and  present,  within  the 
legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  going  to  say  any 
more  on  this,  not  to  repeat  the  comments 
that  have  been  made  by  other  members 
of  this  party.  We  look  with  very  great  in- 
terest at  what  the  minister  is  going  to  say 
before  this  bill  has  its  second  reading.  We 
look  with  even  greater  interest  on  what  is 
going  to  happen  in  committee. 

The  minister  has  indicated  that  he  is 
prepared  to  be  very  flexible,  that  there  are 
areas  of  negotiation;  that  he  is  not  wedded 
to  the  numbers  game  within  the  governing 
council;  that  he  is  not  wedded  to  certain 
provisions  in  this  legislation.  We  intend, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  test  him  in  this  particular 
area.  We  shall  just  see  how  flexible  he  is 
prepared  to  be  in  the  days   ahead. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  briefly  on 
tliis  bill,  which  I  consider  an  important 
one,  I  have  one  or  two  matters  to  put  before 
you,  sir,  and  the  minister. 

I  have  no  doubt  that  what  is  decided  with 
regard  to  this  bill,  particularly  after  it  has 
been  in  practice  for  two  or  three  years,  will 
be  followed  by  the  other  provincially  assisted 
universities  and  therefore  we  are  legislating 
for  most  of  the  universities.  I  am  sure  the 
minister,  along  with  other  members  of  the 
House,  is  quite  prepared  to  grant  the  uni- 
versities which  have  private  legislation  the 
right  to  grow— if  that  is  the  correct  word 
to  use— along  lines  that  they  themselves  de- 
cide. Yet  the  minister,  as  well  as  anyone 
else,  must  realize  that,  in  the  public  interest, 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  do  have  con- 
siderable powers  to  affect  this  growth,  some- 
times specifically  influence  it,  by  means  of 
our  various  committees  and  the  views  ex- 
pressed in  this  House. 

There  have  been  a  great  many  changes, 
of  course,  in  university  goverimient,  in  uni- 
versity finance,  and  I  will  not  for  a  moment 
try  to  go  over  the  field.  The  minister  and 
his  predecessor  recall  the  advice  given  to 
the  government  in  this  House  by  John 
Deutsch,  when  he  was  preparing  the  sta- 
tistical summaries  of  the  requirements  for 
post-secondary  education.  I  recall  discussing 
them  in  this  House  when  the  projections 
were  at  least  10  years  ahead.  Now  we  are 
in    1971,    close   to    1972,   in   our   projections 
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of  student  enrolment  and  costs.  It  seems 
strange  that  the  decade  has  gone  by  and 
that  Dr.  Deutsch  was  fairly  close  to  the 
mark.  I  recall  many  of  the  discussions  about 
DuflF-Berdahl's  recommendations,  or  their  re- 
ports' recommendations— Dr.  Spinks'  Univer- 
sity of  Ontario  concept,  which  seemed  to 
come  at  a  very  strange  period  in  the  de- 
velopment of  the  universities  indeed. 

So,  many  things  have  happened  over  these 
years.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am  not  quite 
prepared  to  say  that  the  destiny  of  this 
province  is  established  on  the  playing  fields 
of  the  University  of  Toronto.  Probably  the 
Minister  of  University  Affairs  is  not  either. 
We  have  heard  the  member  for  York  South 
talk  about  Queen's.  We  hear  about  Western, 
die  University  of  Guelph.  I  and  the  chair- 
man of  Hydro  are  graduates  of  McMaster. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  And  the  Minister  of 
Correctional    Services    (Mr.    Apps). 

Mr.  Nixon:  Correctional  Services,  of 
course,  over  there— a  great  1936  graduate 
of  McMaster  University.  I  was  interested  in 
looking  up  some  of  the  figures  about  Mc- 
Master that  in  my  last  year,  1950,  I  believe 
the  budget  was  something  hke  $800,000, 
and  at  a  gathering  attended  by  the  Minister 
of  Correctional  Services  and  myself  and  the 
Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Welch)  just  a 
little  while  ago  we  were  told  that  the  budget 
this  year  was  going  to  be  close  to  $40 
million. 

The  big  difference  in  the  early  days  of 
course  was  that  on  a  matter  of  principle  only, 
McMaster  university  and  many  others  would 
never  touch  filthy  lucre  that  came  to  them 
by  means  of  government  grant,  I  distinctly 
remember  my  father,  the  former  minister- 
well  the  former  member  for  Brant— getting 
up  in  this  House  during  the  discussions  about 
the  financing  of  universities  in  which  the 
University  of  Toronto  got  the  huge  lion's 
share  and  a  small  amount  was  starting  to 
trundle  up  to  London,  and  some  went  to 
Queen's. 

He  got  up  in  this  House  and  said  that  he 
was  now  financing  the  education  of  a  third 
child  at  McMaster  and  he  thought  maybe 
the  public  purse  ought  to  be  opened  up  to 
support  some  of  the  other  universities  like 
McMaster,  and  a  special  assembly  of  the 
student  body  was  called,  attended  by  the 
chancellor  who  was  the  chief  executive  offi- 
cer under  their  old  constitution,  who  berated 
ill-informed  politicians  who  woidd  suggest 
that  McMaster   University  might  take   some 


of  this  money.  And  of  course  it  was  not  two 
years  before  the  Baptist  convention  of  On- 
tario and  Quebec  had  relinquished  their 
grip  on  the  affairs,  temporal  if  not  spiritual, 
and  the  pipelines  have  opened  up  and  this— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Interesting  phrase. 

Mr.  Nixon:  —$40  million  budget  is  now 
met— I  would  think  well  in  excess  of  90  per 
cent— from  public  funds.  And  so,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  feel  that  the  pattern  that  is  set  by  this 
public  bill  will  be  followed,  certainly  exam- 
ined closely,  in  its  implementation  and  its 
efficacy  by  the  boards  of  other  universities. 
Certainly  the  time  has  long  since  gone,  I 
believe,  when  in  the  name  of  university 
autonomy  we  in  this  House  are  going  to 
rubber-stamp  any  commitment  or  any  re- 
quest that  comes  from  a  board  of  governors 
for  amendment  to  their  private  legislation. 

The  member  for  Sudbury  and  others  have 
referred  to  that  great  occasion  in  1967  when 
down  here  asking  for  a  new  bill  and  when, 
in  the  private  bills'  committee,  there  was  an 
amendment  put  forward  by  myself  and  sup- 
ported by  members  from  all  parties  which 
called  for  the  inclusion  of  a  directly-elected 
student  representative  on  the  board.  But 
when  it  appeared  that  this  amendment  might 
succeed— which  in  fact  it  did  in  the  short 
run— the  chief  spokesman  for  the  Western 
board.  Colonel  Weldon,  was  most  upset. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  recall  whether  you 
were  present  yourself— or  if  in  your  capacities 
of  the  day  you  had  other  responsibilities— 
but  he  immediately  said,  "We  will  withdraw 
the  bill."  He  did  not  realize  that  the  bill  had 
gone  into  the  wringer  by  that  time  and  it 
required  even  more  than  his  bluster  and 
threat  to  turn  the  crank  the  other  way.  It 
went  right  on  through  with  the  amendment 
which  he  thought  was  going  to  disrupt  a 
complete  control,  reasonable  control,  of  the 
university  and  was  simply  a  crack  in  the 
foundation  of  what  was  right  and  accepted. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  western  democracy. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  western  democracy,  is  that 
what  he  called  it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  was  president  Hall  at 
that  committee  hearing. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Well  at  the  time  I  thought  the 
then  private  member  for  London  South,  he 
seemed  to  have  some  special  responsibilities 
—certainly  he  had  been  on  the  faculty  if  he 
was  not  at  that  time,  and  was  looked  to  by 
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the  people  from  Western  as  their  main 
spokesman  and  very  properly— he  seemed  to 
be  taking  a  very  fair,  broadminded  approach 
indeed. 

And  it  was  not  until  that  bill  was  reported 
back  to  the  House  with  that  amendment, 
that  tremendous  far  reaching  amendment, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  shattered  all  of  the  tradi- 
tions of  university  government,  wherein  one 
directly-elected  student  was  a  member  of  the 
board,  that  we  saw  that  bill  sit  on  the  order 
paper  week  after  week  after  week.  All  the 
other  private  legislation  was  cleared  away 
and  it  was  within  48  hours  of  the  adjourn- 
ment, I  believe,  that  the  real  influence  of 
the  member  for  London  South  became  ap- 
parent. He  put  the  bill  right  back  on  the 
four-square  approach  of  western  democracy, 
as  has  been  described- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  when  the  Minister  of 
Health  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  emerged. 

Mr.  Nixon:  —and  the  public  interest,  as  I 
would  like  to  call  it,  the  democratic  decision 
of  the  private  bills  committee  was  reversed 
and  all  of  the  political  debts  were  paid  off 
perhaps  in  one  fell  swoop.  It  was  almost  un- 
thinkable by  the  government  of  that  day— 
1967— that  the  students  should  have  any  role 
to  play  in  university  government  whatsoever. 

The  member  for  Sudbury  talked  about  the 
conversion  of  the  minister  and  said  it  was 
not  exactly  like  the  baptism  in  the  Jordan 
but,  at  least,  his  big  toe  was  in  the  water,  and 
that  as  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned  there  is 
some  ambit  for  direct  student  representation, 
some  substantial  provision.  I  do  accept  an 
important  change  in  this  as  a  public  statute 
that  we  now  have  what  has  been  called  a 
unicameral  system.  The  member  for  River- 
dale  has  rejected  that,  although  the  member 
for  Peterborough  has  accepted  it.  There 
seemed  to  be  some  confusion  there  as  to 
whether  it  is  unicameral  or  not,  but  at  least 
a  senate  and  a  board  of  governors  are  not 
separated.  They  are  put  together,  I  suppose 
if  one  wants  to  look  at  it  another  way  there 
are  various  committees.  The  powers  are 
handed  out  to  specific  groups,  the  executive 
group  and  so  on,  which  would  perhaps  lead 
the  member  for  Riverdale  to  persuade  his 
colleagues  to  reject  it  on  the  basis  that  it  is 
not  truly  imicameral. 

But  this  is  a  step  forward  and  one  which 
we  applaud.  We  certainly  would  not  be  con- 
sistent if  we  rejected  it  now  because  we  have 
been  calling  for  it  from  this  party  for  a  good 
long  time.  We  do  not  take  acclaim,  of  course, 


for  having  originated  the  idea,  but  we  say  to 
the  government  it  is  going  to  do  that  and 
that  is  a  good  thing.  We  will  examine  how 
it  works  at  the  University  of  Toronto  and  if 
there  ever  gets  to  be  a  university  in  Gode- 
rich  we  would  hope  that  they  would  institute 
it  there  as  well. 

I  see  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  is  paying  some  careful  at- 
tention to  my  remarks. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  What? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Never  mind!  So,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  particular  principle  we  think  is  a  good 
one.  We  think  it  is  all  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Pretty  chippy 
stuff! 

Mr.  Nixon:  As  far  as  this  governing  body 
itself  is  concerned— I  like  the  minister  better 
out  of  the  House  than  in,  but— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  am  only  here 
for  five  minutes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  five  minutes  too  much! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member 
could  stand  it  for  five  minutes  at  least. 

Mr.  Nixon:  He  can  oome  back  at  8  o'clock 
and  contribute  his  comments. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  want  to  attempt  to  put 
my  views  before  you  before  we  rise  at  six 
o'clock.  I  do  believe  that  the  basic  composi- 
tion of  the  governing  body  is  good  in  one 
respect  at  least  and,  that  is,  that  it  is  divided 
between  those  people  coming  from  the 
university  community  and  those  coming  from 
the  broader  community,  the  lay  community, 
as  the  member  for  Peterborough  called  it 
several  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is  an  element 
of  the  total  inconsistency  of  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Does  the  minister  mean  that  I 
do  not  like  him  in  the  House?  I  have  been 
consistent  in  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  have  a  note  here 
from  the  member  for  Sudbury,  I  will  read 
that. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  method  of 
appointing  the  half  of  the  board  coming 
from  the  community  at  large,  of  course,  is 
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open  to  some  criticism  but  govermnents  do 
change  and  I  suppose  that  the  responsibility 
for  the  appointment  has  to  lie  with  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  day.  I  would  have  hoped  that 
there  wotdd  have  been  some  more  specific 
direction  to  His  Honour,  the  Lieutenant 
Governor,  other  than  just  the  names  sent  to 
him  by  his  first  minister  and  his  advisers,  but 
that  is  a  matter  that  has  already  been  dealt 
with.  The  other  half  of  the  constitution  of 
the  board,  representing  faculty  and  the  stu- 
dent body— I  believe,  that  the  minister  should 
have  gone  all  the  way  and  arranged  for 
parity  or  equity— parity  I  suppose,  equal 
representation  from  these  tv^^o  groups.  It  may 
well  be  that  amendments  ofi^ered  in  the 
committee  stage  will  in  fact  bring  this  about. 
I  know  that  the  minister  has  always  felt 
strongly  about  the  importance  and  the  powers 
of  the  standing  committees  dealing  with 
legislation,  and  I  hope  that  he  will  give  this 
kind  of  an  amendment  his  careful  considera- 
tion. 

These  are  the  two  matters  that  did  con- 
cern me  with  the  legislation,  and  there  are 
others.  Just  in  the  moment  that  remains  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  you  will  permit  me,  the  conflict 
of  interest  matter  is  one  which  should  I 
believe,  be  dealt  with  in  this  bill.  We  have 
seen  in  municipal  government  and  other 
areas  that  it  does  arise  from  time  to  time, 
expected  and  otherwise,  and  that  the  bill 
could  deal  very  effectively  with  the  possibility 
of  conflict  of  interest  in  the  future,  and 
therefore  be  improved. 

We  in  this  party  have  some  doubts  about 
the  details  and  some  of  the  very  important 
details  of  representation  on  the  board.  But, 
putting  those  aside,  the  principle  of  uni- 
cameral government  we  approve  of.  We 
approve  of  the  division  of  representation  as 
between  the  public  interest  outside  the  uni- 
versity and  the  interests  of  the  academic 
community  within. 

We  think  the  membership  representing  the 
academic  community  should  be  shared,  with 


student  representation  and  faculty  represent- 
ation equal. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I 
might  rise  on  a  point  of  personal  privilege. 

On  arriving  in  this  House  this  afternoon, 
I  found  on  my  desk  an  invitation  to  some 
kind  of  a  barbecue  and  reception,  to  be  held 
at  the  Talisman  on  July  9  and  10.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  it  was  signed  by  the  Prime 
Minister  (Mr.  Davis)  himself,  I  must  say 
I  was  very  flattered  and  delighted. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Certainly  very  nice  of  those 
fellows  opposite  to  invite  us. 

Mr.  Pitman:  However,  I  read  further  and 
discovered  that  arrangements  have  been  made 
for  photographs  and  that  we  would  be  there 
until  Friday,  Saturday,  and  Sunday. 

I  wonder  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  I  have  now  discovered  that  this 
really  is  a  letter  for  evidently  one  political 
party  in  this  Legislature,  and  that  I  do  not 
belong  to  that  political  party  and  never 
have  belonged  to  that  political  party  and 
never  will  belong  to  that  political  party, 
whether  you  would  be  good  enough  to  in- 
form the  Prime  Minister  for  me  that  I  will 
not  be  able  to  attend  either  his  barbecue 
or  his  reception  or  the  discussions  or  the 
planning  sessions  or  the  photograph  sessions? 
However,  I  must  say  that  I  would  like  to 
partake  of  the  meals  and  accommodation 
which  are  apparently  free,  but  I  wonder  if— 

Mr.  Nixon:  We  are  asked  to  provide  our 
own  transportation. 

Mr.  Pitman:  —you  might  just  pass  on  to 
him  that  I  am  still  deputy  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  in  this  Legislature 
and  will  have  to  pass  up  his  invitation. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Like  the  Tory  campaign, 
fouled  up  from  the  start. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  When  the  House  rose  at  6 
o'clock  we  were  debating  second  reading  of 
Bill  80.  Is  there  any  other  member  who 
wishes  to  speak  to  the  bill? 


UNIVERSITY  OF  TORONTO  ACT,  1971 
(concluded) 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  are  two  or  three  things  that 
concern  me  about  this  bill.  First  of  all,  it 
does  not  provide  for  any  change  in  the  future 
in  the  size  of  what  is  now  a  mega-university. 
It  is  certainly  a  gargantuan  structure.  It  is 
one  that,  because  of  its  size,  is  inclined  to  be 
more  and  more  run  by  the  administration,  and 
there  is  likely  to  be  an  even  greater  buildup 
in  the  bureaucratic  structure.  Because  of  its 
size  we  are  going  to  lose  a  lot  of  the  personal 
contact  and  values  that  we  need  in  any  board 
to  properly  reflect  the  views  of  those  who 
direct  it. 

When  you  have  a  very  large  structure  like 
this  it  is  very  difficult  for  those  who  serve  on 
a  board  as  volunteers,  whether  they  be  stu- 
dents, lay  people  or  faculty  members,  to 
spend  the  time  required  to  really  provide  the 
objective  judgement  that  we  seek  through  a 
governing  body  of  this  sort.  We  tend  to  get 
those  becoming  interested  in  seeking  member- 
ship and  positions  on  these  boards  who  make 
a  career  of  this  type  of  thing,  whether  they 
be  students,  faculty  members  or  representa- 
tives from  the  community.  Because  those  who 
are  truly  representative  of  these  bodies, 
whether  they  be  student,  faculty  or  business 
people,  do  not  have  the  amount  of  time  re- 
quired to  really  provide  the  judgement  I 
think  we  really  seek  from  this  type  of  body. 
I  am  sorry  it  is  not  visualized  in  the  minister's 
plans  for  the  future  to  arrest  and  actually 
reverse  the  trend  that  the  University  of 
Toronto  has  been  following  for  some  time. 
I  understand  the  faculty  of  medicine,  for 
example,  which  co-ordinates  14  teaching  hos- 
pitals, is  now  really  too  large  for  good  teach- 
ing. I  am  sure  if  we  broke  down  the  univer- 
sity into  the  arts  and  science  faculty  and 
other  units,  we  might  be  able  to  achieve  a 
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little  more  personal  relationship  and  interest 
on  the  part  of  the  boards  and  yet  set  up  a 
means  of  co-operation  and  co-ordination 
whereby  the  various  facilities  could  be  shared 
by  contract  or  by  other  means.  When  we  do 
break  up  these  structures,  it  does  not  neces- 
sarily mean  inefficiencies  and  overlapping;  it 
is  all  in  the  way  these  things  are  co-ordin- 
ated. 

But  I  am  distressed  that  in  this  bill  we 
continue  to  head  for  an  even  larger  organiz- 
ation than  we  had  in  the  past.  I  think  the 
University  of  Toronto  has  lost  a  great  deal 
in  the  last  30  years  because  of  this  continued 
trend. 

I  was  pleased  to  see  some  attempt  in  the 
bill  to  have  a  rotation,  although  it  is  only 
after  a  nine-year  period,  of  those  who  will 
be  staying  on  the  board. 

The  idea  of  having  a  year's  absence,  I 
think,  is  a  good  one  to  provide  for  change  in 
those  who  have  not  particularly  added 
strength  to  the  board  representation.  I  think 
perhaps  the  period  should  be  two  terms  of 
three  years  rather  than  three  terms  of  three 
years  on  this  rotation,  because  I  think  that 
normally  a  five-year  term  is  plenty  of  time 
for  people  to  become  very  familiar  in  office 
and  provide  and  actually  make  the  greatest 
contribution  they  will  make.  Very  seldom  do 
people  do  anything  but  become  more  inclined 
to  follow  the  same  trend  of  thinking  they 
start  to  follow  in  their  first  year  or  two. 

I  feel  very  strongly  we  should  change  the 
representation  to  have  the  students'  repre- 
sentation equal  to  that  of  the  faculty's.  I  do 
not  see  that  they  should  be  in  a  lesser  posi- 
tion. I  think  that  the  idea  of  having  a  major- 
ity, or  certainly  equal  representation  from  the 
citizens  at  large,  is  important  and  therefore 
adjustments  would  have  to  be  made  to  pro- 
vide for  that.  But  I  do  think  it  is  very  impor- 
tant that  in  order  to  be  sure  that  the  full 
argument  and  influence  of  those  who  are  sup- 
posedly receiving  the  benefits  of  the  educa- 
tional institution  of  this  sort,  are  in  a  position 
to  adequately  present  their  views  and  not  be 
in  a  lesser  position  than  those  who  are  teach- 
ing. 

In  addition  to  that,  I  am  somewhat  con- 
cerned in  this  whole  imiversity  structure  that 
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we  do  not  make  the  position  of  faculty  mem- 
bers so  secure  that  they  can  have  a  feeling 
that  no  matter  what  they  do,  and  no  matter 
how  poorly  they  serve  those  they  are  being 
paid  to  serve,  they  can  continue  to  have 
security  of  tenure  indefinitely.  I  think  that 
whether  it  is  a  monopoly  in  business  or  it  is 
a  complete  security  of  position  in  the  civil 
service;  no  matter  what  it  is,  wherever  we 
have  too  much  security  we  often  lose  our 
responsiveness  to  the  needs  of  those  we  are 
hired  to  serve.  Certainly  in  the  Legislature 
we  have  to  face  the  music,  we  have  to  face 
those  we  serve  every  few  years.  I  think  it  is 
a  very  healthy  thing,  in  whatever  work  we 
are  doing,  that  we  have  a  sense  of  obligation 
by  having  to  be  accountable  every  little  while 
to  those  whom  we  are  serving.  And  in  a 
faculty  I  think  there  should  be  provisions 
where  although  we  want  to  retain  appeal  pro- 
cedures for  arbitrary  dismissal,  we  do  want 
to  have  a  position  where  the  faculty  has  to 
perform.  And  I  am  hoping  that  in  the  way 
we  set  this  new  Act,  and  other  legislation  that 
will  follow  it,  we  will  ensure  that  the  faculty 
has  a  position  of  accountability  and  not  one 
of  security  of  tenure  regardless  of  how  they 
perform. 

The  last  area,  the  principle  that  concerns 
me  is  one  of  conflict  of  interest,  which  my 
colleague  from  Scarborough  East  and  my 
leader  (Mr.  Nixon)  have  already  brought 
out  and  emphasized.  In  the  Legislature,  be- 
cause of  our  peculiar  position,  having  no  one 
else  that  we  serve  other  than  an  electorate, 
we  do  set  our  own  remuneration  and  our 
own  prerequisite;  we  get  criticized  a  great 
deal  for  this;  it  is  very  difficult  for  us  to  find 
another  means  whereby  we  can  have  it  set. 

But  the  fact  is  that  in  business  or  in  almost 
any  other  area,  those  who  have  an  interest  in 
the  benefits  of  any  decision  that  is  made 
have  an  obligation  to  declare  that  interest 
and  to  refrain  from  voting.  I  think  the  same 
thing  is  true  here.  We  want  to  have  those  on 
the  faculty,  if  it  is  a  matter  of  salaries,  or 
students,  or  if  it  is  a  matter  of  fees,  declaring 
their  position,  discussing  it  and  arguing  it, 
but  when  it  comes  to  the  vote  they  have 
declared  their  interest  and  they  abstain.  I 
think  some  provision  for  this  should  definitely 
be  provided  for  in  the  legislation. 

Those  are  the  main  points  that  I  would 
like  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  minister 
in  this  debate. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  shall  not  be  long;  I  shall  be  rela- 
tively brief. 


I  concede  at  the  outset  that  the  sun  nei- 
ther rises  nor  sets  on  the  University  of  To- 
ronto bill,  and  that  the  planets  will  be  in  their 
orbs  and  the  earth  will  continue  to  be  round 
whatever  the  outcome  this  evening.  But  it  is 
a  bill  of  some  importance  to  all  of  us  on  this 
side  of  the  House,  to  those  of  us  in  the  New 
Democratic  Party.  The  minister  has  taken  his 
portfolio  very  seriously  since  he  assumed  it. 
The  debates  on  the  estimates  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  University  Affairs  were  in  many 
ways  exemplary;  I  think  that  is  true  of  the 
government  side  as  well  as  the  opposition 
side.  And  so  we  felt  all  the  way  through 
about  this  bill  and  about  this  minister  that 
we  should  express  our  reservations,  and 
where  need  be,  our  dismay  in  fairly  un- 
equivocal terms. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  caucus  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  has,  I  admit  quite  frankly, 
had  some  difficulty  in  reaching  a  decision 
about  second  reading  of  this  bill.  We  have 
mulled  on  it  for  a  considerable  length  of 
time.  There  were  a  number  of  matters  which 
affected  that  mulling  process.  The  minister 
sits  in  his  seat,  poised  with  anxiety  and  ten- 
sion, wondering  the  outcome  of  our  mullings. 
I  will  put  his  mind  at  rest  by  telling  him 
that,  subject  to  certain  conditions  I  am 
about  to  reveal,  we  are  opposing  this  bill  on 
second  reading,  as  a  caucus. 

The  conditions  are  roughly  these,  and  I 
do  not  mean  to  set  them  as  ultimatums,  I 
mean  simply  to  put  them  as  provisoes,  which 
we  think  should  be  put  in  the  interest  of 
debate  and  discussion.  If  the  minister  can 
satisfy  us  on  a  couple  of  very  important  areas 
in  his  reply  on  second  reading,  then  we  in 
this  party  may  well  want  to  alter  the  posi- 
tion, although  I  say  in  advance  that  is  im- 
likely. 

If,  tomorrow,  during  the  committee  stage, 
certain  amendments  are  introduced— amend- 
ments which  I  will  allude  to  during  the 
course  of  my  remarks  and  which  have  been 
alluded  to  fully  by  my  colleagues  who  spoke 
earlier— certain  amendments  are  made,  then 
we  will  take  another  look  at  the  bill  as  it 
comes  out  of  committee  and  goes  into  third 
reading. 

But  as  the  bill  now  stands  we  are  faced 
again— and  this  was  essentially  the  caucus 
debate— with  a  sort  of  half-a-loaf  conundrum 
which  is  continually  presented  by  the  gov- 
ernment, the  pattern  they  have  of  bowing 
reluctantly  to  public  pressure  and  going  only 
part  way  on  a  given,  social,  economic  cul- 
tural issue,  and  feehng  that  in  that  fashion 
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they  can  appease  discontent.  If  it  is  possible 
for  them  to  neuter  the  opposition  by  sugges- 
tive insinuations  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ment, if  it  is  possible  for  them  to  seduce  us 
with  a  few  crumbs  from  the  table  of  state, 
then  they  feel— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Is  the  member  not  getting  his  metaphors 
mixed? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  my  metaphors  are  mixed 
because  I  am  self-conscious  about  the  meta- 
phor. If  the  government  feels  that  they  can 
handle  it  that  way,  then  they  do;  and  they 
frequently  achieve  their  end  with  at  least  one 
opposition  party. 

But  we  made  a  basic  decision  in  this  cau- 
cus, Mr.  Speaker,  some  time  ago.  I  think  it 
is  fair  to  say  that  we  will  not  be  a  pawn  for 
this  government  and  its  dubious  intentions; 
that  we  are  not  prepared  to  be  taken  in 
purely  by  suggestive  legislation.  If  the  prin- 
ciple is  real,  and  if  it  is  substantial,  and  if  it 
is  qualitatively  different  from  what  preceded 
it  in  a  positive  sense,  then  by  all  means  we 
will  support  you  as  we  did  on  one  rather 
important  decision  a  little  earlier  in  this 
session. 

But  when  the  bill  continues  to  be  funda- 
mentally flawed,  as  my  colleague  from  River- 
dale  put  it  this  afternoon,  then  we  are  not 
prepared  to  support  you  unless  there  is  very 
real  evidence  that  the  flaws  will  be  removed. 

The  bill  in  that  sense,  therefore,  is  a  tough 
one.  You  have  come  some  way,  admittedly 
and  that  has  been  conceded  in  lesser  or 
greater  degree  on  this  side  of  the  House.  But 
Mr.  Speaker,  after  10  years  of  study  of  uni- 
versity government,  after  four  years  of  inten- 
sive debate  on  the  University  of  Toronto 
alone,  after  one  takes  a  look  at  the  present 
expectations  within  and  without  the  university 
community,  after  what  we  have  asked  as  a 
party  through  the  last  several  years  and  the 
debates  we  have  waged,  it  is  simply  not 
tolerable  to  support  the  essential  flaws  in 
this  bill,  because  they  cut  right  to  the  heart 
of  the  principles  involved,  and  therefore  we 
intend  to  oppose  it  on  second  reading. 

I  think  that  those  flaws  have  been  well 
expressed  in  their  great  variety.  I  think  that 
when  all  is  said  and  done  it  narrows  itself 
essentially  to  two  fundamentals— the  linch- 
pins, if  I  may  say,  upon  which  I  know  my 
colleague  from  Lakeshore  has  rested  his  own 
feelings  about  the  bill,  in  the  final  analysis. 
Those  two  areas,  if  I  can  name  them  quite 
briefly  and  deal  with  them  briefly,   are  the 


matter  of  representation  and  parity  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  matter  of  openness  on 
the  other. 

Let  me  make  some  comments  about  that, 
Mr.  Speaker.  The  matter  of  parity,  and  the 
refusal  of  this  minister  and  this  government 
to  grant  to  the  students  parity  with  the 
academics— and  if  I  may  go  further,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  say  the  refusal  to  grant  to 
both  of  them  parity  with  the  rest  of  the 
community.  That  seems  to  me  to  betray  a 
prejudice  which  lurks  at  the  back  of  the 
Tory  mind;  the  sort  of  mentality  which  the 
government  has  and  which  handicaps  it  ir- 
retrievably in  a  number  of  areas,  and  no- 
where is  this  more  evident  than  in  the  given 
bill. 

It  is  much  the  same  reason,  Mr.  Speaker, 
why  the  government  of  Ontario  has  not  yet 
lowered  the  voting  age  to  18.  It  is  very  much 
born  of  the  same  frame  of  mind.  It  is  an 
inability  to  recognize  what  youth  is  all  about, 
what  contributions  might  be  made;  a  lack  of 
recognition  of  how  young  people  can  and  do 
contribute  to  the  community  environs,  uni- 
versity or  whatever  it  may  be,  of  which 
they  are  a  part,  and  it  is  only  under  relentless 
pressure  that  this  government  moves  on 
those  fronts  at  all. 

The  member  for  Scarborough  East  (Mr.  T. 
Reid)  and  the  member  for  Peterborough  (Mr. 
Pitman)  drew  the  distinction  between  the 
positions  of  the  CUG  report,  a  most  unlovely 
name,  and  the  university-wide  committee,  on 
the  entitlement  of  students  to  equal  repre- 
sentation—an excellent  example  of  what 
happens  in  the  university  when  you  begin 
to  diffuse  power  this  way,  and  the  manipula- 
tion begins.  It  seems  to  us  profoundly  wrong, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  minister  and  the 
cabinet  and  the  government  have  not  taken  a 
position  on  this  matter  of  policy.  This  min- 
ister is  the  last  minister  to  tell  us  to  have 
trust  and  faith  in  his  flexibility.  We  had 
trust  and  faith  in  his  flexibility  in  those 
extraordinary  days  of  1967  with  the  Univer- 
sity of  Western  Ontario  bill,  and  that  flexibil- 
ity was  revealed  in  such  a  hardhat  rigidity, 
an  old-line  fundamentalism  that  it  was  diffi- 
cult to  believe. 

I  remind  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  those  days 
when  the  bill  came  back  into  the  House 
involving  the  one  student  on  the  board  which 
many  have  discussed  this  afternoon.  I  do  not 
want  to  describe  how  all  of  western  culture 
was  in  peril  as  a  result  of  this  suggestion  in 
committee,  but  when  we  came  into  the  House 
and   the    vote    was   taken,    one    government 
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member  stood  alone  and  presaged,  even  that 
day,  his  independence  of  spirit  and  the  foith- 
rightness  which  he  shows  today.  That  mem- 
ber is  the  present  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  A. 
B.  R.  Lawrence).  He  stood  to  his  feet  and 
he  said:  "It  is  apartheid."  I  remember  it  well. 
It  was  apartheid  then  and  it  is  apartheid 
now,  Mr.  Speaker. 

There  is  no  conceivable  reason  why  in 
1971,  four  years  after  that  memorable  event, 
that  this  minister  cannot  in  the  name  of  his 
government  take  the  position  that  students 
are  entitled  to  parity  rather  than  leaving  it 
purely  to  a  committee  where  word  will  have 
been  passed  in  advance  as  to  the  outcome 
that  is  approved,  that  is  the  way  our  com- 
mittee system  works,  Mr.  Speaker,  protesta- 
tions notwithstanding. 

I  have  other  aspects  which  must  be  looked 
into,  however,  on  the  matter  of  representa- 
tion. This  business  of  10  members  provided 
by  the  Lieutenant-Govemor-in-council.  What 
reason  have  we  to  believe  on  this  side  of  the 
House  that  those  members  will  not  again 
represent  the  corporate  community,  as  they 
have  endlessly  represented  the  corporate 
community,  in  the  past? 

Why  has  the  Minister  of  University  Affairs 
(Mr.  White)  not  been  able  to  assure  us  that 
the  10  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant-Govemor-in-council— which  means 
by  the  Minister  of  University  Affairs,  taking 
his  instructions  from  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis) 
I  suppose,  on  this  matter— why  has  he  not 
been  willing  to  tell  us  from  which  sectors 
or  from  amongst  which  names  those  members 
will  be  chosen?  Why  not  accede  to  the  sug- 
gestion of  my  colleague,  the  member  for 
Peterborough,  that  such  names  might  be 
brought  before  the  committee  on  human 
resources,  and  that  the  Legislature  have  some 
say  in  the  deliberations  of  who  is  to  be 
chosen? 

The  past  practice  of  interlocking  director- 
ates and  what  has  happened  to  the  university 
community  as  a  result  is  most  unpalatable  to 
us,  and  we  require  some  assurance. 

The  executive  committee  of  10  grants  one 
student  the  right  to  sit  amongst  those  fa- 
voured 10  One  student?  Surely  the  minister 
mocks  the  Legislature.  One  student  among 
the  10  on  the  body  to  which  is  given  most 
of  the  major  decisions. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  remind 
you,  sir,  that  it  says: 

The  executive  committee  may  deal  with 
any  matter  that  is  within  the  responsibility 
of  the  governing  council,  but  no  decision 


of  the  executive  committee  is  effective  until 
approved  by  the  governing  council,  or  un- 
less the  governing  council  has  previously 
signed  authority,  therefor,  to  the  executive 
committee. 

Well  of  course,  much  authority  can  be  sur- 
rendered to  the  executive  committee.  Imagine 
what  the  executive  committee  would  be  Uke 
if  one  of  the  appointments  was  the  provincial 
Treasurer.  I  am  sorry,  the  Minister  of  High- 
ways and  Communications.  I  ask  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  think  of  what  the  complications 
and  implications  might  be. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  The 
hon.  member  does  not  have  to  be  sorry 
about  that.  No  need  to  be  sorry  about  that, 
my  friend. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Cool  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  just  want  to  tell 
him  he  does  not  have  to  be  sorry  that  is  all. 
I  will  accept  the  hon.  member's  admonition 
and  cool  it  for  a  while. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Take  it  as  it  was  said. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  executive 
council  and  the  unicameral  body,  as  it  has 
been  called,  with  all  the  flaws  that  have  been 
noted,  run  totally  counter  to  everything  that 
we  accept  by  way  of  representation  and  by 
way  of  parity.  It  is,  in  many  ways,  a  mere 
artifact,  and  the  bill  in  that  sense  is  simply 
a  design  cabinet,  a  showcase.  It  will  contain 
Claude  Bissell's  memorabilia  of  how  to  re- 
structure a  university  without  conceding  any- 
thing; and  if  ever  there  was  a  man  capable 
of  that  kind  of  device  it  is  President  Bissell. 

I  acknowledge  his  capacities  in  those  re- 
gards, but  I  see  no  reason  why  we  have  to 
accept  a  bill  flawed  in  this  fashion.  The  min- 
ister says  to  me  and  to  the  rest  of  the 
Legislature  he  has  flexibility.  Flexibility  is 
not  enough;  commitment  is  what  is  required. 
And  we  ask  of  him  the  commitment  of  parity 
in  this  Legislature  this  evening.  Without  it, 
that  part  of  the  bill  is  unacceptable. 

The  second  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  so  I  do  not 
prolong  it,  is  the  question  of  openness.  I 
think  for  all  of  my  colleagues  in  the  New 
Democratic  Party  that  that  is  absolutely 
central  to  the  theme.  I  think  largely  that  is 
what  the  member  for  Riverdale  (Mr.  J.  Ren- 
wick)  had  in  mind  this  afternoon  when  he 
talked  at  some  length  both  about  accessibility 
and  accountability  and  related  them  both  to 
openness. 
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The  universities  in  Ontario  have  hitherto 
been  closed  communities.  There  is  no  reason 
to  believe  that  this  bill  will  alter  them  in 
any  great  particular.  They  are  elitist  and  not 
only  in  the  sense  that  the  yare  class-struc- 
tured institutions,  as  all  members  know. 
Where  amongst  those  who  govern  the  uni- 
versities have  come  the  cries  to  alter  a 
preprimary  and  primary  education  in  a  way 
which  would  allow  eventual  equal  access  to 
the  university  community?  The  voices  come 
from  the  Legislature;  they  come  from  outside; 
they  come  not  from  the  university  itself,  not 
for  those  who  sit  on  boards  nor  from  those 
who  are  involved  in  the  decision-making 
process.  In  that  sense  the  university  is 
elitist. 

It  is  elitist  in  another  sense;  it  is  elitist 
in  the  sense  that  the  advisory  committee 
and  the  formal  committee  of  university  presi- 
dents and  the  various  subcommittees  have  en- 
gaged and  are  engaging  in  what  might  be 
called  managerial  autocracy. 

If  we  put  our  stamp  on  this  bill,  then  we 
put  our  stamp  on  the  perpetuation  of  mana- 
gerial autocracy.  By  and  large,  most  things 
will  remain  intact.  It  will  have  a  sort  of 
democratic  subterfuge.  As  my  colleague  from 
Peterborough  said  this  afternoon,  I  thought 
rather  well— democracy  on  paper  with  the 
possibility  of  t>'raimy  in  fact.  It  is  those 
possibilities  which  we  would  like  to  pre- 
clude. I  think  he  meant  tyranny  in  the  sym- 
bolic and  descriptive  sense  as  well  as  in  the 
operative  sense.  We  want  to  ask— when  my 
colleague  from  Lakeshore  put  the  principle 
of  openness  ver\'  strongly  it  was  key  to 
what  he  said— and  what  we  want- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  But  he 
supported  the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —to  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  why 
can  we  not  have  a  guarantee  in  this  bill  of 
the  disclosure  of  interests  itemized  by  many 
members  on  this  side  of  the  House,  which 
is  surely  a  fundamental  principle  omitted 
from  the  bill.  Why  can  we  not  have  a  guar- 
antee in  this  bill  of  the  openness  of  meetings? 
Since  when  must  the  university  operate 
constantly  behind  closed  doors?  What  gives 
it  such  privilege  as  opposed  to  almost  every 
other  publicly  funded  institution  in  the  prov- 
ince to  operate  solely  behind  closed  dooi-s? 
Why  should  it  forever  be  a  mysterious  citadel, 
rather  than  a  pubhc  sanctuary,  as  it  were? 

Why  is  it  not  possible  to  write  within  this 
bill  an  appeal  procedure,  some  safeguard 
for  civil  hberties,  however  little  they  may 
count  in  the  minds  of  the  technocrats,  bureau- 


crats, and  even  autocrats,  who  have  run  the 
university  community  hitherto— matters  of 
accessibility,  a  student  who  is  turned  down 
for  reasons  unexplained— why  no  appeal?— 
hirings  and  firings  and  tenure,  examinations? 
Where  are  the  open  appeal  procedures? 
What  is  there  in  this  bill  that  can  give  a 
sense  of  openness  to  the  university  com- 
munity? 

It  seems  to  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  to  ask 
that  the  universities  be  democratized  in  this 
fashion  is  fundamental  to  the  bill,  funda- 
mental to  any  civil  libertarian  concept.  I 
must  say  for  the  minister  involved,  I  suspect 
he  shares  some  of  that,  although  obviously 
the  bill  will  not  go  that  far  unless  he  is 
prepared  to  concede  it  hereafter. 

We  accept  the  difiBculty  of  the  total  legis- 
lative perusal.  Obviously  it  is  tough  to 
scrutinize  the  nuts  and  bolts  of  every  single 
university  transaction. 

We  concede  that  this  faces  the  Legisla- 
ture with  a  dilemma,  but  we  do  vote  the 
money  for  these  institutions,  and  we  do 
have  them  before  us  under  the  estimates  of 
The  Department  of  University  Affairs.  I 
wanted  to  put  the  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
there  is  no  intrusion  on  the  autonomy  of  the 
university.  There  is  a  great  assist  to  academic 
freedom  if  we  discard  the  manipulations 
of  the  managers  by  reinforcing  all  those 
aspects  which  are  free,  democratic  and 
public;  and  that  spirit  should  be  well  en- 
framed in   this   legislation,   which  it  is   not. 

It  is  faulty  in  the  area  of  openness  beyond 
anything  that  any  of  us  expected.  It  is  not 
enough  to  have  the  quiet  affections  and 
mutual  devotion  evidenced  between  the 
minister  and  many  of  the  presidents,  and 
the  presidents'  committee  and  Dean  Wright 
and  many  others.  I  know  that  the  minister 
shortly  after  taking  office  announced  at  a 
trumpeting  press  conference  that  which  had 
been  in  the  works  for  some  time,  that  there 
would  be  a  cut  in  grants  for  graduate  studies 
and  with  it,  we  were  told,  the  demolition  of 
the  university  presidents.  They  had  finally 
met  their  match  and  been  vanquished.  The 
minister  John  White  was  no  sooner  in  his 
portfoho,  Mr.  Speaker,  than  he  took  them 
all  on,  not  tilting  at  windmills  but  thrusting 
forward. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  He  is  capable  of 
doing  it,  too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right!  That  is  hardly  a  sufiB- 
cient  basis  on  which  to  judge  the  evolution 
of  university  life.  There  is  far  more  to  this 
bill. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  re- 
lies on  his  friend  to  the  left. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  bill,  if  I  may  say,  shows 
that  the  minister  is  largely  willing  to  capitu- 
late to  those  aspects  of  university  life  which 
have  been  in  many  ways  offensive  in  the 
past.  Without  safeguards  and  legislation,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  principles  are  largely  unim- 
pressive. The  review  five  years  hence  will 
mean  little.  The  patterns  will  have  hardened, 
not  only  for  the  University  of  Toronto  but 
for  all  the  provincially  assisted  universities 
in  Ontario. 

Therefore,  whatever  fight  there  is  to  wage 
should  be  waged  now  on  the  basic  propo- 
sitions which  this  party  has  put  as  funda- 
mental to  the  principle  of  the  bill.  No.  1, 
representation  and  parity;  No.  2,  the  propo- 
sition of  openness  as  it  operates  everywhere. 
On  all  of  these  things,  we  feel  compelled 
to  take  the  stand  in  opposition  on  second 
reading. 

If  the  minister  accedes  to  the  arguments, 
as  indeed  he  should  and  doubtless  wishes  to 
do,  then  we,  too,  have  suflBcient  openness, 
as  we  are  calling  for  within  the  bill,  to 
reconsider  the  position.  But  as  the  bill  now 
stands,  as  the  minister  has  thus  far  put 
the  case,  as  we  now  read  its  contents,  it 
would  be  wrong  to  support  the  principle. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  watching 
closely— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  was  a  bunch 
of  clap  trap  I  might  say! 

Mr.  Singer:  —as  the  leader  of  the  NDP 
sat  down  to  see  whether  the  hon.  member 
for  Lakeshore  (Mr.  Lawlor)  was  going  to 
join  in  the  applause.  He  has  now.  I  am 
very  glad  that  he  has  now  because  I  listened 
with  some  interest  to  his  comments,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  to  the  comments  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Peterborough.  Tlie  hon.  member 
for  Lakeshore,  let  us  say,  took  one  extreme. 
"N^Tiat  did  he  say?  He  had  this  to  say,  and 
I  have  marked  a  couple  of  extracts  from 
his  speech  and  I  thought  they  might  be 
of  some  interest  to  repeat.  He  said  "I  have 
not  heard  a  great  deal;  I  have  not  heard  any, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  objection  to  what  I  con- 
sider the  heart  of  this  particular  bill."  Then 
he  went  on  to  expand  at  some  length  saying 
how  he  thought  it  was  a  pretty  good  bill. 
Then  he  said— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  a  bimch 
of  clap  trap. 


Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Read  the 
parts  about  McRuer. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  he  said,  Mr.  Speaker, 
"As  for  the  lay  representation"- that  was  one 
point  that  the  hon.  leader  of  the  NDP  laid 
some  stress  on,  and  the  view  of  the  member 
for  Lakeshore  is  somewhat  different.  I 
thought  it  should  be  repeated  and  put  in  the 
record  again. 

"As  for  lay  representation,  speaking  for 
myself '—and  I  am  quoting  the  comments  of 
the  member  for  Lakeshore  directly  from 
Hansard— "personally  I  do  not  think  there 
is  anything  wrong.  I  think  in  their  equality 
of  vote  at  least  let  us  test  it  and  see  how  it 
works  out." 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  does  the  member  think— 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  now  that  is  what  he 
said. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Read 
all  of  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  is  quoting  it  out 
of  context. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  comes  back  to 
haunt  him. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  do  not  imderstand,  Mr. 
Speaker,  why  these  hon.  members  are  get- 
ting so  excited.  I  am  merely  repeating  what 
was  in  Hansard  this  afternoon,  that  is  all.  If 
that  bothers  them,  as  little  as  a  couple  of 
hours  later  than  their  own  remarks,  I  just  do 
not  understand  them. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Minister  of  University  Af- 
fairs): The  fight  is  over  here  boys. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  he 
said: 

May  I  just  finish  by  saying- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  concludes  his  remarks  in 
this  way: 

May  I  just  finish  by  saying  I  have  been 
speaking  this  afternoon  for  myself  alone. 
I  cannot  judge  that  my  colleagues  are  all 
completely  in  accord  with  me,  as  perhaps 
you  will  discover  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  that  is  fair  enough,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  I  hope  that  the  hon.  member 
for  Lakeshore  has  his  vote  where  his  mouth 
is,  that  is  all.  When  the  vote  is  called  in  due 


JULY  5,  1971 


353a 


course  I  would  hope  that  he  stands  up  and 
supports  with  his  vote  exactly  what  he  said. 
I  thought  it  was  worthy  of  note,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  listening  to  these  various 
gentlemen  speak,  the  member  for  Lakeshore 
took  a  position  and  I  respect  him  for  that 
position.  The  member  for  Peterborough  sort 
of  straddled  the  fence,  he  had  one  leg  on 
either  side;  then  along  came  the  member  for 
Riverdale  with  "we  say"  and  "we  do."  It 
is  easy  to  see  who  won  over  the  dinner  hour 
—the  member  for  Riverdale  won  out. 

Mr.  Sopha:  He  always  does. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  fine.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
very  fascinating  that  when  this  occasionally 
happens  in  this  party— and  we  believe  this  is 
a  democratic  Legislature  where  members  are 
entitled  to  come— when  on  the  odd  occasion 
this  might  happen  in  the  official  opposition, 
our  friends  here  on  the  left  think  it  is  a  great 
victory  that  there  is  dissension  within  the 
Liberal  Party.  Well,  I  say  this  is  a  part  of 
the  normal  democratic  process,  and  I  do  say 
that  the  sanctimonious  unction  which  sur- 
rounds the  views  that  come  forward  from 
these  self-righteous  characters  on  our  left  is 
so  misplaced,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  they  should 
understand  that  they  are  not  the  only  ones 
who  have  differences  of  opinion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  we  would  discuss  the 
principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right,  Mr.   Speaker,  I  am 
going  to  discuss  the  principle  of  the  bill.  Let 
me  say  simply  this:  My  remarks- 
Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  It  takes 
one  to  know  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  find  it  very 
entertaining.  Entertaining  is  the  word.  One 
could  not  ask  for  anything  better,  and  the 
seats  are  free. 

Mr.  Singer:  My  remarks  are  going  to  be 
very  brief. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Ringside  seats- 
it  is  beautiful. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  believe,  as  enunciated  by 
my  colleagues  from  Scarborough  East,  from 
Sudbury,  from  York  Centre  and  by  my  leader, 
that  there  is  much  in  this  bill  that  com- 
mends itself  to  us  and  to  the  people  of  On- 
tario, and  for  those  reasons  we  are  going  to 
vote  in  support  of  the  bill. 

We  believe,  sir,  that  the  unicameral  sys- 
tem that  is  suggested  in  this  bill  is  a  very 


substantial  advance.  We  know  as  well  that 
the  present  system  that  exists  in  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto,  with  all  the  discussion  that 
has  gone  on,  has  resulted  in  a  real  paralysis 
of  the  whole  system.  Therefore,  sir,  for  the 
reasons  that  have  been  much  better  enim- 
ciated  by  my  colleagues  than  I  am  going  to 
deal  with  at  the  present  time,  we  are  going 
to  support  this  bill  because  we  believe  it  is 
a  step  forward.  There  are  the  reservations 
that  were  expressed  by  my  colleagues,  and 
those  reservations  hopefully  either  will  be 
cleared  up  in  committee  or  will  be  remedied 
at  a  later  time  by  a  new  government. 

In  any  event,  sir,  I  want  to  assure  you 
that  we  in  this  party,  having  examined  this 
bill— and  you  can  understand  that  by  listen- 
ing to  the  remarks  of  my  various  colleagues 
—believe  that  the  bill  is  a  step  forward  and 
for  those  reasons  we  are  going  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  the  bill  before  the 
minister  concludes  the  debate? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  for 
Scarborough  West  wasted  a  lot  of  time  and 
verbiage.  He  really  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Ah!  Hearken  to 
this. 

Hon.  Mr  White:  I  am  very  grateful  for  the 
members  who  have  taken  part  in  this   de- 
bate- 
Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey   (Oshawa):   Wind  him 
up. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  I  anticipate  that 
some  number  of  the  suggestions  offered  will 
find  their  way  into  the  bill,  when  we  go  into 
standing  committee  on  human  resources  and, 
perhaps,  if  we  go  into  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House. 

I  commend  in  particular  my  very  dear 
friend,  the  member  for  Lakeshore,  who  once 
again  has  brought  his  philosophical  under- 
standing, his  compassion  and  his  humanity 
to  bear  on  this  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Plato,  Aristotle, 
and  the  rest. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  thank  the  member  for 
Riverdale  who  once  again  has  illuminated 
the  hills  and  valleys  with  his  strong  intellect 
and  weak  judgement. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  should  be  quiet. 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  thank  the  members  for 
Sudbury  and  Downsview  for  providing  some 
comic  relief— 

An  hon.  member:  Is  that  a  fact? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —when  tensions  were 
becoming  very  high. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister  is  an  easy  sub- 
ject because  he  is  inevitably  comic. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  now  I  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  with  the  member  for  Sudbury,  I 
remember  1967  very  well.  It  was  centennial 
year.  It  was  the  year  of  Expo  67,  when  our 
hopes  rose  so  high.  It  was  the  year  that  the 
Progressive  Conservatives  in  Ontario  won  the 
eighth  election  in  a  row  under  the  leader- 
ship— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Is  the  member  for 
Sudbury  really  reading  the  paper?  Is  he 
really? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —of  our  dear  friend,  the 
member  for  London  North  (Mr.  Robarts).  It 
was  the  year  of  the  University  of  Western 
Ontario  bill  and  it  was  the  year  of  the  most 
despicable  speech  that  we  have  heard  in  this 
chamber  in  the  last  12  years— 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Hear, 
hear! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —by  which  I  mean  the 
part  played  in  the  debate  by  the  member  for 
Sudbury. 

Mr.  Sopha:   I  never  recanted  that  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No?  Well,  the  member 
should  have,  because  now  that  he  has  be- 
come a  counsel  for  Her  Majesty  the  Queen, 
and  a  bencher- 
Mr.  Sopha:  It  shows  how  good  the  minis- 
ter's arguments  are  when  he  has  to  descend 
to  personahties. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —of  the  Law  Society  of 
Upper  Canada,  and  a  member  of  the  board 
of  governors  of  Huntington  College.  Now 
that  the  member  has  taken  all  these  honours, 
"Just  for  a  handful  of  silver  he  left  us—" 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  did  not  use  that  phrase. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  "—Just  for  a  riband  to 
stick  on  his  coat." 

I  remember  when  he  levelled  that  charge 
against  the  hon.  gentieman  who  is  now  the 
Premier  of  this  province  (Mr.  Davis)— 


Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex  Kent):  The  Min- 
ister of  University  AflFairs. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  since  that  time  he 
has  reached  out  and  taken  every  honour— 
with  his  own  integrity,  of  course,  unim- 
paired. 

Mr.  Sopha:  What  honours?  What  honours? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  Western  bill,  which 
has  been  touched  on  by  speaker  after  speaker 
here  today- 
Mr.  Sopha:   It  is  about  time  the  minister 
got  around  to  some  argument. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —I  think  has  not  been 
fully  or  fairly  described.  The  bill  we  passed 
here  and  which  stands  on  the  statute  books 
was  passed  in  a  secret  ballot  vote  by  faculty 
members  and  students  by  an  overwhelming 
majority.  I  think  it  was— 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister  will  ruin  every 
university  in  Ontario  before  he  is  finished. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —eighty-seven  per  cent. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Balderdash. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  when  the  election 
came  along  a  few  short  months  afterwards, 
the  students  on  the  campus  voted  two  to  one 
in  favour  of  the  person  who  had  introduced 
that  bill,  the  member  for  London  South. 

An  hon.  member:   Hear,  hear! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Why  does  not 
the  member  go  back  to  his  cave  and  let  his 
hair  grow? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
proof  is  in  the  pudding. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Why  does  he  not 
do  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Say,  there  is  a  line— "for  a 
handful  of  silver." 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Four  years  have  gone  by 
during  which  the  University  of  Western  On- 
tario has  made  great  strides  in  a  number  of 
areas,  not  the  least  of  which  has  been  a  har- 
monious conjunction  of  the  students'  inspira- 
tion, the  faculty  members'  expertise,  the 
administrator's  managerial  talents  and  the 
undoubted  energies  and  abilities  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  board  of  governors. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister  knows  and  the 
danger  is  that  he  believes  it. 
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An  hon.   member:    Hear,  hear! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  so  we  have  proved 
in  the  last  four  years  that  the  bill  we  passed 
here,  and  which  the  hon.  members  opposite 
would  like  to  condemn  has,  in  fact,  worked 
and  in  working  has  proved  the  judgement  of 
the  government  of  the  day. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister  is  fast  losing  my 
support.  Just  keep  it  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  for 
Sudbury  wants  to  pick  up  his  newspaper 
again. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  it  might  be  said, 
Mr,  Speaker,  that  the  three  young  men  who 
hovered  about  the  office  of  the  member  for 
York  South  (Mr.  MacDonald)  and  the  office  of 
the  member  for  Brant  (Mr.  Nixon)  all  be- 
came, with  a  matter  of  a  few  weeks,  full- 
time  paid  workers  for  the  Liberal  Party. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  thought  they 
were   getting— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  One  in  Ottawa  and  two 
in  western  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  thought  the 
deputy  leader  set  the  tone  for  the  caucus 
over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  may  be  that  the  vote 
of  the  students  and  the  vote  of  the  faculty 
members  was  more  representative  of  the 
feeling  on  that  campus  than  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  does 
not  know  the  first  thing  about  it,  so  forget  it. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Who,  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Yes  I 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  do  not  think  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  knows 
very  much  about  it  either. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  come  the  minister  took 
those   ODC  grants— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  not  interrupting, 
am  I? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Sorry,  I  am  inter- 
rupting the  minister.  My  apologies.  Make  a 
note  of  my  apologies  to  the  minister  would 
you  please?  Would  you  record  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  conclude,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  ballot  taken  at  the  request  of  the 
university  was  more  representative  of  the 
feeling  on   that   campus   than  were  the   un- 


doubtedly attractive  representations  made 
by  the  three  young  Liberals  who  persuaded 
the  committee,  temporarily  only,  to  make  cer- 
tain changes  which  the  government  found  it 
impossible  to  accept. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Also  make  a  note 
that  the  member  for  Sudbury  is  reading  his 
newspaper  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
is  not  necessary  for  me  to  recapitulate  the 
philosophy  which  I  attempted  in  my  un- 
tutored way  to  express  during  the  estimates 
of  The  Department  of  University  Affairs. 

As  the  member  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  has  said,  that  was  a  very  serious  en- 
deavour on  the  part  of  members  on  both 
sides  of  the  House  to  deal  with  the  changing 
needs  and  objectives,  the  methods  in  the 
universities  and  other  educational  institutions. 
I  stand  behind  the  remarks  I  made  at  that 
time  which  I  think  will  indicate  my  general 
approach  which  is  progressive,  which  is  open, 
which  is  innovative,  with  great  emphasis  on 
accessibility,  with  emphasis  on  the  interaction 
between  the  university  community  and  the 
community  as  a  whole,  while  the  integrity 
of  the  institution  itself  is  preserved.  I  think 
I  do  not  have  to  recapitulate  that  for  the 
members  of  this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Of  course  not! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  But  rather  let  me  sum- 
marize very  briefliy  what  I  saw  to  be  the 
principles  of  this  bill  on  introduction,  at 
which  time  I  dealt  with  the  timing.  I  ex- 
plained something  of  the  background  of  the 
bill,  the  serious  work  done  on  the  campus 
by  the  various  constituencies  wdthin  the 
university. 

I  dealt  briefly  with  the  unicameral  form 
of  government  in  expressing  the  government's 
expectations  that  it  will  work  and  work  well 
to  serve  the  university  proper  and  the  broader 
community  of  which  it  is  a  part.  I  dealt  wdth 
the  50-50  ratio  between  the  outside  and 
inside  representatives  and  while  that  has  had 
some  opposition  I  think  this  is  very  largely 
dispersed.  I  dealt  at  that  time,  you  will 
recall,  with  the  government's  determination  to 
accept  the  responsibility  for  appointing  the 
14  members  as  shown  in  one  of  the  sections 
as  being  those  of  the  Lieutenant-Govemor- 
in-Council. 

What  I  had  overlooked,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
confess  it  now,  was  perhaps  the  most  im- 
portant principle  of  all.  I  just  became  aware 
at  6  o'clock  tonight  of  the  fact  that  this  is 
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where  we  part  company,  certainly  from  the 
New  Democrats  and  maybe  from  the  Liberals. 
This  principle  repeats  itself  time  and  time 
again  as  we  deal  with  detail  after  detail 
in    succeeding   sections   of   the   Act. 

That  principle,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  this— and 
I  put  it  forward  as  a  challenge  to  members 
of  the  opposition— are  we  to  trust  the  stu- 
dents? Are  we  to  trust  the  teachers?  Are  we 
to  trust  the  administrators  and  alumni  and 
representatives  of  the  lay  public  who  con- 
stitute the  governing  council  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto?  We  on  this  side  say  yes- 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  lay  public?  Who?  The 
corporate  elite  is  the  lay  public?  Some  lay 
public  that  is! 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  students? 

Hon.    Mr.    White:    The   members    on    the 
opposite  side  say  no,  and  so  we  say- 
Mr.  J.  Ren  wick  (Riverdale):  Is  the  minister 
going  to  trust  the  one  student  on  the  execu- 
tive committee? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  division.  The  min- 
ister is  right. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  are  glad  to  divide  on 
that  issue. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  members  on  the  op- 
posite side  say  no,  and  so  we  say  that  the 
students  who  are  elected  and  the  faculty 
members  who  are  elected  and  the  administra- 
tors and  the  alumni  and  the  members  of  the 
public  should  be  empowered  to  deal  with  a 
wide  variety  of  matters.  We  should  not  con- 
strain them  as  they  establish  their  rules  of 
procedures,  their  committees. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  Why  does 
the  minister  appoint  a  chairman  and  vice- 
chairman? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Pro  tem,  of  course,  to  get 
the  thing  started. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Pro  tem?  For  five  years  until 
the  review. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  not  be  distracted 
by  that.  Let  me  apply  this  general  principle 
■if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  some  number  of 
the  illustrations  which  were  advanced  by  the 
members  of  the  party  opposite.  The  matter  of 
appeals  was  dealt  with.  Now  we  have  here 
in  this  House  enshrined  on  the  statute  books 
of  this  province,  500  of  the  539  recommenda- 
tions of  McRuer.  My  friend,  the  Minister  of 


Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs,  will   tell 
me  if  I  am  mistaken. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Many  morel 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  More  than  500!  We  have 
in  recent  weeks  introduced  historic  bills 
which  will  be  touchstones  in  the  life  of  civil 
liberties  in  this  province.  In  all  of  those 
matters  in  which  we  have  a  direct  responsi- 
bility we  are  providing  for  open  hearings,  for 
witnesses  for  appeals  against  arbitrary  deci- 
sions. All  of  these,  of  course,  apply  to  every 
individual  in  the  university  community. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  the  bill  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Manage- 
ment (Mr.  Kerr)  where  everything  is  going  to 
be  done  by  regulation?  How  does  that  fit  in 
with  McRuer? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Every  one  of  these  safe- 
guards applies  to  each  of  the  citizens  who 
finds  himself,  short  term  or  long  term,  on 
the- 

Mr.  Singer:  Everything  is  going  to  be  done 
by  regulation.  That  is  certainly  in  keeping 
with  McRuer. 

Mr.  Sopha:  This  self-adulation  is  so  in- 
decent somebody  should  call  the  police. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —on  the  campus  of  the 
University  of  Toronto. 

Now  we  have  to  ask  ourselves  whether  we 
legislators  are  to  impose  in  detail  the  form  of 
hearings,  the  form  of  appeals  which  will  bind 
the  members  of  the  university  community, 
not  as  citizens  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
but  rather  as  members  of  that  particular 
institution.  I  hold  the  view,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  do  not  need  to  do  so. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  They  are  not  there.  They 
do  not  exist.  Ask  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs.  These  bills  do  not 
even  touch  the  principle  that  the  minister  is 
talking  about. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  a  route  of  appeal. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  minister  does  not 
understand  the  bills  he  is  talking  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  42  people  elected 
and  appointed  to  the  governing  council  will 
have  the  responsibility,  the  wisdom,  the  in- 
tellect to  so  structure  their  own  new  govern- 
ment and  its  emanations  that  those  individuals 
who  come  within  their  ambit  will  be  fully 
protected. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  On  what  basis,  where  is  the 
guarantee? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  turn  now  to  the  matter 
of  remuneration,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  say  to  you 
that  there  is  nothing  to  preclude  the  govern- 
ing council  from  paying  itself,  or  some  of  its 
members,  or  providing  expenses  for  those 
individuals  who  have  some  distance  to  come. 
In  fact,  I  think  this  is  in  no  way  different 
from  arrangements  which  must  of  necessity 
be  made  to  accommodate  students  who  serve 
on  the  governing  council,  faculty  members 
and  administrators  who  will  have  to  have 
time  off  in  order  to  fulfill  this  particular 
responsibility. 

So  I  equate  time  off  with  remuneration 
and  with  other  special  arrangements,  all  of 
which  are  left  once  again  to  the  wisdom 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  members  of  the 
governing  council. 

We  have  heard  quite  a  lot  about  open 
meetings.  Can  one  envisage  this  heterogeneous 
group  of  42  members  drawn  from  every 
quarter  of  the  society,  drawn  from  every 
constituency  within  the  university  community, 
hiding  itself  in  some  restrictive  secret  fashion 
to  make  mysterious  deliberations  and  pro- 
nouncements? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  one  knows  what  goes 
on.  How  hard  won  free  debate  is. 

Hon.    Mr.    White:    Because,    in    fact,    Mr. 

Speaker,  the  very  heterogeneity- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  public  has  a  right  to 

know. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Nonsense!  We  heterogenists,  do 
we  hide  ourselves  in  this  Legislature?  Where 
is  the  heterogeneity? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —which  we  introduce  in 
this  bill  with  respect  to  the  governing  council 
is  proof,  and  proof  positive- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  members  are 
doing  it  now. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  public  has  a  right  to 
know.  Look  at  the  financial  disasters  the  gov- 
ernment brought  on  this  province  by  its  fail- 
ure to  disclose. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Look  at  the  expropriation  of 
land  by  the  University  of  Toronto,  if  the  min- 
ister wants  to  know  about  secret  meetings. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  -proof  positive  that  in 
no  way  will  this  governing  council  be  led 
into  those  treacherous  shoals  of  secrecy  which 
one  can  and  does  experience  with  a  hetero- 
geneous governing  council. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  a  diver- 
sionary exercise. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  should  it  not  be  open? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  will  be  open? 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  will  it  be  open? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Because  with  this  diverse 
and  heterogeneous  group  one  cannot  possibly 
have  secrecy. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  has 
been  proposing  this  for  weeks! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on!  The  minister 
laughs  at  it  himself. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Yes,  the  member 
has! 

Hon  Mr.  White:  Now,  another  point  men- 
tioned was  conflict  of  interest  arises— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  like  to  hear  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions. He  has  tenure. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —Mr.  Speaker,  and  once 

again  members  of  the  opposition- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  Treasurer  was  right. 

Withdraw  the  bill  and  bring  it  back. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —would  have  us  believe— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  On  their  vote? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —that  faculty  members 
are  not  to  be  trusted  in  this  matter  of  conflict 
of  interest,  that  the  governing  council  is  not 
responsible  enough  to  establish  its  own  rules 
of  behaviour. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Come  on,  stand 
up  and  be  counted  for  a  change. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Here  again,  we  on  the 
government  side,  say  that  the  governing 
council  is  a  responsible  body  and  can  be 
trusted- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  of  course  it  is.  Why 
should  it  not  be  open,  if  it  should  be  trusted? 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —to  establish  foor  itself 
rules  governing  conflict  of  interest  and  all 
other  matters  affecting  the  public  weal. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Because  the  minister  lacks 
argument,  does  he  have  to  descend  to  the 
rheoric  of  the  dissimulator? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  question  of  tenure 
was  raised- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —but  the  bill  in  no  way 
alters  the  deep-seated  tradition  of  tenure  at 
the  University  of  Toronto;  in  no  way  does  it 
interfere,  even  if  at  some  later  date  the 
governing  council  should  seek  to  modify  the 
concept  of  tenure  in  whatever  fashion.  Here 
again,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  on  the  govenmient 
side  are  prepared  to'  trust  the  students, 
teachers,  administrators,  alumni  and  members 
of  the  public— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  See!  The  member 
should  have  been  saying  that  to  the  member 
for  Peterborough! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —who  constitute  the 
government  of  that  great  Canadian  imiversity. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  the  minister's  con- 
ception of  academic  freedom? 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  has  trusted  the  university 
until  now  and  he  has  brought  in  this  bill  to 
retrieve  the  past.  Some  trust! 

Hon.    Mr.    MacNaughton:    It    is    on    the 

record.  Does  the  member  deny  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  So  far  as  the  numbers  of 
students  and  teachers  are  concerned— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  He  cannot  deny 
it.  He  cannot. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  So  far  as  the  numbers  of 
students  and  teachers  are  concerned- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  will  you  draw 
the  Minister  of  University  Affairs  to  order 
and  allow  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  to  speak? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is  not  a  matter 
of  speaking.  Let  the  record  show  that. 


Mr.  Lewis:  The  Minister  of  Trade  and  De- 
velopment (Mr.  Grossman)  is  calling  for  the 
minister  in  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  will  tell  my 
friend  what  he  can  do. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Oh,  tell  him! 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  do  not.  Would  the  mini- 
ster tell  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Yes.  The  member 
can  drop  dead! 

Mr.  Sopha:  I  was  going  to  ask  the  Han- 
sard girl  to  put  her  fingers  in  her  ears! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  will  even  go  to 
his  wake! 

Hon.    Mr.    White:    Mr.   Speaker,    my   col- 
leagues  were  very  patient  with   me,   and   I 
am  almost  finished- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Another  ounce  and  the  minister 
could  have  brought  himself  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  will.  I  will  go 
to  his  wake. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Finally,  let  me  deal  with 
the  important  points  raised  by  the  leader  of 
the  NDP. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Both  mini- 
sters are  filled  with  helium.  They  want  to 
rise  all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  matter  of  parity  is 
one  of  these  catch  phrases  which  I  am  afraid 
may  lead  us  into  avenues  which  are  unex- 
pected. I  myself  have  absolutely  no  objection 
to  the  students  having  the  same  number  of 
members  as  the  faculty,  while  quite  under- 
standing the  faculty's  insistence  that  they 
have  more,  for  reasons  which  they  will  ex- 
plain while  the  matter  is  in  committee,  but 
I  think  we  should  not  be  seduced  by  the 
cry-word  "parity,"  which  at  the  moment  has 
such  appeal  for  some  number  of  people. 

I  hope  when  we  are  in  committee  that 
the  pros  and  cons  of  altering  these  numbers 
can  be  dealt  with  aside  from  sloganeering. 
I  hope  in  the  process  that  the  intuition  and 
experience  of  the  diverse  group  of  men  and 
women  who  constitute  the  standing  commit- 
tee on  human  resources  can  weigh  off  ideal- 
ism against  experience,  youthful  imagination 
against  the  caution  that  comes  with  years  of 
service.  I  hope  in  the  process  that  we  can, 
in  fact,  establish  a  balance— 
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Mr.  BuIIbrook:  It  is  a  kind  of  divine  right 
pronouncement  the  minister  is  making  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —which  will  be  accept- 
able to  both  of  the  groups  concerned,  and 
which  will  work  well  for  the  university  as  a 
whole. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  any  case,  I  recognize 
the  arbitrariness  of  selecting  the  numbers 
among  this  42,  and  at  best  it  is  imperfect. 
We  ourselves  insist  on  50  per  cent,  yet  we 
count  the  chancellor  among  the  21  from  out- 
side, and  he  may  or  may  not  be  amongst  that 
number.  So  we  are  simply  trying  in  this  im- 
perfect way  to  approximate  what  we  con- 
strue to  be  the  needs  of  the  public  at  large. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  a  good  defence. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  is  the  only  defence 
one  can  offer  in  matters  of  arbitrary  decision. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Empty  rhetoric! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  so  we  throw  our- 
selves on  the  accumulated  wisdom  of  the 
members  of  the  standing  committee,  and  let 
them  make  this  determination. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  be  very  interested 
indeed,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  see  what  emanates 
from  the  debate  which  will  occur  in  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Not  going  to  let  that  same  mistake 
happen  twice? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  But  if  one  thinks  that 
this  is  a  simple  matter  which  can  be  in  some 
fashion  proven,  as  "x"  equals  "y",  one  is  very 
much  mistaken. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  not  at  all.  It  is  a  simple 
matter  of  what  representation  the  minister 
allows  certain  groups. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  matter  of  openness, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  very— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Research  on  that 
will  hurt  the  member. 

Mr.  Pitman:  What  will? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  matter  of  openness 
is  a  very— 


Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member's 
mouth. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —is  an  intrinsic  part  of 
the  structure  which  we  now  offer  to  the  Leg- 
islature as  the  skeleton  for  the  new  govern- 
ment of  the  University  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Somebody  must  prick  the 
minister  some  day.  He  and  the  Treasurer 
must  be  pricked  some  day,  because  they  are 
like  a  balloon  filled  with  helium.  President  of 
the  cabinet!  Is  that  not  wonderful? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  is  extraordinarily 
noisy  tonight. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Oh  ho!  He  has  descended 
to  the  people  all  of  a  sudden. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  The  hon.  min- 
ister has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  natives  are  restless! 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  We  have  never  seen— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  live  in  hope  that— 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  —anyone  like  that  fellow 
right  there,  except  the  Treasurer.  That  is  the 
only  one  he  quotes. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Some  number  of  people 
in  Sarnia  will  read  the  member's  interjec- 
tions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  said  order  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  should  not  think  he 
will  be  sending  a  lot  of  these  Hansards  to 
Sarnia,  if  I  may  say  so. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  matter  of  openness 
is  certainly  a  matter  of  concern  to  all  of  us 
in  this  Legislature  and  we  envisage  an  open 
structure— do  not  think  we  do  not— account- 
able and  accessible.  This  deliberation  was 
made  in  public  for  the  reason  I  have  given 
before,  and  that  is  this  heterogeneous  group 
by  its  very  definition  cannot  be  other  than 
open.  If  anyone  thinks  that  a  half  a  dozen  or 
so  students  and  some  number  of  faculty 
members  and  the  other  diverse  representa- 
tives in  a  group  totalling  42  are  going  to 
keep  anything  secret,  I  think  that  one  is 
misleading  oneself. 

The  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
used  the  words,  "But  we  do  vote  this 
money";  and  so  this  becomes  a  final  check  so 
far  as  the  public  interest  is  concerned.  Here 
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again,  I  think,  we  find  emphasis  for  our  point 
of  view,  namely  that  the  42  members  of  the 
governing  council  are  to  be  trusted  with 
these  responsibilities  and  that  they  do  not 
need  constraints  in  detail  governing  a  variety 
of  matters  within  their  ken,  but  rather  can 
be  left  to  make  their  own  judgements  in  the 
matter.  The  structure  is  the  guarantee. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  structure? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  structure  is  the 
guarantee  of  openness,  and  I  think  that  time 
will  prove  me  right;  because,  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  is  a  new  structure  entirely.  As  the  hon, 
member  for  Lakeshore  has  said,  this  is  a  new 
structure  of  government  and  it  emanations 
will  be  new. 

In  this  respect,  the  situation  is  quite  differ- 
ent from  that  understood  by  the  member  for 
York  Centre  (Mr.  Deacon)  and  many  of  his 
colleagues  I  think  perhaps  some  representa- 
tives of  the  university  have  seen  the  new 
governing  council  imposed  as  a  new  layer  on 
a  tall  layer  cake.  But,  in  fact,  this  is  a  new 
structure  of  government  and  it  replaces  the 
board  of  governors  and  the  senate  and  even- 
tually, one  should  think,  the  various  com- 
mittees and  councils  of  these  elements  in  the 
government  which  it  has  served  to  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  dealing  not  wdth  a 
day  nursery.  We  are  dealing  not  with  a  day 
nursery  at  the  WoodGreen  Centre.  We  are 
dealing  with  Canada's  greatest  university  and, 
in  its  new  government,  we  bring  together  for 
the  first  time,  in  any  university  in  this  country 
the  constituencies  which  make  up  that  great 
university.  We  bring  together  the  dedication, 
abilities,  talents  and  energies  that  have 
brought  the  University  of  Toronto  to  its 
paramount  role  in  this  country  and  to  a  pre- 
eminent role  internationally.  And  may  I  say 
parenthetically  that  the  University  of  Toronto 
this  year  was  awarded  more  Woodrow  Wilson 
scholarships  than  any  other  university  on  this 
continent. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  sounds  like 
the  Premier  and  the  students  are  for  the 
people  and  that  kind  of  thing.  He  really  is 
great.  I  think  the  Premier  writes  the  min- 
ister's stuff  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  A  half  a  dozen  times  as 
many  as  Harvard  and  the  University  of 
Chicago  were  awarded. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  thought  it  was  "a  bush-league 
Harvard"? 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes,  well  if  the  member 
quotes  me  out  of  context  on  that  he  will  get 
another  debate  right  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  am  quoting  the  minister 
in  context. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  the  member  is  quot- 
ing it  in  the  context  of  the  Globe  and  Mail 
article. 

Mr.  Lewis:  "More  scholar  for  your  dollar, 
and  16  bush-league  Harvards."  The  minister 
does  not  even  know  how  many  universities 
there  are  in  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  in 
conclusion,  that  we  are  not  dealing  with  a 
nursery  school,  we  are  talking  of  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto,  we  are  dealing  with  the 
greatest  university  in  Canada- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  is  filled  with 
helium.  He  will  float  right  up  there  very 
shortly  I  am  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  we  on  this  side 
say  that  the  students  and  faculty  members, 
the  administrators,  the  support  staff,  the 
alumni  and  the  citizens- 
Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  The  min- 
ister is  becoming  apoplectic. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  all  one  disproportion- 
ately unrepresentative  organization. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —who  will  constitute  the 
governing  council  are  to  be  trusted  and  that 
the  wisest  thing  that  we  can  do  is  leave  to 
their  responsibility,  to  their  expertise,  the 
liberty  to  constitute  in  detail  the  committees 
and  procedures  and  rules  of  that  university. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  does  the  minister  bring 
in  the  bill  as  he  has  structured  it?  He  has 
constrained  it.  The  House  leader  is  flushed  in 
his  seat. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  So  I  invite  every  member 
to  support  this  bill  on  second  reading.  With 
your  permission,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like 
to  point  out  that  we  will  take  this  bill  into 
the  standing  committee  on  human  resources 
at  10:30  tomorrow  morning  in  committee 
room  no.  2.  All  members  are  invited  to 
attend. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  That  was  a  pitiful  reply. 

Mr.  L.  M.  Reilly  (Eglinton):  I  thought  it 
was  pretty  good. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Of  course,  the 
member  for  Scarborough  East  is  pitiful  to 
start  with. 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  The  member  for  Eglinton 
is  a  great  sleeper. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  he  has  lots  of  competition 
on  that  side. 

Hon.  E.  Dunlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Best  speech  on  second  reading  of  this 
bill. 


Mr.    Speaker:    The 

reading  of  Bill  80. 


motion    is    for   second 


The  House  divided  on  the  motion,  which 
was  approved  on  the  following  vote: 


Ayes 

Allan 

Apps 

Auld 

Bales 

Bel  anger 

Bemier 

Braithwaite 

Brunelle 

Bukator 

Carruthers 

Deacon 

Downer 

Dunlop 

Dymond 

Edighoffer 

Evans 

Gaunt 

Gilbertson 

Gomme 

Good 

Grossman 

Haggerty 

Haskett 

Henderson 

Hodgson 

Innes 

Jessiman 

Johnston 

(Parry  Sound) 
Johnston 

(St.  Catharines) 
Kennedy 
Ken- 
Lawrence 

(Garleton  East) 
Lawrence 

(St.  George) 
MacKenzie 
MacNaughton 
Meen 
Momingstar 


Nays 

Bolton 

Burr 

Ferrier 

Gisborn 

Jackson 

Lawlor 

Lewis 

Makarchuk 

Martel 

Peacock 

Pilkey 

Renwick 

(Riverdale) 
Stokes-13 


Ayes  Nays 

McKeough 

McNeil 

Newman 

(Windsor- 

Walkerville 
Newman 

(Ontario  South) 
Nixon 
Paterson 
Potter 
Price 
Reid 

(Scarborough  East) 
Reilly 
Reuter 
Root 
Rowe 
Rowntree 
Ruston 
Sargent 
Singer 
Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 
Sniith 

(Hamilton  Mountain) 
Snow 
Sopha 
Stewart 
Trotter 
White 
Winkler 
Wishart 
Worton 
Yakabuski— 65 

Clerk    of    the    House:    Mr.    Speaker,    the 
"ayes"  are  65;  the  "nays"  are  13. 

Mr.    Speaker:    I    declare    the    motion    for 
second  reading  now  carried. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second   reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  to 
standing  committee? 

Agreed. 


AUDIT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  73,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Audit  Act. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  we  approve 
and  support  this  bill  in  principle,  I  would 
hope  that  before  the  debate  is  completed  the 
former  Treasurer  (Mr.  MacNaughton)  will  get 
up  and  express  his  views  about  it,  because 
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certainly  we  have  been  treated  to  his  opin- 
ions over  the  years  when  we  have  said  there 
should  be  a  post-audit  of  the  financial  trans- 
actions of  the  administration,  when  he,  as 
Treasurer,  for  a  number  of  years  would  rise 
in  his  place  and  indicate  what  a  fatuous 
answer  that  particular  concept  was  to  the 
ordering  of  the  business  of  the  House.  Now 
that  it  has  become  government  policy  it  ap- 
pears that  even  he  is  prepared  to  swallow  it, 
as  he  has  grown  accustomed  to  do  under  the 
new  regime  as  certain  matters  over  which  he 
has  had  personal  control  have  been  reversed. 
But  now  that  we  have  a  new  Treasurer— I 
suppose  he  would  be  the  first  to  call  it  a 
new  wave— the  government  is  prepared  to 
give  the  Provincial  Auditor  the  powers  to 
undertake  a  post-audit  of  the  business— 

Nfr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Do  call  on 
the  former  Treasurer.  Let  him  speak. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Does  he  want  to  get  up  on  a 
point  of  order  or  anything  like  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  no  choice  but  to  respond  to  a  point  of 
order.  I  have  absolutely  no  choice. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Tliat  is  right. 

Mr.  MacNaughton:  This  matter  has  been 
examined  in  depth  by  the  public  accounts 
committee. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Right. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):Why  did  the 
minister  fight  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  has  been  ex- 
amined in  depth  from  the  level  of  Treasury 
Board,  and  long  before  there  was  a  change 
in  oflBce,  I  say  to  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  I  concurred  in  the  proposal. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  am  glad  to  hear  the  foimer 
Treasurer  put  his  views  on  the  record  be- 
cause the  record  is  certainly  well-laced  with 
the  opposite  view  which  he  has  put  forward 
on  a  number  of  occasions. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  entitled  to  rise  again  on  the 
same  point  of  order.  The  matter  was  exam- 
ined in  much  depth  over  a  four-year  period. 
We  responded  to  the  admonitions  of  the  pub- 
He  accounts  committee  of  the  Legislature, 
and  we  considered  it  carefully,  favourably 
and  well,  and  the  decision  was  made  to  con- 
cur with  the  sentiments  of  the  present  Treas- 
urer of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  long  before 
he  assumed  oflBce. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opi>osition  will  speak  to  the  principle  of 
the  bill  rather  than  the  views  of  the  former 
Treasurer. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  speaking  to  the  principle 
of  the  bill,  which  is  the  decision  taken  by  the 
government  to  agree  with  the  contention  that 
has  been  put  forward  from  this  side  on  so 
many  occasions  that  there  should  be  a  post- 
audit  of  government  business,  I  would  simply 
say  that  it  is  not  often  that  I  am  prepared  to 
commend  the  present  Treasurer.  But  it  took 
a  change  in  the  Treasurership  for  this  deci- 
sion to  at  least  be  made  public. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  On  a  point  of 
order  again! 

On  the  same  point  of  order,  I  would  re- 
mind the  hon.  member  that  it  was  during  the 
regime  of  the  former  Treasurer  and  that  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  present  occupant  of 
the  ofiBce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  they  got  rid  of  the  former 
Treasurer. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Why  does  the 
member  not  sit  down?  I  am  not  speaking  to 
him.  I  am  speaking  to  his  leader. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  would  draw  to 
the  attention  of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
that  the  Committee- 
Mr.  Sargent:  They  got  rid  of  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  Committee 
on  Government  Productivity  was  proposed  by 
the  incumbent  in  office  and  we  have  taken 
their  advice  in  a  number  of  things.  I  think 
the  hon.  Treasurer  of  the  day  will  concur 
with  that  statement. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Nonsense! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  And  I  think  the 
hon.   Leader  of   the   Opposition  knows  that. 
And  I  also  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Sargent:  He  does  not  know  what  he  is 
talking  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  think  it  is  a  very 
frivolous  pursuit  on  his  part.  Very  frivolous 
indeed.  But,  of  course,  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  he 
is  a  very  frivolous  man. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Very  devastating! 


JULY  5,  1971 


3543 


Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  About  as  devas- 
tating as  the  member's  leader  was  at  the  out- 
set. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  thank  you  for  your  advice, 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  certainly  intend  to  stick 
to  the  principle  of  this  bUl. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Some  day,  on  the 
same  point  of  order,  I  will  write  a  chapter  of 
a  book  on  the  present  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion and  it  will  be  entitled  "The  Consistency 
of  Inconsistency." 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  might  even  in- 
clude the  member  for  Sudbury,  because  he 
does  not  know  whether  he  is  coming  or  going. 
It  would  be  a  best  seller. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Well,  on  the  matter  of  consist- 
ency raised  by  the  interjections  of  the  hon. 
minister  I  would  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  we  approve  of  the  change  of  heart  rec- 
ommended by  the  Committee  on  Govern- 
ment Productivity  and  introduced  in  Bill  73. 
We  feel  that  the  expenditures  of  each  de- 
partment should  be  approved  by  a  comptroller 
in  the  department  and  that  those  series  of 
financial  experts,  who  no  doubt  are  presently 
being  employed  to  swell  the  throng,  the 
70,000  who  are  already  administering  the 
business  of  the  people. 

The  next  bill  that  will  be  before  us  gives 
us  those  particulars  that  will  be  under  some 
jurisdiction  from  the  Treasurer.  I  have  nc 
objection  to  that;  I  think  that  is  appropriate 
as  well.  But  the  fact  remains  that  the  Provin- 
cial Auditor  is  going  to  have  his  independent 
powers  strengthened  considerably,  so  that  I 
would  hope  that  more  and  more  he  would 
become  the  chief  adviser  to  the  public  ac- 
counts committee  and  make  himself  available, 
as  he  has  in  the  past,  to  not  just  answer  ques- 
tions but  to  give  a  very  full  report  based  on 
a  post-audit  of  the  payments  of  the  govern- 
ment accounts  over  each  fiscal  year.  The  sec- 
ond bill  that  comes  before  us  does  give  the 
government  itself— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Now  that  he  has 
got  it,  why  is  the  member  complaining  about 
it? 

Mr.  Nixon:  —as  is  proper- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Go  home! 

Mr.  Nixon:  —the  responsibility  to  have  an 
internal  pre-audit— 


Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Why  does  the 
member  not  take  oflF  in  his  airplane  again  and 
absent  himself  for  one  week— to  Chicago  or 
some  place. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Oh,  come  on  now,  the  min- 
ister does  not  mean  that  really. 

Mr.  Nixon:  There  are  occasions  where  it  is 
proper  to  be  absent,  and  I  indicate  to  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions that  he  consider  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Fly  to  New  York 
or  some  place. 

Mr.  Nixon:  And  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
nothing  further  to  say  on  that  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  three 
types  of  auditing  that  can  be  done  in  order  to 
give  a  really  proper  objective  view  of  the 
state  of  the  public  accounts.  In  this  Audit 
Act  I  see  really  only  the  provision  for  a  very 
simple  kind  of  audit,  you  might  say  a  voucher 
check,  to  be  sure  that  every  expenditure  has 
been  legally  covered,  that  there  has  been  legal 
authority  for  the  expenditures  that  have  been 
made. 

But  it  does  not  provide  in  the  bill  for  the 
Provincial  Auditor  to  do  the  type  of  audit, 
the  evaluation  which  requires  evaluation 
judgement,  a  judgement  on  a  broader  prin- 
ciple, that  I  think  we  need  to  have  clearly 
marked  out  in  this  bill.  I  hope  that  when  we 
consider  this  bill  on  a  clause  by  clause  basis 
the  Treasurer  will  accept  suggestions  for 
amendments  to  the  wording  which  will  pro- 
vide for  the  much  broader  type  of  audit  that 
I  think  we  need  to  have  covered  by  our  Pro- 
vincial Auditor. 

We  have  received  plenty  of  evidence  that 
this  type  of  auditing  is  being  done  on  the 
federal  level,  and  we  feel  we  need  to  have 
it  provided  for  in  this  Act  to  ensure  that  our 
auditor  in  Ontario  has  the  type  of  authority 
and  the  responsibility  that  he  should  have. 
I  therefore  look  forward  to  the  debate  at  the 
committee  stage  and  hope  that  the  Treasurer 
will  accept  the  amendments  that  will  provide 
for  the  broader  type  of  audit. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  spokesman  for 
this  party  on  The  Audit  Act,  I  think  I  may 
say  with  a  fair  measure  of  assurance  that  I 
will  find  it  possible  to  bring  my  party  into 
line  on  this  issue  and  that  we  will  accept 
this  particular  bill. 
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Mr.  Nix<Ml:  The  member  had  better  wait 
until  the  member  for  Riverdale  speaks. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Let  us  not  have 
any  nugatory  remarks. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  May  I  remind  the  minister 
that  two  years  ago,  when  I  sat  on  the  public 
accounts  committee,  and  he  had  attend  before 
us  the  previous  Treasurer  of  this  province,  he 
gave  no  indication  at  that  time  whatsoever 
of  his  bona  fides,  and  his  goodwill  and  that 
business.  Pre-audit  was  the  greatest  thing  in 
the  world  at  that  time.  He  did  not  even  hint 
at  the  possibility  of  altering  it.  It  suited  him 
down  to  the  ground. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  has  happened  in  the 
meantime,  of  course,  is  that  the  nefarious 
Liberals  up  there  tried  to  emasculate  poor 
old  Henderson,  and  all  the  minister's  forces 
rose  in  heady  vengeance  against  the  measure. 
It  is  a  little  embarrassing  down  here  below, 
is  it  not,  to  have  the  kind  of  pre-audit  ac- 
counts that  he  had  when  all  his  federal  mem- 
bers were  howling  to  reinstitute  the  post- 
audit  conception? 

Where  in  this  bill  has  he  embodied  any- 
thing close  to  the  range  of  the  powers  and 
the  plenitude  of  responsibilities  that  Hender- 
son has  achieved  in  the  Ottawa  scene?  No 
one  ever  expects  that  the  present  auditor  of 
the  province,  Mr.  Spence,  will  come  forward 
with  the  resume,  with  the  deep-seated  and 
searching  piece  of  business  that  we  had  pre- 
viously come  to  expect  as  emanating  out  of 
audits  as  such. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  On  a  point  of 
order,  Mr.  Speaker.  May  I  remind  the  hon. 
member,  and  he  knows  it  full  well  from  the 
estimates  of  a  year  ago,  that  the  advice  of 
the  public  accounts  committee,  followed  by 
the  advice  of  the  Committee  on  Government 
Productivity,  was  well  accepted  by  Treasury 
Board  and  is  now  implemented,  and  I  suggest 
to  the  hon.  member  that  his  advice  to  the 
House  is  nugatory. 

An  hon.  member:  What? 

Another  hon.  member:  Nugatory. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  a  word  he  borrowed 
from  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  use  the  mem- 
ber's own  words. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  that  is  right.  And  may  1 
say   that  was   the   most   nugatory   remark    I 


have  heard  in  a  long  time,  because  far  from 
the  minister  accepting— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  We  have  listened 
to  that  clap-trap  for  two  days. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Listened  to  that  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Clap-trap! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  stands  up  and  prates  how 
open-minded  he   is.   Well   do  we  remember 
in  the  public  accounts  committee- 
Mr.    Lewis:    The    minister    is    very   open- 
minded  apparently. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  is 
not  even  able  to  suggest  anything  that  is 
sensible.  His  remarks  are  nugatory! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister,  in  his  high- 
handed fashion,  riding  his  little  horse,  just 
dismissed  arbitrarily  and  out  of  hand  50  per 
cent  of  the  recommendations  we  made  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  wrote  back  in  the  most 
high-handed  fashion  imaginable.  We  were 
incensed  in  the  committee  with  his  replies. 

An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  had  to  drag  him  before 
us  in  order  to  get  a  word  of  sense  out  of  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Suppose  this  member  comes 
back  to  the  bill  rather  than  to  the  former 
Treasurer's  past. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  this  is  the  problem  we 
have  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  member  has  had  four 
points  of  order  already.  Surely  we  are  entitled 
to  one  response. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  new  Treasurer  in  this 
particular  regard  is  a  whiff  of  fresh  air 
compared  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Philosophical 
clap-trap. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —the  situation  that  we  bad  to 
contend  with  previously.  At  least  we  have 
the  move  in  this  particular  direction.  The 
powers  are  not  extensive  enough  as  yet— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  better  than  the  pre- 
amble. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  They  are  well 
recorded  in  the  pages  of  Hansard  too.  Absurd 
nonsense! 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  However,  it  is  a  move  in  the 
right  direction  and  we  will  accept  the  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Okay.  The  member  for  River- 
dale  is  going  to  get  his. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  rising 
to  support  my  colleague,  the  member  for 
Lakeshore— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  —in  supporting  him,  as  I 
do  on  all  occasions  in  this  assembly. 

There  are  two  matters  that  I  would  like  to 
draw  to  the  attention  of  the  auditor  when 
this  bill  is  passed  into  law,  and  one  of  them 
is  that  it  is  absolutely  essential  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  obligations  that  adequate  pro- 
cedures are  in  operation  to  secure  the  effec- 
tive check  on  the  assessment,  collection  and 
allocation  of  revenue.  So  far  as  the  assessment 
of  mining  operations  for  tax  purposes  is 
concerned,  I  trust  he  will  insist  as  one  of 
the  first  items  in  his  first  report  that  they 
be  transferred  from  The  Department  of  Mines 
and  Northern  Affairs  into  The  Department 
of  Revenue  so  that  we  can  be  certain  that 
the  cosy  arrangement  which  has  existed 
under  the  protection  of  this  government 
between  the  mining  industries  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  and  the  government  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  will  be  broken  for  all 
time. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  There  was  a  time 
when  the  member  did  not  believe  that 
himself. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  think  the  second  point 
which  we  have  got  to  also— 

Mr.  Ferrier:  We  would  have  to  change 
the  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member 
would  have  a  change  of  heart. 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  Same  old  record! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  would  hope  also— per- 
haps the  Minister  of  Mines  and  Northern 
Affairs  would  go  to  his  seat  and  then  he 
could  enter  into  the  debate  across  the  floor 
on  the  point. 

I  would  also  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  auditor  should  give  some  attention  to  a 
recognition  that  the  programme  planning  and 
budgeting  system  introduced  by  the  former 
Treasurer  into  the  methods  of  presenting  the 


programmes  of  the  government  of  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  have  the  same  basic  flaws  as 
were  evidenced  in  the  study  which  was  made 
about  the  war  in  Vietnam  by  the  man  who 
instituted  and  framed— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Oh  come  off  it! 
Take  the  beads  off! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —the  public  programming 
and  budgeting  system  in  that  government.  I 
make  the  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  ever 
there  was  a  process  of  decision-making  that 
was— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Even  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  does  not  believe 
that.  It  is  bunk, 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —shown  to  be  totally  fal- 
lacious, it  is  the  programming  planning  and 
budgeting  system  of  the  then  Secretary  of 
Defence  in  the  United  States  instituted  in  the 
defence  department  in  the  United  States  and 
taken  by  this  Treasurer  as  the  be  all  and 
end  all  way  of  establishing  programming 
within  the  Province  of  Ontario.  The  same 
problem  will  arise  as  arose  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  that  it  made  all  of  the 
right  decisions,  except  about  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  What  a  rotten 
parallel  that  is. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Therefore,  I  hope  that 
the  auditor,  in  looking  at  it  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  allocation  of  revenue  and  of 
the  expenditure  of  funds  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  authority  of  this  Legislature, 
will  as  a  second  recommendation  in  his  first 
report  indicate  that  the  government  discard 
the  programme  planning  and  budgeting  sys- 
tem instituted  by  the  former  Treasurer  of  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  the  bill?  Does  the 
minister  wish  to  speak  to  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  to  say  that  I 
appreciate  the  support  which  members  have 
shown  for  this  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Let  us  hear  from  the  former 
Treasurer. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  directed  to 
the  public  accounts  standing  committee? 

Agreed. 
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FINANCIAL  ADMINISTRATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  74,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Financial 
Administration  Act. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  wanted  to 
find  out  if  there  is  any  intention  that  the 
auditor  will  have  any  responsibility  in  this, 
other  than  for  the  transfer  of  his  duties  for 
pre-audit  entirely  to  the  department?  Will 
the  departments  be  accountable  only  to  their 
ministers  for  the  pre-audit  check?  I  want  the 
minister  to  clarify  whether  there  will  be  any 
responsibility  of  the  Provincial  Auditor  for 
the  pre-auditing  after  this  is  finished. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  comment  on  this  bill?  Does 
the  minister  wish  to  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Just  in  answer  to  that 
question— and  I  would  suggest  that  this  bill 
be  referred  to  the  public  accounts  committee 
as  well,  Mr.  Speaker— but  the  answer  is  no. 
The  auditor  will  have  no  ultimate  responsi- 
bility, other  than  through  the  transitional 
period. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bil^I. 

YMr.  Speaker:  This  bill  also  shall  go  to  the 
public  accounts  standing  committee. 


U^ 


Agreed. 


TILE  DRAINACE  ACT 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  75,  The  Tile  Drainage  Act,  1971. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Bill  75,  it  was 
explained  to  us  that  this  is  a  reworking  of  the 
old  Tile  Drainage  Act,  with  its  administrative 
procedures  streamlined  and  the  financial  limit 
removed.  The  financial  limit  was  giving  some 
diflSculty  in  those  communities  where  tile 
drainage  is  extensively  made  use  of.  Cer- 
tainly I  believe  that  the  limit  should  be 
removed  and  it  be  a  matter  of  policy  that 
every  assistance  be  rendered  to  municipalities 
to  make  use  of  this,  what  shall  we  say,  devel- 
opment—it is  not  a  development,  but  this 
facility. 

Certainly  it  is  an  important  Act  indeed. 
In  most  areas,  many  municipalities  have 
spent  a  good  deal  of  time  in  administering 
the  particulars  of  the  bill.  Having  examined 
it,  and  I  have  had  some  comments  from 
people  in  my  own  area  who  are  concerned 
with   this   matter,   in   general  there   was   no 


criticism,  no  criticisms  were  brought  to  me. 
The  feeling  was  that  this  would  be  an  im- 
provement over  the  old  statute  and  we  are 
in  favour  of  it. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Any   further   comment   with 
respect  to  Bill  75? 

Motion  agreed  to;   second   reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


ONTARIO  LOAN  ACT,  1971 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  76,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising  of 
Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Where  is  the 
member  for  Sudbury?  Does  he  not  want  to 
make  his  redresses  to  the  Crown? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Oh,  yes.  This  is  the  opportunity 
Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  former  Treasurer  puts  it 
to  the  House,  when  by  ruling  of  either  your- 
self or  your  predecessor,  it  was  made  clear 
that  any  matter  would  be  in  order  that  might 
fall  under  the  general  term  used  by  the 
former  Treasurer  a  moment  ago,  the  redress 
of  real  or  imagined  wrongs.  I  do  not  intend 
to  make  use  of  that  ruling,  your  honour, 
but- 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  is  stalling. 

Mr.  Nixon:  If  I  talk  long  enough,  someone 
might  bring  the  member  for  Sudbury  in.  I 
am  sure  there  are  a  few  areas  of  redress  that 
he  would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention, 
but- 

Mr.  Singer:  Do  not  leave;  he  will  be  back. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Leave  him  with  the 
Trade  and  Development  estimates. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  introduction  of 
the  bill,  the  Treasurer  indicated  that  the 
larger  loan  limit,  $800  million,  was  to  make 
it  possible  for  the  province  to  borrow  the 
moneys  which  it  was  predicted  would  be 
needed  to  pay  our  accounts  this  year,  the 
deficit  of  $415  million,  and  he  indicated 
that   about   $400   milhon,   no   $300  million— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  was  $397  million. 
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Mr.  Nixon;  —close  to  $400  million  would 
be  needed  for  that  purpose.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  one  subsection  in  the  bill  which  has 
been  put  before  you  on  previous  occasions, 
and  that  is  the  section  which  indicates  that 
the  limits  in  previous  years  are  cumulative 
and  normally  the  Treasurer  does  not  borrow 
right  up  to  the  specific  limit.  There  is  fre- 
quently as  much  as  $100  million  of  the  limit 
set  by  this  statute  and  its  precursors  or 
predecessors  which  is  left  sort  of  as  a  cushion. 
It  has  never  been  made  clear  by  even  the 
Treasurer's  predecessor,  who  has  now  left 
the  chamber,  as  to  why  this  limit  or  the 
unused  portion  of  it,  should  be  cumulative. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  a  very  proper 
thing  indeed  that  the  Treasurer  should  be 
required  by  our  custom  and  by  our  law,  by 
our  constitution  I  presume,  to  get  the  right 
from  the  representatives  of  the  people  to 
enter  into  these  heavy  financial  undertakings 
by  way  of  debt,  so  it  seems  strange  that  this 
cushion  should  build  up  year  after  year. 
Perhaps  in  his  remarks  he  would  be  able  to 
tell  us  what  the  total  limit  to  provincial  debt 
actually  is.  This  sets  it  at  $800  million  addi- 
tional borrowing  for  this  year,  but  I  am  sure 
that  the  limit  is  in  fact  considerably  larger 
than  that. 

I  feel  some  reference  at  least  should  be 
made  to  the  fact  that  a  large  share  of  this 
limit  accommodates  the  procedures  under 
which  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  premiums 
collected  in  this  province  revert  for  our  public 
use  to  almost  100  per  cent  of  the  extent  to 
which  they  are  collected,  and  these  funds 
then  go  towards  the  funding  of  the  capital 
aid  corporations  that  the  Treasurer  admin- 
isters; and  I  suppose  he  uses  them  for  any 
purpose  at  all.  So  finally  these  funds  are  put 
out  at  interest  to  municipalities,  school 
boards,  universities,  community  colleges— I 
forget  how  extensive  that  list  is,  we  have 
lengthened  it  this  year— and  these  moneys 
then  are  repaid  to  the  Province  of  Ontario 
normally  by  means  of  grants  paid  by  the 
province.  It  gets  a  little  misty  at  that  stage. 

And  t-hen,  when  the  funds  are  required  by 
the  government  of  Canada  for  their  commit- 
ments to  pay  under  the  regulations  of  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan,  the  funds  go  back  from 
the  province  to  the  federal  government.  If 
the  Treasurer  is  able  on  this  occasion  to  give 
us  a  bit  more  information  about  that  and 
particularly  as  to  how  the  amounts  available 
as  our  share  of  the  premiums,  the  Canada 
Pension  Plan  premiums,  are  expected  to 
change  in  the  future,  particularly  as  our  com- 


mitment   on    the    repayment    gradually    in- 
creases. 

This  has  been  a  bonanza— maybe  not  a 
bonanza,  perhaps  a  blessing  is  better  because 
we  have  got  to  pay  it  back;  bonanzas  usually 
stay  in  your  hip  pocket.  At  least  you  have 
not  got  a  responsibility  of  a  pecuniary  nature 
for  them,  but  it  has  been  a  blessing  in  that 
it  has  assisted  us  in  this  province  in  financing 
a  good  deal  of  educational  expansion  since 
the  funds  started  to  roll  in  based  on  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan  premiums. 

It  certainly  has  saved  the  Treasurer's  pre- 
decessor in  my  view— at  least  I  would  suspect 
—from  going  to  a  much  larger  deficit  position 
on  public  markets  than  was  necessary  because 
these  funds  were  available. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  addition  to 
the  information  for  which  my  leader  has 
asked,  would  the  Treasurer  also  indicate  to 
what  extent  this  $800  million  is  required  for 
borrowing  by  Ontario  Hydro? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  None. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  thought  on  the  US  market, 
US  borrowing,  that  the  borrowing  is  done 
directly  by  the  province,  and  therefore  some 
portion  of  this  would  be  required  for  that 
purpose? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  would  just 
like  to  echo  what  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  has  said  and  ask  the  minister  if 
he  would  finally  explain  this  bill.  These  same 
questions  have  been  raised  every  year  about 
this  bill,  about  the  cumulative  nature  of  the 
borrowing  authority  which  is  conferred  in  this 
bill  and  the  annual  bills  which  have  come 
before  us  in  other  years.  I  would  like  to  try 
to  get  some  understanding  of  how  the  min- 
ister arrives  at  the  $800  million;  and  I  would 
like  to  get  some  understanding  of  why  in 
some  way  or  other  we  do  not  cancel  the 
authority  which  we  granted  last  year,  and 
the  year  before,  and  the  year  before  that, 
and  the  year  before  that. 

Otherwise,  as  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  said,  we  simply  accumulate  a  borrowing 
authority  in  the  government  which  I  am 
quite  certain  is  not  going  to  be  misused,  but 
seems  to  be  an  inherited  procedure  which 
requires  some  adequate  explanation  and 
clarification,    and    in    prior    years,    from    the 
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other    Treasurers    we    certainly    have    never 
been  able  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  response. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
bill  really  does  refer  to  two  things,  and  per- 
haps you  would  allow  me  to  refer  to  page 
30  of  the  budget,  which  shows  that  we  have 
budgeted  a  net  general  revenue  of  $3,847 
million  and  a  net  expenditure  of  $4,262  mil- 
lion, for  a  budgetary  deficit  of  $415  million. 
We  have  a  non-budgetary  surplus  of  $71 
million— and  I  will  come  back  to  that— and 
net  debt  requirements,  which  is  a  minus  of 
$49  million.  This  means  that  in  total  our 
overall  cash  requirements  are  $393  million. 
Now,  if  we  go  to  pages  104  and  105  of  the 
budget  we  will  find  the  detail  of  the  non- 
budgetary  transactions.  On  those  two  pages 
are  listed  receipts  and  credits  totalling  $942 
million  and  disbursements  and  charges 
totalling  $872  million,  for  a  surplus  on  non- 
budgetary  transactions  of  about  $71  million, 
which  refers  back  to  page  30  again. 

Now  for  all  those  receipts  and  disburse- 
ments, and  for  the  total  cash  requirements 
of  the  government,  we  lack  authority  for 
two  things  at  this  point,  which  is  the  reason 
we  come  before  you  with  this  bill.  First, 
for  whatever  the  overall  cash  requirements 
are,  namely  $393  million;  then,  in  all  the 
receipts  and  credits  totalling  $942  million, 
tlie  one  thing  we  lack  authority  for  is  the 
$500  million  which  we  received  from  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan.  For  example,  the  next 
item  is  a  $90-million  receipt  from  the  teach- 
ers' superannuation  fund;  there  are  credits 
coming  in,  and  a  disbursement  on  the  other 
side— I  assume  something  is  going  out.  But 
that  $90  million  comes  in  statutorily;  we 
borrow  from  that  fund.  We  do  not  have  to 
come  to  the  House  for  that  authority.  Simi- 
larly Hydro  pays  us  back  $41.6  million;  we 
do  have  to  get  authority  for  that  repayment. 
We  do  not  have  to  get  authority  for  deben- 
tures issued  on  behalf  of  Hydro,  which  the 
hon.  member  for  York  Centre  will  note  is 
shown  as  a  non-applicable  item  on  page 
104,  and  similarly  on  the  charge  side  as  a 
non-applicable  item.  One  would  just  cancel 
the  other.  So  the  two  things  we  need  are 
authority,  first  of  all,  for  the  total  cash  re- 
quirements, plus  the  Canada  Pension  Plan. 

Now,  to  explain  our  position  as  easily  as 
I  can,  we  have  to  seek  authority  then  for 
the  $393-million  cash  requirement  plus  the 
$500  million  which  we  propose   to   borrow 


from  the  Canada  Pension  Plan,  for  a  total 
of  $893  million.  That  in  theory  is  what  we 
need;  if  we  needed  the  $393  million.  We 
may  draw  down  our  reserves;  we  may  or 
may  not  borrow  the  full  $393  million,  but 
for  argument's  sake  let  us  say  we  are  going 
to  borrow  it  all,  which  means  therefore  that 
we  should  seek  authority  for  $500  million 
from  Canada  Pension  Plan  plus  the  overall 
shortage  of  $393  million,  for  a  total  of  $893 
million. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  only  asking  for  $800 
million,  coming  back  to  the  question  asked 
by  the  member  for  Riverdale,  because  there 
is  a  carryover.  The  money  which  we  borrow 
under  this  Act  each  year,  if  it  is  not  ex- 
pended at  the  end  of  the  calendar  year,  does 
not  carry  forward  to  the  beginning  of  the 
next  year. 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  if  it  was  not  even 
borrowed? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  does  not  matter. 
The  authority  is  there  to  borrow  it  and  it 
so  happens  that  as  of  March  31  we  had  a 
carryover  of  $248  million— yes,  $248  mil- 
hon— which  we  have  been  using  in  the 
meantime,  by  the  way,  to  borrow  from  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan;  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
that  authority  is  just  about  gone. 

If  this  bill,  for  some  reason,  had  been 
delayed,  I  think  it  probably  fair  to  say  we 
would  not  be  able  to  draw  down  the  money 
from  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  because  I 
would  not  have  the  authority  to  sign  the 
debentures,  which  is  a  rather  horrible 
thought.  We  would  be  losing  the  interest  on 
that  kind  of  money. 

But  at  any  rate  we  had  the  $248  million 
at  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  plus  this 
$800  million  which  I  am  asking  for  now, 
which  comes  to  a  total  of  $1.48  billion.  I 
need  authority  for  $893.  Subtracted  from 
the  $1.48  billion  this  projects  that  I  would 
have  a  carryover  on  April  1  next  of  $155 
million,   which   gives   us   something. 

If  we  happen  to  put  this  bill  in  on  April 
1  we  would  not  need  it.  If  for  some  reason 
we  do  not  sit— as  we  did  not  sit  this  year- 
then  that  carryover  is  there.  It  is  cumula- 
tive, but  it  does  not  carry  forward  each 
year.  I  can  only  say  that  I  have  read  the 
debates  for  the  last  two  or  three  years  in 
preparing  myself  for  this  bill— the  form  of 
the  bill  has  been  somewhat  simplified  in 
response  to  popular  demand— and  I  have 
understood   the    confusion  that  has  been  in 
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the  minds  of  some  members  as  they  tried  to 
figure  it  out. 

But  it  is  my  understanding,  very  simply, 
we  need  authority  for  $893  million,  we  are 
asking  for  $800  million,  we  have  a  carry- 
over of  $248  milHon  which  means  that  at  the 
end  of  the  year  we  might  have  a  carryover 
of  $155  million  plus  whatever  part  of  the 
$393  million  we  do  not  borrow. 

If  there  are  any  other  questions,  I  hope 
I  have  covered  them  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  76.  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 


ONTARIO  UNIVERSITIES  CAPITAL 
AID  CORPORATON  ACT,  1964 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  77,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Ontario 
Universities  Capital  Aid  Corporation  Act, 
1964. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  this  bill  I 
had  in  mind  when  I  said  that  the  capital  aid 
corporations  had  extended  jurisdiction.  This 
Bill  77  would  give  the  Treasurer  the  power  to 
make  similar  loans  to  the  Art  Gallery  of  On- 
tario and  the  Royal  Ontario  Museum  for 
capital  construction  projects  that  have  been 
approved. 

I  think  this  is  an  excellent  extension,  one 
which  will  certainly  be  supported.  It  occurs 
to  me  however  that  in  the  process  of  this, 
and  the  funds  voted  through  the  Province  of 
Ontario  Council  for  the  Arts,  the  government 
is  going  to  have  to  rely  more  and  more  on 
very  broad  based,  generally  acceptable  ad- 
vice. 

And  my  only  comment  is  that,  having  made 
some  mention  previously  that  the  Treasurer's 
statutory  responsibility  for  these  things  puts 
him  in  an  interesting  position  in  a  number  of 
varied  fields,  but  this  is  perhaps  one  of  the 
most  varied. 

We  approve  this  extension.  The  minister 
might  make  it  clear  just  how  the  governor  is 
going  to  receive  advice  other  than  from  the 
Treasurer  and  his  first  minister  and  his  col- 
leagues. In  other  words,  where  the  real  ad- 
vice on  matters  of  artistic  and— 


Mr.  Deacon:  Archaeological. 

Mr.  Nixon:  And  what? 

Mr.  Deacon:  Archaeological. 

Mr.  Nixon:  —archaeological,  thank  you, 
will  come  from?  Certainly  the  requests  from 
the  art  gallery  and  from  the  museum  should 
be  very  large,  because  those  institutions  have 
seen  the  government  invest  $33  million  in  the 
science  centre  without  any  qualms  coming 
from  the  public  and  $23  million  at  Ontario 
Place,  and  they  might  very  reasonably  believe 
that  substantial  support  for  extensive  capital 
expansion  would  be  available  for  these  two 
institutions  which  have  laboured  so  very 
hard  and  with  such  restricted  budgets  for  so 
many  years. 

I  hope  that  there  will  be  a  substantial  new 
deal  for  both  the  art  gallery  and  the  museum. 
Both  of  them,  in  my  view,  warrant  sub- 
stantial support  much  more  than  some  of 
the  projects  that  the  government  has  under- 
taken in  recent  years.  My  only  comment  on 
the  principle  of  the  bill  is  the  necessity  of 
making  it  very  clear  where  the  recommenda- 
tions are  going  to  come  from  and  on  what 
basis  they  are  going  to  be  considered  by  His 
Honour's  advisors. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  art  gallery 
and  the  museum  both  fall  of  course  under 
University  Affairs  and  the  grants  are  gener- 
ally allocated  through  that  particular  depart- 
ment in  fairly  substantial  sums  in  both 
instances.  What  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister at  this  time,  rather  than  going  through 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House,  if  it  is 
permissible  Mr.  Speaker,  would  be  what  the 
particular  projects  are  that  are  envisaged  in 
this. 

Is  it  connected  with  the  Zacks  collection 
in  the  case  of  the  art  gallery?  What  specific 
project,  and  what  is  the  scale  envisaged  for 
the  financing  and  debentures  here  for  the 
Royal  Ontario  Museum? 

The  other  area  that  interests  me  in  this 
particular  regard  is  that  both  these  institu- 
tions, up  to  a  point,  are  revenue-earning 
bodies,  unlike  the  universities,  strictly  speak- 
ing, where  the  entry  into  the  books  under 
university  capital  aid  is  largely  a  fictitious 
entry,  a  bookkeeping  method  of  keeping 
account  of  the  amount  of  capital  aid  bestowed 
upon  the  universiities  over  the  whole  life  of 
such  aid.  But  there  is  no  attempt  or  no  pre- 
tense that  you  will  ever  be  paid  back. 
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Is  there  any  in  the  case  of  these  two 
institutions?  The  minister  nods  yes  and, 
therefore,  what  on  the  debentures  do  you 
levy  against  both  these  institutions  in  the 
repayment  project,  and  over  what  period  of 
time?  Twenty  years,  30  years?  Over  what 
period  of  time  is  it  expected  that  these  loans 
will  be  repaid? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry  I  cannot— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —wish  to  speak  before  the 
minister. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  just  have  one- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  just  have  one  additional 
comment  to  the  comments  made  by  the 
member  for  Lakeshore  I  would  like  to  know 
whether,  in  fact,  the  corporation  does  sell 
any  of  the  securities  which  it  purchases  from 
any  of  these  bodies.  For  example,  is  there 
likely  to  be  or  is  there  even  a  hypothetical 
possibility  that  if  this  corporation  purchases 
the  bonds  or  debentures  of  the  art  gallery, 
or  the  bonds  or  debentures  of  the  Royal 
Ontario  Museum  that  they  might  be  sold  by 
the  corporation  to  the  public  so  that  there 
would  be  public  participation  in  these  insti- 
tutions, either  with  or  without  some  form  of 
guarantee  from  the  corporation  itself?  Or  is 
that  power  in  there  simply  for  the  purpose 
of  completing  the  bill  in  case  at  some  time 
a  decision  is  made  that  such  securities  would 
be  sold  to  the  public? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  mem- 
bers who  wish  to  speak?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  will  answer  the 
last  question  first.  No,  there  is  no  intention. 
It  is  simply  a  loan  to  the  two  institutions  and 
in  return  for  that  loan  we  purchase- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  there  is  a  power  to 
sell? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes.  We  purchase- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  the  minister  does  not 
in  turn  sell;  he  has  not  as  yet,  in  any  event? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Not  for  any  univer- 
sity from  which  we  might  purchase  the 
debentures.  I  am  sorry  I  do  not  have  all  the 
details.  I  will  get  them  for  the  members. 

These  were  two  programmes,  at  least 
grants,  which  were  aimounced  last  year— late 


last  year  or  perhaps  early  this  year— I  think  by 
the  then  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Robarts).  In  the 
case  of  the  art  gallery,  they  are  substantially 
rebuilding  the  art  gallery  in  part  to  hold  the 
Zacks  collection.  In  the  case  of  the  museum, 
I  am  not  sure  what  is  to  be  housed  in  it  but 
as  I  understand  it,  it  is  an  extension  on  Bloor 
Street. 

The  costs  of  both  of  these  projects  are 
large.  Some  of  the  money  will  be  privately 
raised,  I  think,  and  I  should  not  quote  these 
figures,  but  I  think  both  the  art  gallery  and 
the  museum  have  undertaken  to  raise  certain 
amounts  of  money  themselves.  We  will  loan 
them  the  total  capital  cost,  I  think,  in  each 
case  over  the  next  two  or  three  years  because 
it  is  a  stage-building  programme,  and  then 
in  actual  fact  make  substantial  grants  through 
The  Department  of  University  Affairs  to  pay 
off  the  loan,  I  think  as  I  recall,  over  a  10- 
year  period.  It  may  even  be  something  less 
than  that.  I  am  not  sure. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Do  they  share  the  lottery  or  is 
that  just  for  the  art  gallery? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  that  is  their  own 

project. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Just  the  art  gallery? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  that  is  their  ovm 
project. 

Members  will  notice  in  The  Deparbiient  of 
University  Affairs  estimates,  a  grant  to  the 
art  gallery  of  Ontario  for  $750,000.  I  am 
guessing  at  this,  but  I  think  $500  or  $1,000 
of  that  is  the  first  payment  of  what  they  will 
borrow  under  this  and  I  think  in  the  case  of 
the  museum-$4.2  million— I  think  that  repre- 
sents an  increase  of  $1  million.  I  will  get 
those  details  and  provide  them  for  the  mem- 
bers. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  is  the  interest  rate? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Whatever  the  inter- 
est rate  is  under  the  University  Capital  Aid 
Corporation  in  any  given  point  in  time,  and 
I  think  now  it  is  eight  something;  it  fluctuates. 
It  is  about  an  eighth  of  a  point  more  than 
that  for  which  we  borrow  from  the  Canada 
Pension  Plan. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 
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PUBLIC  SERVICE 
SUPERANNUATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  second  reading 
of  Bfll  78,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Public 
Service  Superannuation  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  40th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  A.  E.  Renter  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Department  of  Justice, 
page  137. 

The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Mr.  Chairman,  before  presenting  the  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Justice  for  the 
fiscal  year  1971-1972-and  I  would  not  like 
to  indicate  "while  he  is  still  in  the  House," 
because  he  is  always  in  the  House— I  would 
like  to  acknowledge  the  very  great  contribu- 
tion made  by  my  predecessor,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Sault  Ste.  Marie  (Mr.  Wishart)  to  this 
province  and  to  its  citizens  in  general,  in 
updating  and  modernizing  our  laws,  intro- 
ducing very  substantial  improvements  in  the 
administration  of  justice  and  raising  the 
standards  and  the  quality  of  our  law  enforce- 
ment. I  know  that  we  shall  all  continue  to 
benefit  in  the  years  to  come  from  his  con- 
tribution and  his  vision. 

The  estimates  for  The  Department  of 
Justice  for  1971-1972  pursue  the  policy  and 
object  of  this  government  to  provide  the 
citizens  of  Ontario  with  the  best  possible 
system  for  the  administration  of  justice  v.'hile 
adopting  the  overall  operations  to  changing 
social  and  economic  conditions,  bearing  in 
mind  the  strictures  of  a  taxing  potential  that 
obviously  cannot  continue  to  expand  at  the 
rate  it  has  been. 

Our  total  estimates  for  1971-1972,  author- 
izing funds  for  the  administration  of  justice 
and  law  enforcement  and  the  Ontario  legal 
aid  plan,  amount  to  just  over  $131.75  million, 
which  compares  with  the  amount  of  just  over 
$114.5  million  for  the  fiscal  year  1970-1971. 
This  represents  an  increase  of  15.1  per  cent. 


The  increased  cost  of  salaries,  of  goods  and 
of  services,  is  responsible  for  approximately 
8  per  cent  of  this  increase. 

Additional  costs  arising  from  the  accelerated 
case  loads  of  our  courts,  improvements  in  the 
operations  of  provincial  courts,  and  additions 
to  the  staff  of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police 
amount  to  approximately  another  3  per  cent 
of  the  increase. 

The  extended  use  of  the  legal  aid  plan  will 
cost  us  over  $2  million  in  excess  of  last  year's 
appropriation,  and  this  represents  nearly  2 
per  cent  more  of  the  overall  increase.  Partial 
implementation  of  the  personal  property 
security  registration  system  and  the  extension 
of  benefits  arising  from  The  Law  Enforce- 
ment Compensation  Act,  will  contribute 
towards  the  remainder  of  the  increase  at  2.1 
per  cent  over  our  1970-1971  approved  esti- 
mates. 

I  am  sure,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  the  course 
of  this  debate,  the  hon.  members  will  look 
for  more  details  concerning  the  various  areas 
for  which  I  am  responsible,  and  of  course,  I 
would  be  only  too  pleased  to  furnish  this 
House  with  such  information  that  is  at  my 
disposal.  As  we  go  through  each  of  these 
votes,  if  it  meets  the  approval  of  the  hon. 
members,  I  can  make  a  summary  of  each  vote 
at  the  beginning  of  each  vote.  I  am  sincere 
when  I  say  I  will  greatly  appreciate  the  hon, 
members'  constructive  suggestions  and  pro- 
posals that  will  enable  us  to  further  improve 
and  further  extend  the  services  provided  by 
this  department  to  the  people  of  Ontario. 

While  paying  tribute  to  the  hon.  James 
Chalmers  McRuer,  a  great  Canadian,  scholar, 
lawyer  and  jurist,  when  filing  in  this  legisla- 
tion the  last  report  of  the  Royal  commission 
of  inquiry  into  civil  rights  on  April  15  of  this 
year,  the  leader  of  the  government,  the  Prime 
Minister  (Mr.  Davis),  said,  and  I  quote: 

His  understanding  of  the  need  to  preserve  and 
protect  the  basic  principles  of  civil  liberties  and 
freedoms  will  be  applied  to  the  daily  activities  of 
each  and  every  person  in  Ontario  and  substantially 
influence  government  in  many  other  jurisdictions  in 
Canada  and  elsewhere. 

This  government,  I  want  to  assure  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  shares  those  principles  and  we 
direct  our  efforts  to  preserve  them  in  the 
work  of  this  department. 

The  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission 
recently  completed  a  number  of  major  studies 
which  relate  to  the  property  rights  registra- 
tion system,  to  the  Sunday  observance  legisla- 
tion and  to  the  coroners  system.  Its  studies 
of  the  family  law,  partly  completed,  are  con- 
tinuing. The  extensive  study  of  many  aspects 
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of  the  administration  of  our  courts  is  under 
way  and,  I  am  sure,  will  assist  us  in  the 
introduction  of  improvements  in  the  admin- 
istration of  justice. 

A  study  of  our  family  court  system  is  being 
conducted  by  the  chief  judge  of  the  provincial 
courts,  family  division,  in  close  co-operation 
with  the  Association  of  Provincial  Judges  and 
senior  departmental  ofiBcials. 

Finally,  we  are  now  reviewing  all  rates  of 
fees,  allowances  and  expenses  payable  by  the 
province  to  witnesses,  to  jurors,  to  justices 
of  the  peace,  experts,  assessors,  interpreters, 
escorts,  etc.,  with  a  view  to  establishing  by 
means  of  one  comprehensive  regulation,  under 
the  recent  amendment  to  The  Administration 
of  Justice  Act,  a  uniform  scale  of  such  fees 
and  other  emoluments  for  the  administration 
of  justice  purposes. 

I  did  not  elaborate  in  this  very  short  pre- 
sentation on  the  enacted  changes  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario, 
or  of  the  county  and  district  courts  and  on 
several  other  important  aspects  of  the  activ- 
ities of  my  department  or  the  plans  of  my 
department.  I  am  sure,  however,  that  no 
matter  of  any  importance  will  escape  from 
the  scrutiny  of  the  members  and  constructive 
criticisms  during  this  debate. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  be  pleased, 
even  at  this  late  hour,  if  we  would  proceed 
with  a  detailed  review  of  the  estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, in  joining  issue  with  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral as  he  presents  his  estimates,  the  first  that 
he  has  presented  in  this  oflBce,  let  me  first  say 
that  I  share  the  complimentary  views  that  he 
addressed  to  his  predecessor.  Being  an  old 
Attorney  General  observer  in  this  House,  I 
think  I  know  a  bit  whereof  I  speak.  I  have 
forgotten  whether  the  present  incumbent  is 
the  third,  fourth,  or  fifth,  since  I  have  been 
in  the  House,  but  there  has  been  a  number  of 
them.  The  hon.  member  for  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
certainly  carried  on  his  responsibilities  in 
what  I  would  consider  the  highest  traditions 
of  this  very  important  oflBce. 

However,  his  successor  is  a  different  kettle 
of  fish.  His  successor  gives  me  great  pause  to 
wonder,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  watched  the  night 
of  the  long  ballots  with  great  interest  and 
saw  the  magnificent— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  should  retire  too; 
then  the  member  will  have  to  say  nice  things 
about  me. 


Mr.  Singer:  When  the  Attorney  General 
retires,  and  we  hope  it  is  going  to  be  very 
soon,  then  we  will  say  what  a  nice  fellow  he 
is.  At  the  moment,  he  is  the  incumbent,  so  he 
will  have  to  take  what  goes  with  being  in 
oflBce. 

On  that  night,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  George  made  a  pretty  dam 
good  go  at  getting  the  leadership  away  from 
the  establishment,  one  had  to  recognize  that 
he  would  be  called  upon  in  due  course  to  fill 
a  very  senior  position  in  the  government.  So 
it  was  not  with  too  great  surprise  that  we 
read  about  his  appointment  as  Attorney 
General. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  was  to  me. 

Mr.  Singer:  Having  known  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  St.  George  for  quite  a  number  of 
years,  and  having  liked  him  as  a  person,  I 
was  hopeful  that  we  would  see  something 
new  and  vibrant  and  alive  and  innovative  in 
that  oflBce.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  great 
regret,  since  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George 
has  assumed  this  important  oflBce  this  is  not 
the  sort  of  thing  that  we  have,  in  fact,  seen. 
He  seems  to  have  carried  to  the  oflBce  a  re- 
mark that  he  made  in  a  previous  portfolio  he 
held,  that  we  have  no  right  to  know. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No  right  to  know 
that. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  have  no  right  to  know 
that.  Well,  he  expands  on  that  at  great  length. 
At  that  time  we  had  no  right  to  know  what 
expenditures  the  Treasury  board  had  cut  from 
requests  of  departments  when  they  were  con- 
sidering the  budget.  I  think  we  had  a  right 
to  know.  I  think  the  Attorney  General  was 
wrong  then  as  he  is  now. 

Be  that  as  it  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  one 
would  think  that  in  the  grandiose  words  that 
emanate  from  the  front  benches,  particularly 
from  the  new  Premier  who  was  quoted  in  the 
Telegram  the  other  day  as  having  said:  "Polit- 
ical leaders  have  an  obligation  to  tell  the 
facts  as  they  are.  I  would  never  con  the 
people  by  not  telling  them  the  truth",  I  think, 
bearing  that  kind  of  a  remark  in  mind,  in 
contrast  to  the  Attorney  General's  thought 
that  we  have  no  right  to  know  that,  and  his 
actions,  and  bearing  in  mind  what  has  hap- 
pened recently  in  the  United  States  in  so  far 
as  the  publication  by  the  New  York  Times 
and  the  Washington  Post,  and  the  Boston 
Globe,  and  the  very  interesting  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the 
summation  seemed  to  be,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
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there  was  a  very  inherent  and  important  right 
in  the  public  to  know.  That  the  press  had  a 
duty  and  responsibihty  to  tell. 

I  would  think,  certainly  by  very  obvious 
and  very  important  analogy,  governments 
have  a  duty  and  a  responsibility  to  tell  what, 
in  fact,  is  going  on. 

To  make  these  remarks  a  little  more  cur- 
rent, Mr.  Chairman,  you  will  recall  with  me 
that  we  have  had  some  considerable  discus- 
sions in  this  House  about  ojfftrack  betting. 

I  will  get  into  the  detail  of  it  and  what  our 
suggestions  are  during  the  course  of  the  esti- 
mates, but  at  this  moment,  I  think  it  sufiBcient 
to  say  that  these  discussions  have  gone  on  for 
the  better  part  of  two  years.  With  the  former 
Attorney  General,  the  hon.  member  for  Sault 
Ste.  Marie,  it  seemed,  before  the  holocaust, 
that  he  was  moving  toward  some  kind  of  a 
decision. 

Then  he  ceased  to  be  Attorney  General 
and  the  present  incumbent  took  over  and  his 
first  and  immediate  and  snappy  legal  answer 
was:  "That  is  a  federal  problem.  Do  not 
bother  me  with  federal  problems.  I  have  no 
opinions.  Let  the  government  at  Ottawa 
decide." 

Well,  we  kept  after  him  a  bit.  We  kept 
after  him  on  several  occasions,  and  eventually 
he  indicated  that  he  was  going  out  to  Vic- 
toria and  perhaps,  when  he  was  out  there,  he 
might  meet  a  gentleman  by  the  name  of  John 
Turner,  who  happens  to  be  the  federal  Min- 
ister of  Justice,  and  it  might  be  in  the  spare 
moments  they  had,  away  from  discussing 
matters  constitutional,  that  a  word  or  two 
might  be  exchanged  in  relation  to  the  prob- 
lem of  offtrack  betting,  which  is  a  very  seri- 
ous problem  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

When  the  Attorney  General  came  back 
from  Victoria,  he  said:  "Yes,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  Mr.  Turner  and  I,  the  Attorney  General, 
did  have  some  chats  about  it.  In  fact,  I 
expressed  my  views  to  him  verbally  and  I 
expressed  them  to  him  in  writing."  And  then, 
naturally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  asked  the  Attor- 
ney General— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  never  said  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  in  Hansard  and  if  you 
want  the  specific  reference  in  Hansard  and 
your  word-for-word  reply,  it  is  there.  You 
can  be  assured  of  that.  When  we  asked 
the  Attorney  General  what,  in  fact,  he  had 
said  verbally  to  Mr.  Turner  and  what  he 
had  said  in  writing  to  Mr.  Turner,  he  said, 
in  effect  again,  "You  have  no  right  to  know 
that." 


Mr.  Chairman,  why  do  we  have  no  right 
to  know  that?  If  the  Province  of  Ontario  has 
a  problem— and  I  say  it  has  a  very  serious 
problem  insofar  as  the  control  of  ofiFtrack 
betting  is  concerned— and  if  finally,  those 
responsible  for  expressing  the  legal  opinions 
of  our  government  have  so  bestirred  them- 
selves that  finally  they  have  an  opinion  and 
they  discuss  that  opinion  with  the  Minister 
of  Jus'tice  in  the  federal  cabinet,  surely,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  people  of  Ontario  have  a  right 
to  know  that? 

I  say  that  the  Attorney  General,  in  keeping 
with  so  many  of  his  colleagues,  believes  that 
we  do  not  have  the  right  to  know  any  more 
than  the  little  dribs  and  drabs  of  nonsense 
that  flow  forward  in  the  statements  that  they 
deliver  themselves  of  from  day  to  day.  That 
is  one  example 

The  second  example,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
very  fascinating  series  of  remarks  that  the 
Attorney  General  made  in  relation  to  the 
report,  recently  tabled,  of  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission.  If  you  look  at  that  report,  on 
page  18,  there  are  £¥2  lines  that  say  this: 
"During  1970,  the  large-scale  smuggling  of 
aliens  into  the  United  States  through  Canada 
was  added  to  the  catalogue  of  organized 
crime  in  the  province." 

I  may  be  wrong,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  I  do 
not  think  there  is  any  other  reference  to  this 
very  important  subject  than  the  one  I  have 
just  read. 

The  Attorney  General  saw  fit,  both  in 
tabling  this  report  in  the  House  and  in  con- 
ducting press  interviews  outside  the  House, 
to  build  this  up  as  though  it  was  one  of  the 
biggest  issues  that  had  ever  faced  the  police 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  or  in  the  whole 
of  North  America,  probably  both.  Now,  if  it 
was  such  a  serious  issue  and  if  the  Attorney 
General  thought  in  his  wisdom  that  it  was 
worth  elaborating  on  that  two  and  a  half 
line  paragraph  that  I  just  read,  surely,  Mr. 
Chairman,  there  is  a  right  to  know  and  that 
right  to  know  belongs  to  the  people  of 
Ontario. 

It  was  fascinating,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
when  the  press  followed  this  up  with  various 
police  forces  in  the  United  States  and  other 
police  forces  in  Canada,  there  seemed  to  be 
very  little  response  to  the  Attorney  General's 
alarm  sounding.  I  wonder  why?  Is  the  issue 
as  big  and  as  important  as  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral hinted  at?  He  is  a  great  hinter,  but  he 
does  not  say  anything.  Or  is  it  as  relatively 
unimportant    as    those   other    police    officials 
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indicated,  who  were  asked  for  their  com- 
ments in  relation  to  this  matter?  But  this  is 
the  game  that  this  Attorney  General  plays. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  had  the 
report  from  the  Rohmer  commission  deal- 
ing with  paper-back  and  periodical  distribu- 
tors which  resulted  in  hurry,  hurry,  hurry 
legislation  because  we  were  faced  with  a 
great  crisis.  When  one  read  the  report— and 
read  it  rather  carefully— there  seemed  to  be 
a  suggestion  that  there  was  something  more 
in  the  report  than  met  the  eye.  Try  as  we 
could— and  try  as  we  would— both  with  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs 
(Mr.  Wishart)  and  the  Attorney  General,  we 
could  not  get  the  answer. 

All  they  did  was  make  these  hints  directed 
to  the  fact  that  there  must  be  something 
more  behind  the  report.  There  must  be 
something  more  behind  the  hurry,  but  no 
explanation. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  surely  we  have  a 
right  to  know  what  goes  on  in  this  kind  of 
matter?  We  are  going  to  get  at  this  in 
greater  depth  when  the  second  reading  of 
this  Act  is  called,  but  in  the  meantime,  Mr. 
Chairman,  one  would  think  that  in  a  demo- 
cratic society,  there  is  a  real  right  to  know, 
and  the  members  of  the  Legislature  and  the 
public  of  Ontario  have  that  right  to  know, 
and  that  the  Attorney  General  has  derogated 
from  his  duty  and  his  responsibility  in  these 
cases  that  I  have  already  cited  and  in  many 
other  cases. 

So  I  invite  him,  when  he  comes  to  reply— 
and  not  on  vote  by  vote— after  my  remarks 
are  through— and  after  those  remarks,  I 
understand,  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Riverdale  (Mr.  J.  Renwick)— after  they  are 
through,  I  invite  him  to  tell  the  House  what 
is  the  approach  of  this  government  to  ofiFtrack 
betting. 

What  really  is  the  serious  aspect,  or  the 
serious  aspects,  of  that  sentence,  that  two 
and  one-half  line  paragraph,  in  the  report 
of  the  Ontario  Police  Commission?  What 
really  lies  behind  the  rush  job  done  by 
Rohmer  and  the  extra  special  hurry  that 
attaches  itself  to  the  introduction  of  The 
Paperback  and  Periodical  Distributors  Act, 
1971? 


You  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  comes  to 
my  mind  is  that  the  Attorney  General  covers 
up  a  real  lack  of  knowledge  of  the  law  by 
spreading  false  smokescreens  across  the 
atmosphere,  and  indicating,  or  attempting  to 
indicate,  that  the  matters  with  which  he  is 
concerned  have  so  much  more  importance 
and  significance,  if  he  could  only  tell  us 
about  them,  that  we  should  not  get  distracted 
by  questioning  his  lack  of  innovative  think- 
ing, his  lack  of  real  knowledge  of  the  law 
and  the  custom  by  which  this  office  is  now 
apparently  being  conducted. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  see  it  is  now  nearly  10:30 
o'clock,  p.m.,  and  since  my  remarks  might 
go  for  another  minute  or  two  I  would  move 
the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and  asks 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
moving  the  adjournment  of  the  House;  we 
will  continue  tomorrow  with  these  estimates, 
but  I  had  indicated  last  week  that  Bills  71 
and  72,  which  are  the  Provincial  Secretary's 
(Mr.  Yaremko's)  bills  on  liquor.  The  Liquor 
Licence  Act  and  The  Liquor  Control  Act, 
might  be  dealt  with  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  following  the  question  period. 
That  would  be  the  first  part  of  the  orders  of 
the  day  and  then  we  could  continue  with  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Justice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  of  the  clock, 
p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  none  of  the  ministers  to  whom  I 
want  to  address  questions  is  presently  in 
the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  anyone  from  the 
New  Democratic  Party  who  has  a  question 
now?  The  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside 
has  the  floor. 


NON-SUPPLY  OF  GAS  BY  UNION 
GAS  COMPANY 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside): 
Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy  and  Resources  Management:  Is  the 
minister  aware  of  the  recent  statement  of 
the  president  of  Union  Gas  Company  of 
Canada,  in  which  he  stated  that  there  were 
about  40  companies  that  he  did  not  supply 
with  gas  as  required  as  he  could  not  give 
them  commitments? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
read  the  recent  statement— a  Mr.  McCarthy, 
I  believe  it  was.  No,  he  is  from  Consumers'. 
No,  I  am  sorry  I  have  not  read  that  state- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Samia. 

Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary  question:  Is 
the  Minister  of  Energy  and  Resources  Man- 
agement not  consulted  when  the  federal 
government  allows  sales  of  trillions  of  cubic 
feet  of  gas  to  other  countries?  Is  he  not 
consulted  about  our  requirements  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that 
question  should  be  more  properly  directed 
to  the  Minister  of  Mines  and  Northern  Af- 
fairs, unless  the  hon.  member  can  give  me 
some  idea  as  to  what  the  member  is  con- 
cerned about  basically.  If  it  is  just  the  fact 
that  we   are   exporting   gas    and  thereby   in 
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some  way  depriving  our  own  customers  of 
this  source  of  fuel,  I,  of  course  share  the 
same  concern  as  he  does,  but  possibly  the 
Minister  of  Mines  could  supply  him  with 
any  detailed  information. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  clarify  it, 
the  president  of  the  Union  Gas  Company 
said  that  he  could  not  make  commitments 
to  about  40  industries  because  of  doubts 
about  future  supplies.  I  am  quoting  his 
words. 

My  question,  which  the  minister  may  not 
have  heard,  was:  "Is  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management  in  Ontario  not 
consulted  about  our  needs  here,  when  the 
federal  government  allows  exports  of  such 
large  quantities?" 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  this,  of 
course,  goes  back  to  the  basic  problem  that 
we  do  not  seem  to  have  a  national  energy 
policy.  As  a  result  of  that,  I  think  the  feder- 
al government  acts  pretty  well  unilaterally 
in  any  sales  of  gas  to,  for  example,  the  United 
States. 

I  think  that  up  until  now  it  has  certainly 
been  my  experience  that  the  energy  branch 
within  my  department  was  usually  advised 
after  the  fact  that  certain  agreements  would 
be  entered  into  and  certain  contracts  would 
be  made  with  American  customers. 

As  the  hon.  member  knows,  it  has  always 
been  part  of  the  federal  minister's  argument 
that  these  supplies  were  surplus  to  our  needs. 
This  is  the  first  time,  really,  that  I  have 
heard  a  president  of  a  gas  company  say  that 
these  exports  obviously  are  not  surplus  to  our 
needs  and  in  some  way  will  deprive  that 
particular  gas  company  of  sufficient  sources 
for  its  own  customers   in  Ontario. 

I  think  the  statement.  If  I  can  recall  it 
correctly  now,  also  referred  to  pipeline  facil- 
ities, particularly  in  the  northern  part  of  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  The 
member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Yes, 
is  the  minister  aware  that  the  Union  Gas 
Company   is    not    accepting   any   new   large 
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contracts  for  which  they  could  supply  gas, 
specifically  the  greenhouse  industry,  which  is 
having  difficulties?  Are  you  aware  of  this, 
Mr.  Minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  I  was  not  aware 
really  that  existing  customers  were  in  any 
way  being  deprived,  or  had  been  told  that 
their  supplies  would  be  Hmited.  I  was  not 
aware  of  that. 

Mr,  Speaker:  A  supplementary?  The  mem- 
ber for  Windsor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister if  such  a  policy  on  the  part  of  the  Union 
Gas  is  going  to  have  any  effect  on  the  pol- 
lution control  abatement  programmes  of  the 
government? 

Hod,  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  One  of 
the  assurances  that  I  have  had  as  a  result  of 
some  indication  of  a  shortage  of  supply  was 
that,  for  example,  the  agreement  by  Con- 
sumers* Gas  to  supply  the  Hearn  plant  with 
sufficient  quantities  of  gas  in  order  to  allow 
the  conversion  of  that  plant  would  not  be 
affected  by  this.  That  this  would  carry  on 
and  go  ahead  as  planned. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A 
supplementary:  Mr.  Minister,  what  about 
industrial  plants  rather  than  power-produc- 
ing plants? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  say,  it 
ties  in  with  the  question  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Windsor-Walkerville.  I  am  not  aware 
that  industrial  plants  have  been  told  that 
there  would  be  a  shortage  of  supply  which 
would  not  allow  them  to  carry  on  using  gas. 
There  is  a  question  of  the  possibility  of 
conversions  from  one  type  of  fuel  to  gas, 
and  I  am  hoping,  of  course,  that  not  only 
will  existing  customers  be  able  to  use  the 
gas  and  expand  where  necessary  but  these 
conversions  will  be  allowed  where  it  has 
been  recommended  by  my  department  that 
the  only  solution  to  their  emission  problem 
is  to  burn  gas. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary:  Would  the 
minister- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  will  be  the  last  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Would  the  minister  make  the 
federal  Minister  of  Energy,  Mines  and  Re- 
sources aware  of  our  projected  needs  for 
gas  to  ensure  that  the  Ontario  demands  are 


not  hindered  as  a  result  of  exports  of  gas 
to  other  countries? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  result 
of  earlier  questions  on  this  particular  subject 
the  Ontario  government  is  compiling  a  report 
of  all  our  future  gas  needs,  both  from  the 
industrial  and  domestic  points  of  view.  I 
am  hoping  that  report  will  be  available  very 
shortly  so  that  we  will  know  exactly  what 
our  needs  will  be  projected  over  a  period 
of  time  from  1980  to  the  year  2000.  This 
will  also  be  part  of  the  transmission  line 
requirements  for  these  companies  in  opening 
up  new  areas. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Samia 
now  has  the  floor  for  a  question,  and  then 
we  will  go  back  to  the  leaders  of  the  parties 
and  their  questions  in  the  normal  course. 


CONTROL  OF  EMISSIONS 
FROM  DOME  PETE  PLANT 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy 
and  Resources  Management.  Would  the  min- 
ister advise  what  his  air  management  branch 
is  doing  to  stop  the  continued  emission  of 
noxious  material  and  odours  from  the  Dome 
Petroleum  plant  in  Sarnia? 

Hon.   Mr.   Kerr:    I   may  be   guessing,   Mr. 
Speaker,  but  it  seems  to  me  there  have  been 
complaints   about   Dome   Petroleum- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Maybe  a  hundred  of  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —and  I  believe  that  com- 
pany is  under  ministerial  order  to  do  certain 
things  within  a  certain  period  of  time.  I 
will  check  it,  however,  and  get  the  full 
details. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
would  the  minister  entertain  the  possibility 
of  forcing  Dow  to  build  a  steam  plant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  our  legisla- 
tion and  regulations  require  the  company  to 
keep  its  emissions  to  a  certain  tolerable 
level  and  if  this  is  one  of  the  remedies,  why 
we  would  certainly  suggest  it. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  last  supple- 
mentary, does  the  minister  recognize  that 
his  department  permitted  them  to  build 
extraordinarily  without  the  necessity  of  the 
tempering  qualities  of  steam? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  I  was  not  aware  of 
that. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view  now  may  start. 

ALLEGED  MISTREATMENT 
OF  DON  JAIL  INMATE 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  questions 
of  the  Attorney  General.  Has  the  Attorney 
General  yet  had  a  chance  to  prepare  an 
answer  to  a  question  I  asked  him  a  few 
weeks  ago  that  arose  out  of  a  couple  of 
columns  written  by  Paul  Rimstead  in  the 
Toronto  Telegram  concerning  the  treatment 
of  a  certain  prisoner  in  the  jails,  which 
columns  implied  that  there  were  apparently 
criminal  aspects  insofar  as  these  treatments 
were  concerned? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice 
and  Attorney  General):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  only 
have  a  partial  report  on  that  matter,  with 
which  I  am  not  satisfied,  and  I  think  I  really 
should  wait  until  I  am  in  a  position  to  deal 
with  the  matter  comprehensively  before  re- 
porting to  the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  the  Attorney  General 
elaborate  to  some  extent  on  the  character  of 
investigations  and  where  his  inquiries  are 
being  directed? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  would  rather  wait 
until  I  can  deal  with  the  matter  in  toto. 


ALLEGED  MISCARRIAGE 
OF  JUSTICE 

Mr.  Singer:  I  have  a  further  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  Attorney  General.  Could  he 
tell  us  if  his  department  received  a  letter 
from  a  man  named  Anderson  relating  to  the 
trial  and  imprisonment  of  Shatford,  about 
some  time  last  month,  where  Anderson  indi- 
cated to  the  Attorney  General's  department 
that  someone  other  that  Shatford  had  been 
involved  in  the  crime  of  which  Shatford  was 
later  convicted? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  will  have  to  check 
on  that  one.  I  can  remember  a  letter  relating 
to  this  matter  from  a  counsel  here  in  Toronto, 
which  was  answered. 

I  noticed  in  the  press  recently  that  there 
has  been  a  letter  which  the  press  has  mis- 
takenly believed  was  addressed  to  me  from 
Anderson  himself  but  which,  in  fact,  was 
addressed  to  the  Attorney  General  in  Ottawa 
and  not  to  me.  That  one  I  have  not  re- 
ceived. 


I  do  not  have  the  full  file  with  me.  I  do 
not  have  the  file  "period"  with  me  now.  If 
the  hon.  member  had  given  me  notice,  I 
would  certainly  have  had  it  here  and  been 
able  to  answer  that,  but  I  will  take  it  now  as 
notice  for  Thursday. 

Mr.  Singer:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Did  the  Attorney  General  have  any  knowl- 
edge of  these  allegations,  prior  to  the  appear- 
ance in  the  press  of  Ron  Haggart's  two 
columns? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Oh,  yes.  As  I  said, 
I  received  a  letter  from—I  can  remember  one 
letter  on  it  anyway-^a  Toronto  counsel  prior 
to  Mr.  Haggart's  stories  in  the  press  of  last 
Saturday,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Singer:  On  receipt  of  that  letter,  if 
the  Attorney  General  can  remember,  were 
any  investigations  undertaken  at  that  time,  or 
did  the  matter  lie  dormant  until  it  received 
more  prominent  publicity  in  the  press? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  I  remember  the 
request  to  me,  it  was,  what  in  my  opinion 
would  be  the  best  course  of  conduct  to  be 
taken  by  the  counsel  or  on  behalf  of  the  indi- 
vidual in  relation  to  that  matter.  That  infor- 
mation was  certainly  passed  along  to  the 
counsel. 

That  information- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  High  Park 
has  a  supplementary? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  information 
was  that  the  matter  could  be  more  expediti- 
ously dealt  with  by  the  Minister  of  Justice 
at  Ottawa.  I  believe  in  that  letter— and  I  am 
not  quoting,  I  am  using  my  very  faulty 
memory  now— 'I  indicated  exactly  the  reasons 
why. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, in  relation  to  that,  the  minister  indi- 
cated at  that  time  that  he  did  not  think  he 
had  a  role  in  the  matter.    Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  indicated  that  the 
remedy  asked  for  was  not  within  my  juris- 
diction.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Singer:  Did  the  minister  at  that  time 
embark  on  any  investigations,  or  was  that 
the  end  of  it  as  far  as  he  was  concerned? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  was  the  end  of 

the  matter  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  see. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  High  Park. 
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Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  Did  the  Attorney 
General  not  also  receive  a  letter  from  Mrs. 
Shatford  some  two  months  ago,  relating  basic- 
ally the  facts  that  were  in  the  Ron  Haggart 
article? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  remember 
a  letter  from  Mrs.  Shatford.  We  are  getting 
a  very  large  number  of  letters  per  day,  flow- 
ing in  on  all  sorts  of  matters.  I  do  not  re- 
member receiving  a  letter  from  Mrs.  Shatford, 
but  that  is  not  to  say  that  I  did  not.  I  will 
have  to  check  into  it. 

As  I  said,  when  the  hon.  members  are  ask- 
ing questions,  Mr.  Speaker,  relating  to 
specific  correspondence  of  two  or  three 
months  ago,  it  really  would  help,  if  they  are 
seeking  information,  to  give  me  some  advance 
warning  of  the  type  of  question.  I  would  be 
glad  to  have  the  files  here  with  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  I  was  looking 
for  the  minister  at  1:45  with  advance 
warning. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  was  here  all  day. 

Mr.  Sopha:  The  minister's  deputy  did  not 
know  where  the  minister  was. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  Sopha:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  At- 
torney General  is  responsible  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  criminal  justice,  in  this  case,  short 
of  an  appeal  to  the  federal  government,  would 
anything  preclude,  to  his  knowledge,  Stanton 
Hogg  from  launching  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
with  the  support  thereof  of  any  information 
the  Attorney  General  can  give  to  him?  Might 
that  be  an  effective  remedy  for  Shatford? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  First  of  all,  the  basic 
premise  of  my  friend's  question  is  wrong.  The 
paramountcy  in  criminal  law  in  this  country 
is  the  Minister  of  Justice  at  Ottawa  and  not 
the  Attorneys  General.  Certainly  I  am  re- 
sponsible in  this  province  for  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice. 

Mr.  Sopha:  That  is  what  I  said. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  not  too  sure 
that  the  hon.  member  did.  I  think  he  had  an- 
other word  in  there  which  restricted  it. 

Mr.  Sopha:  "The  administration  of  criminal 
justice,"  I  said. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  far  as  I  know, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  such  a  remedy 


being  sought  by  anyone  at  any  time  for 
anyone  who  is  incarcerated.  I  am  sure  my 
hon.  friend  is  aware  that  is  the  purpose  of 
that  extraordinary  remedy.  However,  in  fair- 
ness to  Mr.  Hogg  and  his  client,  I  am  sure 
that  if  my  hon.  friend  is  advising  him  he 
would  also  want  to  point  out  to  him  that 
on  the  return  of  that  writ  the  matter  would 
then   have   to   be    gone   into   very   carefully. 

I  believe  the  basis  for  such  an  application 
would  have  to  be  the  validity  or  the  non- 
validity  of  the  actual  warrant  for  committal 
of  the  individual.  In  this  case— again  I  do  iiot 
want  to  prejudge  anything— I  would  imagine 
that  there  is  nothing  at  all  wrong  with  that 
warrant  of  committal. 

The  proper  course  of  action,  which  has 
been  indicated  before— and  I  do  not  know 
whether  it  has  been  followed  up  by  the 
individuals  concerned  or  not— would  be  the 
proper  application  in  respect  of  the  remedy 
being  sought  through  the  Minister  of  Justice 
at  Ottawa  under  section  596,  I  believe,  of 
The  Criminal  Code.  This  would  involve  two 
alternative  courses  of  action. 

Other  than  that,  as  far  as  getting  the  per- 
son out  of  the  federal  institution  is  concerned, 
there  is  no  way  that  I  know  of  that  I  can 
obtain  that  remedy  for  anyone  once  the  mat- 
ter has  progressed  as  far  as  it  has  now.  If  it 
were  a  provincial  statute,  of  course  there 
would  be  no  question  about  it. 

If  there  is  any  question  about  my  assistance 
or  our  co-operation  at  this  end  in  relation  to 
this  matter  as  far  as  the  Minister  of  Justice 
at  Ottawa  is  concerned,  I  have  indicated 
before  and  I  indicate  again  now— and  I  am 
happy  to  take  the  opportunity  to  do  so— that 
we  will  do  everything  in  our  power  to  make 
sure  that  justice  triumphs  in  this  case  where, 
on  the  face  of  it,  it  looks  as  if  there  has 
been  a  miscarriage  of  justice. 

But  I  am  bound  by  the  laws,  as  my  hon. 
friend  is  bound  by  the  laws,  and  even  though 
we  have  searched,  not  only  in  this  case  but 
in  other  similar  cases  in  the  past— because 
unfortunately  there  have  been  similiar  cases 
in  the  past— I  know  of  nothing  that  I  can  do 
to  obtain  that  remedy  for  that  particular  in- 
dividual which  does  lie  at  Ottawa. 

I  have  already  indicated  that  we  will  do 
everything  we  can  to  help  in  the  matter. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  you  per- 
mit one  further  supplementary?  Would  the 
Attorney  General  not  agree  that  there  is 
something  anomalous  and  defective  in  that 
he  has  the  responsibility  toward  the  adminis- 
tration  of   criminal   justice   in   the   province, 
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yet  apparently  he  is  debarred  from  seeking 
a  remedy  to  see,  in  his  own  words,  that 
"justice  triumphs?" 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  First  of  all,  it  is  not 
an  exclusive  field  of  mine  to  be  responsible 
for  the  administration  of  justice  in  this  prov- 
ince. It  is  a  jointly  shared  responsibility  with 
my  counterpart  at  Ottawa,  and  I  am  sure 
my  friend  is  aware  of  that. 

As  far  as  defects  in  The  Criminal  Code  are 
concerned,  certainly  there  are  defects  in  The 
Criminal  Code.  My  hope  is  that  this  is  going 
to  be  one  of  the  subjects  that  will  be  looked 
at  this  fall  by  the  new  federal  Law  Reform 
Commission.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  there 
already  has  been  an  announcement  in  that 
respect  that  The  Criminal  Code  is  going  to 
be  looked  at  with  a  view  to  a  complete  re- 
vision and  overhaul.  This  is  one  of  those 
grey  matters  that  obviously  has  to  be  cleared 
up.  There  is  no  question  about  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  way  of  a  supplementary  question:  Will  the 
Attorney  General  examine  the  rules  with  re- 
spect to  criminal  appeals  passed  by  the 
judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  under  the  authority  of  the  code 
to  determine  whether  or  not,  on  the  basis 
of  any  new  evidence  or  in  the  facts  of  this 
case  as  known  to  the  Attorney  General,  the 
matter  can  be  brought  on  by  way  of  appeal 
before  the  Court  of  Appeal  of  Ontario? 

And  will  he,  if  there  appears  to  be  any 
ambiguity  about  this  matter,  request  the 
judges  authorized  under  The  Criminal  Code 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario  to  look  at 
the  rules  vAth  respect  to  criminal  apped, 
having  regard  to  this  case,  to  determine 
whether  some  amendments  should  be  made, 
if  necessary,  or  whether  they  have  authority 
or  there  is  some  procedure  by  which  this 
matter  can  be  brought  before  the  Court  of 
Appeal  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  say  with 
regret  to  my  hon.  friend  that  this  is  not 
an  isolated  incident  by  any  means.  I  would 
like  us  to  feel  that  it  is  a  very  uncommon 
matter.  This  matter  has  been  reviewed  be- 
fore by  us,  and  I  am  unable  to  comprehend 
the  strange  reluctance  on  the  part  of  some 
people  to  appreciate  that  the  proper  course 
of  action  in  this  matter  is  to  apply  to  the 
Minister  of  Justice  at  Ottawa.  In  spite  of  the 
fact  that  there  has  been  a  repetition  of  this 
advice  emanating  from  my  ofiice,  as  we  have 
just  heard,  over  the  last  two  months  people 
are  reluctant  to  take  that  step.  I  will  not 
bother    going    over    the    leading    cases    with 


my  friend  here  today  but  they  are  there; 
they  are  pretty  clear.  There  are  precedents 
for  this  sort  of  thing  and  it  has  been  clearly 
pointed  out  that  the  proper  course  of  action 
is  to  apply,  under  the  Code  as  it  now  exists, 
to  the  Minister  of  Justice  who  does  have  that 
power. 

That  indeed  is  why  that  section  in  the 
Code  is  there— just  to  cover  this  mercy  pro- 
vision. Really  that  is  what  it  is— a  mercy 
provision  that  can  be  speedily  acted  upon 
by  the  federal  minister  if  he  so  desires. 

Now  the  point  of  my  hon.  friend,  I  as- 
sume, is  that  there  may  be  grounds  some- 
where here  in  relation  to  our  own  rules 
under  The  Criminal  Code  to  get  around  that 
particular  provision  in  The  Criminal  Code. 
I  am  quite  tvilhng  to  admit  that  suggestion 
has  not  been  made  to  me  before.  I  will  take 
a  look  at  it.  On  the  other  hand  the  Minister 
of  Justice  is  there;  he  is  ready,  available, 
accessible,  perhaps  veiling,  to  co-operate. 
Under  the  current  case,  in  any  event,  that 
is  where  the  application  should  be  made. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of 
a  supplementary  question,  repetition  does 
not  make  anything  correct  and  there  is  not 
just  one  view. 

My  question  to  the  Attorney  General  is 
that  if,  as  I  assume  to  be  factually  correct, 
a  Crown  attorney  or  an  assistant  Crown 
attorney  in  this  province,  being  a  member 
of  the  staff  of  this  Minister  of  Justice,  prose- 
cuted this  case,  is  it  not  this  minister's  re- 
sponsibihty  to  review  the  matter  to  determine 
whether  or  not  there  has  been  a  miscarriage 
of  justice  in  the  court?  Does  he  not  agree 
that  if  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  it  is 
not  a  question  for  the  exercise  of  executive 
clemency,  it  is  for  the  correction  of  a  wrong? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Right. 
It  is  a  shared  jurisdiction. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Clemency  does  not 
enter  into  this.  I  guess  my  hon.  friend  was 
not    here    yesterday   when    I    indicated    that 
the  two- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  was  here. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Not 
only  was  he  here;  he  asked  the  same  question. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —aspects  of  the 
matter  which  concern  me  and  which  should 
properly  concern  me  are  the  aspects  relating 
to  No.  1,  the  police  investigation  directing 
itself  particularly  to  the  concern  that  I  would 
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have  respecting  wrong  identification;  and 
No.  2,  the  prosecution  based  on  that. 

As  I  get  deeper  into  the  matter  I  find, 
of  course,  that  the  knowledge  of  what  was 
claimed,  I  believe,  was  certainly  available  to 
defence  counsel  during  the  course  of  the 
trial.  For  reasons  best  known  to  defence 
counsel,  this  matter,  this  story,  these  alle- 
gations that  are  now  being  made  were  not 
brought  out,  even  though  there  was  ample 
opportunity.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Ander- 
son, I  gather,  was  not  even  called  to  the 
stand  even  though  there  was  ample  oppor- 
tunity for  the  defence  counsel  to  do  it. 

Now  there  are  other  reasons,  I  suppose, 
why  this  was  not  done  but— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  am  making  no  comment 
on  the  evidence.  This  has  nothing  at  all  to 
do  with  the  evidence. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  That  is  not 
correct. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
make  application  if  it  is  a  shared  responsi- 
bility as  he  defined  it? 

Hon.   A.   F.   Lawrence:   No.    1,  I   am  not 

convinced  yet,  as  I  indicated  obviously  yes- 
terday, that  I  have  the  right,  the  jurisdiction 
or  that  it  would  be  proper  for  me  to  do  so; 
and  No.  2,  I  am  still  in  the  process  of 
investigating  the  matter.  I  had  a  very  vehe- 
ment request  yesterday  to  send  investigators- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  prosecuted. 
He  certainly  has  the  right. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —down  to  Missouri 
or  wherever  it  is  to  interview  people  before 
I  do  anything  else.  Today  I  come  in  and 
the  situation  is  drastically  and  dramatically— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  prosecuted  the 
man. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  all  right- 
Mr.    Sopha:    We    are    trying   to    help    the 
minister  to  do  what  is  right. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  on.  The  minister  did; 
his  department  did. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  On  a 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker.  Would  it  not 
be  reasonable  if  the  Speaker  asked  the  hon. 
members  to  pursue  this  question  with  the 
Attorney  General  in  his  estimates  that  will 
come  up  within  a  couple  of  hours  later  on 
today? 


Mr.  Sopha:  Now  there  is  a  rebuke  to  that 
front  bench. 

Mr.  Lewis:  From  the  back  row. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  To  both  sides! 

Mr.   Sopha:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downsview 
has  the  floor. 


INTRODUCTION  OF 
DAYCARE  LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  some 
questions  of  the  Minister  of  Social  and  Family 
Services.  Could  he  advise  us  when  we  are 
going  to  get  daycare  legislation  which  has 
been  promised  for  such  a  long  period  of 
time? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services):  Mr.   Speaker,  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Singer:  How  shortly  is  very  shordy? 
Perhaps  today,  would  that  be  likely? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  think  that  will  be 
answered  in  due  course. 


HOSTEL  ARRANGEMENTS 
FOR  TRANSIENT  YOUTH 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask  the 
Minister  of  Social  and  Family  Services  if 
the  government  has  any  new  plans  about 
providing  additional  youth  hostel  facilities, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  holiday  weekend 
indicated  that  these  were  operating  pretty 
well  to  capacity  and  it  is  going  to  get  worse 
before  it  gets  better? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
sure  that  I  am  the  minister  responsible  for 
youth  hostels.  We  have  an  arrangement 
whereby  we,  under  the  Canada  Assistance 
Plan,  can  pay  money  to  people  in  need  who 
stay  at  hostels.  The  arrangement  we  have  is 
that  this  is  worked  out  and  the  money  is 
transmitted  right  to  the  hostels  to  help  them 
operate. 

We  do  have  a  contingency  plan  to  provide 
some  more  space  in  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
the  details  of  which  I  cannot  tell  the  hon. 
member  right  now. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of 
supplementary,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  we 
have  got  a  month  and  a  half  or  two  montKs 
remaining   of   the   summer  period,    and    this 
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is  the  time  when  they  are  going  to  be 
needed,  is  the  government  going  to  have 
any  decision  in  this  matter  before  the  sum- 
mer is  over? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said 
I  am  not  the  minister  directly  responsible 
for  the  programme   of  youth  hostels. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  It  is  my  understanding 
that  the  interdepartmental  committee  on 
youth  would  be  looking  after  the  problem 
of  youth  hostels. 

Mr.   Singer:  Who  is  in  charge? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  And  that  committee  is 
chaired  by  the  hon.  member  for  Quinte  (Mr. 
Potter). 

Mr.  Singer:  Quinte? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I 
address  the  same  question  to  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Quinte,  or  is  he  here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  He  is  not  here. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  very  helpful. 


LAYOFF  AT  DE  HAVILLAND 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  Has  the  Minister 
of  Labour  received  any  word  about  a 
threatened  or  possible  layoff  of  700  employees 
by  de  Havilland? 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  Not 
to  my  knowledge,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Singer:  1  wonder  if  the  Minister  of 
Labour  could  look  into  this  and  make  a  re- 
port to  us  as  soon  as  possible? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  completed  his  questions? 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 


LETTER  FROM  UNION  OF 
ONTARIO  INDIANS  DIRECTOR 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Provincial  Secretary;   How  does  the  Provin- 


cial Secretary  intend  to  reply  to  the  letter 
addressed  to  him  by  Andrew  Rickard,  execu- 
tive-director of  the  Union  of  Ontario  Indians, 
in  which  he  says  about  the  minister's  regional 
meetings: 

I  totally  disagree  with  the  procedure 
your  department  has  adopted.  This  is  one 
of  the  major  reasons  I  feel  my  position  in 
your  advisory  committee  is  no  longer 
viable.  Your  representatives  are  asking  the 
committee  to  make  comments  on  an  area 
where  everything  has  already  been  de- 
cided. This  I  want  no  part  of;  I  have  too 
much  pride  in  my  capacity  as  a  member 
of  an  Indian  organization  for  any  govern- 
ment to  use  me  in  rubber-stamping  de- 
cisions that  were  made  in  total  isolation. 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all  I  assume  that  tiie 
leader  of  the  NDP  has  authority  to  make 
that  letter  public. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  copy  of  the  letter 
which  I  have  now  made  public. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  have  assiuned  that 
the  member  has  the  authority  to  make  it 
public— I  assume  that  Mr.  Rickard  has  given 
him  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  not  answering  the  ques- 
tions, 1  am  asking  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  whether— 

Mr.  M.  Makarchuk  (Brantford):  The  great 
wrecker  is  at  work  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know  whether  it  is  within— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Provincial  Secretary 
has  no  answer,  is  that  the  position? 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  has  no  answer  to  my  ques- 
tion. I  am  going  to  quote  from  more  of  the 
letter,  by  way  of  supplementary,  so  he  can 
go  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
know    that    it    is    within    the    rules    of    this 
House- 
Mr.    MacDonald:    He   cannot    get   o£F   this 
with  a  technicality. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —that  an  hon.  member 

of  this  House  can- 
Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  no  "confidential"  on 

the  letter. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —can  make  public  a 
letter  signed  by  a  citizen- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  because  of  what  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  does  in  this  field;  he  can- 
not cope  with  it  again.  It  is  going  to  collapse 
around  his  ears  yet  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  What  is 

he  going  to  do  with  the  consultative  process? 

That  is  the  question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  has  he  gone  ahead  with 
this  in  defiance  of  the  wishes  of  the  Indian 
communities? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Perhaps  the  hon. 
member  will  allow  the  minister  to  answer  his 
question? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  refusing  to  answer, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  shall 
not  only  answer  the  question,  I  shall  answer 
the  interjections. 

Mr.  Sopha:  Does  the  hon.  minister  feel 
like  Louis  XVI? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  refer- 
ence to  Mr.  Rickard's  letter,  I  have  received 
that  letter.  I  have  been  in  Mr.  Rickard's 
company.  He  has  participated.  The  deputy 
minister  has  conveyed  to  him  certain  feelings 
that  I  have  and  indicated  that  I  shall  be 
meeting  with  Mr.  Rickard  in  due  course,  as 
he  set  out  in  his  letter  with  respect  to  this. 

The  hon.  leader  of  the  NDP  has  raised  the 
question  of  the  consultations  taking  place. 
I  am  not  going  to  make  a  statement  in  total 
at  this  time  because  the  whole  process  has 
not  been  completed.  We  have  had  four  meet- 
ings—in Peterborough,  in  Timmins  and  in 
Elliot  Lake.  I  have  now  met  with,  I  think, 
70  of  the  90  elected  chiefs  and  other  repre- 
sentatives in  what  I  deem  to  have  been 
highly  successful  rounds   of  meetings. 

I  have  conveyed  to  Mr.  Plain,  the  presi- 
dent of  the  Union  of  Ontario  Indians,  that 
we  would  be  meeting  with  them  and  that 
they  would  be  welcome  to  have  a  represen- 
tative at  the  meetings.  They  saw  fit  to  assign 
a  representative  at  Timmins.  Mr.  Andrew 
Rickard  participated,  and  I  may  say  partici- 
pated very  ably,  in  the  discussions  that  took 
place  at— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Do  not  be  condescending  about 
it;  he  usually  participates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not. 


Mr.  Lewis:  He  does  not  need  that  paren- 
thesis. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  he  has  some 
very  outstanding  characteristics,  and  I  do 
not  hesitate  to  make  the  reference  to  him. 
He  participated  and  made  his  contribution  to 
the  consultation  process  at  Elliot  Lake. 

We  have  moved  on  to  Thunder  Bay.  I  am 
returning  this  afternoon  to  Kenora.  The  con- 
sultations will  be  completed  in  London;  and 
when  they  have  been  completed,  Mr.  Speaker, 
they  will  be,  in  my  estimation,  the  beginning 
of  the  finest  round  of  consultations  with  the 
Indian  leaders  that  this  province  has  ever 
seen. 

Mr.  Stokes:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
What  provisions  are  being  made  for  the 
recognized  spokesmen  of  the  Indian  com- 
munity in  the  province,  that  is  the  Union  of 
Ontario  Indians,  to  sit  down  after  they  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  discuss  all  of  the  pro- 
grammes that  are  available  at  the  provincial 
level?  When  do  they  get  to  sit  down  and 
speak  with  a  united  voice?  That  is  the  prob- 
lem that  is  facing  the  Indian  community  in 
the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
letter  here  addressed  to  Mr.  Fred  Plain: 

Dear  Mr.  Plain: 
As  you  know— 
And  he  did  know. 

—I  am  holding  a  series  of  meetings  over 
the  next  two  weeks- 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  date  of  that  letter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  oppo- 
sition, including  the  leader  of  the  NDP— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  date  of  the  letter? 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  is  the  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —laughs  at  ithis  matter. 

It  is  a  pity  that  the  laughter- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  We  are  laughing  at  the 

minister,  not  the  matter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Do  not  give  me  that. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  are;  whether  the  min- 
ister likes  it  or  not,  we  are, 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  date  of  the  letter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  letter  goes  on: 

In  this  connection  it  seems  to  me  that 
it  might  be  appropriate  for  the  Union  of 
Ontario  Indians  to  be  represented  at  these 


JULY  6,  1971 


3567 


initial    meetings.    I    am,    therefore,    taking 
this  opportunity- 
Mr.  Singer:  Better  move  the  Indian  depart- 
ment again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  To  continue: 
—to  extend  to  you  or  your  representative 
an    invitation    to    be    present    during    my 
attendance  at  the  meetings  as   set  out  in 
the  attached  schedule. 

I  should  also  like  to  remind  you  that  I 
shall  be  meeting  with  the  union  and  other 
organizations  later  this  summer  in  formal 
consultations  which  will  parallel  my  meet- 
ings with  all  of  the  chiefs   in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  what 
is  the  date  of  the  letter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  June  29. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  after  the  fact. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  date— June  29? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  the  meetings  are  the  first 
two  weeks  of  July.  It  speaks  for  itself  as  to 
the    consultative    process,    does    it   not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr,  Speaker,  what 
speaks  for  itself  is  that  we  have  commenced 
meetings  in  1971.  We  have  provided  the 
Indian  bands  and  chiefs  of  this  province,  all 
of  them,  with  the  funds,  the  resources  and 
the  time  to  consult  with  each  other  and  then 
to  convey  the  gist  of  their  consultation  to 
the- 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  objected. 

Hon.   Mr.   Yaremko:    —government   of   the 

Province  of  Ontario- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  whole  of  Treaty  3  objected 

to  the  minister's  meetings  in  advance. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  Mr.  Speaker,  this 

badge,  this  badge- 
Mr.    Makarchuk:    The    great    Indian    chief 

himself! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —I  tell  you— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  "Big  Chief  Long  Wind." 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you 
had  been  with  me— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  badge?  What  is  that 
badge? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  the  badge  of 
Teekeedoa. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  case  there  is  any  mis- 
take, we  are  laughing  at  the  minister,  not  the 
badge. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
tell  you  this. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  takes  it  seriously. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Beneath  the  ridicule  there  lies 
contempt. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  wants  to  debate  with  me  through  laugh- 
ter, he  will  win  every  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  grafted  his 
programme  well.  He  is  committed  to  it. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Such   arrogance! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the 
merits,  the  member  will  lose. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  move  that  again. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  finished 
and  he  does  not  know  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  will  tell  the  member. 
I  have  already  finished  off  five  Leaders  of 
the  Opposition.  I  think  the  member  for  York 
South  is  next! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question- 
Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The  mem- 
ber is  too  young  to  go  too,  is  he  not? 


INCO  WATER  SUPPLY 
TO  COPPER  CLIFF 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Energy  and  Resources  Management. 
Is  the  minister  aware  that  when  he  replied  to 
my  colleague  from  Sudbury  East  (Mr.  Martel) 
about  the  Inco  water  supply  at  Copper  Cliff, 
he  appended  to  the  file  a  series  of  letters  and 
documents  which  were  remarkably  justifying 
of  my  colleague's  contentions  and  totally  in- 
criminating of  the  department.  The  question 
is,  why  did  he  do  so? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  aware 
that  there  were  attachments  to  my  letter  to 
the  member  for  Sudbury  East.  Certainly, 
they  helped  clarify  the  situation  to  which 
the  hon.  member  had  referred.  They  did  not, 
in  my  opinion,  incriminate  the  department 
at  all. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  A  sup- 
plementary question:  In  the  letter  from  Gord 
Hampson,  the  memorandum  to  the  minister, 
is  he  aware  that  Mr.  Hampson  makes  the 
point,  and  I  quote:  "I  have  now  received  the 
attached  report  from  Dave  Caverly,  which 
in  fact  admits  that  everything  that  these 
gentlemen  have  been  saying  is  true." 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  think  in  that  particular 
context  he  was  referring  to  the  company.  Is 
that  right? 

Mr.  Martel:  No.  he  is  referring  to  the  com- 
plaints that  one  Mr.  Falkowski  and  one  Mr. 
Martel  have  been  making  for  over  two  years 
and  to  which  we  have  received  constant 
replies  saying:  "No,  it  does  not  exist." 

Further  to  that,  is  the  minister  aware  that 
in  this  it  also  states: 

You  will  note  particularly  the  first  para- 
graph of  Mr.  Caverly 's  memo  of  May  19 
which  indicates  that  complaints  have  been 
received  for  two  years  or  more  from  this 
area  and  that  there  are  now  medical  reports 
to  the  effect  that  there  has  been  an  increase 
in  stomach  disorders  in  the  town  of  Lively 
since  this  water  system  was  connected  to 
the  same  source  of  water  supply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  is  reading  things  that  I  am  quite 
aware  of.  There  was  no  attempt  on  my  part 
to  try  to  censor  that  correspondence  or  the 
memo.  However,  it  would  appear  that  in  the 
future  I  will  have  to  do  that. 

If  the  member  wants  to  make  an  issue  of 
the  fact  that  I  am  being  quite  open  and 
quite  sincere  and  fair  about  what  is  going 
on,  fine.  I  am  willing  to  tell  the  hon.  mem- 
ber or  any  other  hon.  member  the  facts  in  a 
particular  situation  and  the  blame  will  fall 
where  it  should.  However,  if  the  member 
wants  to  make  a  political  issue  of  it,  I  will 
have  to  write  in  future  the  usual  curt,  in- 
nocuous memos  that  really  do  not  tell  any- 
body anything. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  what  the  minister  does? 

Mr.  Martel:  A  supplementary  question:  If 
that  be  the  case,  then  what  action  is  the 
minister  taking?  Again,  quoting  this  memo: 
"I  am  absolutely  shocked  to  think  that  all  we 
are  apparently  doing  is  requiring  Inco  to 
take  interim  measures  to  improve  the  water 
being   distributed   in   the   smelter." 

What  action  is  the  minister  taking? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
hon.  member,  if  he  read  the  resit  of  the  cor- 
respondence, will  see  that— 

Mr.  Martel:  I  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —immediately,  at  the  time 
that  memo  was  written  and  I  corresponded 
with  the  hon.  member,  a  complete  programme 
will  be  discussed  with  the  company  to  im- 
prove that  situation  and  alleviate  the  prob- 
lem that  he  has  been  referring  to  for  two 
years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  that  is  nothing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  This,  as  the  hon.  member 
knows,  involves  another  department  as  well 
as  my  own.  Drinking  water,  or  water  from 
fountains  within  a  building  or  a  plant  is 
not  entirely  the  concern  of  my  department. 
It  involves  another  department,  and  with  the 
two  departments  the  corrective  measures  that 
I  indicate  should  be  taken  will  have  to  be 
taken. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  supple- 
mentary then:  Why  is  it  in  Mr.  Caverly 's 
letter  to  Mr.  Hampson  he  states  the  follow- 
ing, which  would  deny  everything  the  min- 
ister is  saying  now: 

The  company  retained  a  consulting  engi- 
neer in  1969  to  prepare  a  preliminary  de- 
sign report  for  a  water  treatment  plant  for 
this  system.  Recently  we  have  learned 
that  the  company  has  not  taken  action 
toward  proceeding  with  construction  of 
the  project. 

Which  indicates  that  they  have  not  done  a 
thing  and  that  the  planning  the  minister  was 
just  speaking  about  had  already  been  in  ex- 
istence. What  is  the  minister  doing  now  to 
ensure  that  that  new  plant  should  be  in,  and 
what  has  he  done  in  the  last  two  years  to 
make  sure  that  the  complaints  we  registered 
were  worked  on? 

Mr.  Lewis:  For  two  years  they  have  not 
enforced  it. 


An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear! 


Mr.  Makarchuk:  Somebody  is  lying. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Well  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  is  again  rehashing— 

Mr,  Martel:  Rehashing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —what  I  have  just  answer- 
ed. At  the  date  of  that  correspondence,  we 
admitted  there  were  problems,  that  not 
enough  had  been  done.  I  think  the  hon. 
member  should  be  concerned  about  what 
goes  on  from  that  date  hence. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  two  years  ago! 

Mr.  Martel:  Well  Mr.  Speaker,  how  can 
we  be  concerned  when  we  have  been  com- 
plaining about  it  for  over  two  and  one  half 
years  and  nothing  has  happened? 

Mr.  MacDonald:    Nothing  has   happened! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  do  we  not  take  them  to 
court? 

Mr.  Martel:  Now  we  have  got  medical 
reports  which  state  people  are  getting  sick. 
What  has  the  minister  done  in  that  two  and 
one  half  years?  Nothing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  know  the 
last  line  of  Hampson's  letter  to  him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Well  I  am  quite  sure— I 
realize  exactly— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

The  question  period  for  today  has  expired; 
and  I  would  ask  those  ministers  who  were 
kind  enough  to  advise  me  that  they  had 
answers  for  questions  if  they  would  bring 
them  with  them  at  the  next  sitting,  we  will 
try  to  get  them  in. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Villeneuve  from  the  standing  human 
resources  committee  presented  the  commit- 
tee's report  which  was  read  as  follows  and 
adopted: 

Your  committee  requests  permission  to 
sit  concurrently  with  the  House  to  consider 
Bill  80,  The  University  of  Toronto  Act,  1971. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  pleasure  in  tabling,  and  it  will  be 
distributed  to  the  members  in  a  moment,  the 
interim  report  of  the  interdepartmental  com- 
mittee on  chronic  drunkenness  offenders. 
This  is  not  usually  the  type  of  report  that 
we  table,  but  I  am  tabling  it  for  the  benefit 


of  the  members  because  in  a  moment,  when 
the  opportunity  arises,  I  will  be  introducing 
legislation  based  upon  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

LIQUOR  CONTROL  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The 
Liquor  Control  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  this  backwards  and  for- 
wards between  the  Provincial  Secretary  and 
Attorney  General? 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  What 
has  he  got  left? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
take  very  great  pleasure  today  in  introduc- 
ing this  legislation  and  tabling  the  report  I 
have  just  tabled  of  the  interdepartmental 
committee  on  chronic  drunkenness  offenders. 
The  report,  when  the  hon.  members  have 
the  opportunity  of  reading  it,  will  indicate 
the  scope  of  the  study  and  the  number  of 
governmental  departments  represented  in 
relation  to  the  report. 

The  legislation  enables  the  introduction 
of  a  programme  in  the  fall  of  this  year  to 
provide  facilities  and  a  programme  of  care 
and  rehabilitation  for  the  chronic  liquor 
offender.  Phe  programme  will  be  fully  im- 
plemented by  the  fall  of  1974. 

The  purpose  of  the  legislation  at  this  time 
is  to  indicate  the  government's  awareness  of 
the  problem  of  the  chronic  drunkenness 
offender,  that  he  should  not  necessarily  be 
treated  as  a  criminal  but  as  someone  who 
is  sick  and  who  requires  assistance.  It  is  an 
indication  of  this  government's  commitment 
to  a  programme  of  rehabilitation  rather  than 
prosecution. 

Persons  who  would  normally  be  arrested 
for  being  drunk  in  a  public  place  under 
The  Liquor  Control  Act  could,  instead  of 
being  placed  in  the  court  cycle  and  the  jail 
cycle,  be  taken  to  a  detoxication  centre  by 
the  police  for  treatment.  In  most  cases  the 
person  would  remain  at  the  centre  until  he 
was  able  to  make  a  decision  to  release  him- 
self, or  until  delivered  to  a  responsible  per- 
son who  would  undertake  to  look  after  him. 
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At  present  the  legislation  would  affect  only 
those  persons  charged  with  being  intoxicated 
in  a  public  place. 

The  Addiction  Research  Foundation  report 
indicates  that  MetropoHtan  Toronto  should 
have  a  number  of  facilities  which  would  total 
125  beds,  with  the  majority  concentrated  in 
the  downtown  area.  I  am  speaking  now,  sir, 
of  the  detoxication  centres.  In  their  experi- 
ence, they  have  found  that  the  maximum 
number  of  beds  per  unit  should  be  20. 

It  is  also  suggested  that  the  units  should 
be  geographically  close  to,  and  have  a  work- 
ing arrangement  with,  a  general  hospital. 
In  most  centres  outside  of  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto, the  facility  would  be  located  in  a 
general  hospital.  Approximately  five  per  cent 
of  the  persons  using  the  facility  will  require 
the  intensive  care  normally  available  in  a 
general  hospital  while  the  balance  of  95  per 
cent,  we  feel,  could  be  looked  after  by 
personnel  trained  specifically  for  the  purpose, 
probably  interns  and  nurses.  Special  units 
would  also  be  made  available  for  female 
patients. 

Our  long-term  programme,  as  distinct 
from  the  short-term  programme  of  detoxica- 
tion centres,  would  implement  the  use  of 
halfway  houses  to  enable  volunteers  to  re- 
main in  an  atmosphere  which  would  be  more 
conducive  to  the  treatment  of  their  alcohol 
problem  than  the  present  revolving-door 
practice  of  arrest,  incarceration  and  release 
and  then  re-arrest. 

The  importance  of  these  post-detoxication 
facilities  is  obvious.  Patients  would  be  re- 
moved temporarily  from  the  environment 
causing  their  problem  and  be  provided  with 
the  opportunity  for  rehabilitation. 

Research  indicates  that  an  annual  volume 
of  1,000  arrests  in  a  judicial  district  for  pub- 
lic intoxication  is  the  minimmn  to  warrant 
establishing  a  detoxication  centre.  At  the 
present  time  there  are  11  areas  in  this  prov- 
ince which  now  exceed  1,000  annual  arrests 
for  public  drunkenness.  These  include  York 
county,  Middlesex,  Wentworth,  Thunder  Bay, 
Sudbury,  Lincoln,  Essex,  Kenora  and  Pa- 
tricia, Carleton,  Renfrew  and  Waterloo. 

The  recommendation  in  the  report  that 
the  director  of  the  local  centre  be  given  the 
power  to  detain  the  patient  for  a  period  of 
up  to  24  hours  has  been  rejected  by  the 
government.  We  feel  that  the  requirements 
that  the  man  be  detained  until  he  has  either 
sufficiently  recovered  to  make  a  decision 
himself  to  be  released,  or  until  someone  re- 
sponsible will  take  charge  of  him,  is  guidance 


enough    to    the    director   of   the    detoxication 
centre. 

On  behalf  of  the  government,  I  wish  to 
congratulate  and  thank  the  committee  for 
its  hard  work  and  its  well  researched  re- 
port. It  will  enable  the  expeditious  introduc- 
tion of  a  progressive  programme  of  very 
real  social  benefit  to  the  people  of  our 
province. 

Mr.  Trotter:  At  long,  long  last! 

Mr.  Sopha:  It  took  us  12  years. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Would  the 
minister  advise  what  happens  to  the  areas 
not  classed  in  the  11  groups?  Do  the  people 
there  not  have  the  same  rights  as  the  other 
people? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  The  hon.  member 
has  asked  his  question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  a  very  good  point. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  I  indicated,  the 
report  indicates  that  for  the  first  branch  of 
the  implementation  of  this  programme  you 
need,  obviously,  a  certain  demand  to  set  up 
these  facilities.  That  demand,  the  minimum 
demand,  is  an  annual  arrest  rate  for  drunken- 
ness of  1,000  per  year  and  I  have  indicated 
the  11  areas  at  the  moment  in  the  initial 
phase  of  the  implementation  of  this  pro- 
gramme, which  is  going  obviously  to  be 
stretched  over  many  years  due  to  the  scope 
of  it.  In  the  initial  phase  of  this  programme, 
the  detoxication  centres  will  be  related  to 
those  11  areas,  unless  there  is  a  change  in 
the  drunkenness  rate  in  any  area, 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  has  been  asked. 

Mr.  Sargent:  These  are  two  different  laws. 
It  cannot  work  this  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  not  a  debating  period. 
The  member  has  asked  a  question  of  clari- 
fication and  that  is  the  end  of  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  a  bad  law.  In  Owen 
Sound  they  go  to  jail;  in  Toronto  they  do  not 
go  to  jail.    It  is  wrong. 


SECONDARY  SCHOOLS  AND 
BOARDS  OF  EDUCATION  AOT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Secondary 
Schools  and  Boards  of  Education  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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PUBLIC  SCHOOLS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Public 
Schools  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  EDUCATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Department 
of  Education  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


SCHOOLS  ADMINISTRATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Schools  Ad- 
ministration Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


SEPARATE  SCHOOLS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Separate 
Schools  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Minister  of  Education):  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  way  of  general  comment,  may  1 
indicate  that  it  would  be  my  hope  after 
second  reading  of  this  legislation  it  might  go 
to  the  committee  for  more  detailed  study. 

The  Department  of  Education  Act  amend- 
ment which  I  have  just  brought  in  provides 
for  the  transfer  to  The  Department  of  Col- 
leges and  Universities  the  administration  of 
colleges  of  applied  arts  and  technology,  and 
for  changes  in  the  administration  of  certain 
scholarships  and  awards  resulting  from  the 
discontinuance  of  province-wide  grade  13  ex- 
aminations and  the  establishment  of  county 
boards  of  education.  As  well,  a  nmnber  of 
housekeeping  amendments,  relating  to  the 
use  of  enrolment  data,  municipal  recreation 
directors'  certificates,  and  programmes  of 
recreation  are  included. 

The  Public  Schools  Act  amendments  pro- 
vide for  wards  of  a  Children's  Aid  Society  to 
be  admitted  to  a  public  school  in  the  section 
in  which  the  ward  resides  without  payment 
of  fee  and  to  provide  for  the  use  of  equal- 
ized assessment  rather  than  local  assessment 
because  of  the  widely  differing  bases  of  as- 
sessment within  a  school  division  for  deter- 
mining the  right  of  a  nonresident  pupil  to 
attend  without  payment  of  a  fee. 


Other  sections  are  amended  to  recognize 
that  township  school  areas  can  occur  only  in 
the  territorial  districts  and  to  provide  that  a 
board's  requisition  in  municipalities,  not  in 
school  divisions,  is  to  be  paid  in  instalments 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  school  divisions. 

The  Schools  Administration  Act  amend- 
ments provide  for  the  average  daily  enrol- 
ment of  a  board  to  be  determined  on  the 
basis  of  the  enrolment  on  the  last  school  day 
in  each  of  the  months  of  January,  April  and 
September;  for  the  transfer  of  the  operation 
of  hospital  and  sanatorium  schools  to  a  school 
board  at  the  request  of  the  hospital  or  sana- 
torium board;  and  for  a  school  board  to  pro- 
vide transportation  of  pupils  to  and  from 
schools  for  the  blind  and  deaf  and  Ontario 
Hospital  schools  and  children's  mental  health 
centres. 

A  number  of  other  housekeeping  amend- 
ments relating  to  salary  matters,  and  payment 
of  fees,  duties  of  supervisory  officers,  and  for 
the  adjustment  of  an  underlevy  or  overlevy 
over  a  period  of  two  or  three  years  are  also 
included. 

In  The  Secondary  Schools  and  Boards  of 
Education  Act,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendments 
provide  for  the  use  of  equalized  assessment 
for  determining  the  right  of  a  nonresident 
pupil  to  attend  a  secondary  school  without 
payment  of  fee,  and  for  wards  of  Children's 
Aid  Societies  to  attend  a  secondary  school 
without  payment  of  a  fee  as  well  as  an 
elementary  school.  In  addition,  a  number  of 
housekeeping  amendments  are  included  to 
clarify  the  rights  of  board  members  who  are 
elected  to  fill  a  vacancy  and  to  clarify  the 
powers  of  a  divisional  board  with  respect 
to  interim  capital  financing. 

Finally,  the  amendments  to  The  Separate 
Schools  Act  provide  for  the  same  right  to 
attend  a  separate  school  for  wards  of  a  Chil- 
dren's Aid  Society  and  nonresident  pupils 
without  payment  of  a  fee,  as  provided  in 
The  Public  Schools  Act,  and  the  procedures, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  connection  with  the  collection 
of  separate  school  rates  by  a  municipal  coun- 
cil are  clarified. 


CHILDREN'S    BOARDING    HOMES    ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Children's 
Boarding  Homes  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  these 
amendments  contain  housekeeping  amend- 
ments and  some  clarifications  to  provide  that 
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this  bill  will  take  over  now  The  Maternity 
Boarding  Houses  Act  which  is  administered 
by  The  Department  of  Health.  Notably  the 
Act  applies  to  homes  in  which  three  or  more 
children  are  kept;  the  present  requirement 
is  that  there  be  at  least  five.  And  it  also 
raises  the  age  under  which  this  legislation 
would  apply  from  16  to  18  years. 


MATERNITY   BOARDING    HOUSES    ACT 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  first  read- 
ing of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  repeal  The 
Maternity  Boarding  Houses  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


FAMILY   BENEFITS   ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Family 
Benefits  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  Act 
contains  several  changes,  mostly  of  a  house- 
keeping or  clarification  nature,  which  I  would 
be  happy  to  discuss  in  committee.  I  think 
that  the  one  principal  change  is  a  change 
which  will  allow  the  department  which 
administers  The  Family  Benefits  Act  to  pay 
directly  to  Ontario  Housing  that  part  of  the 
allowance  which  is  the  shelter  allowance 
in  respect  of  any  residents  who  are  in 
arrears  of  their  rent. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  12th  order.  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole  House;  Mr.  A.  E.  Renter 
in  the  chair. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  I  am  sorry,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  had  announced  yesterday  that 
perhaps  we  would  go  to  Committee  of  the 
Whole  House  and  the  Provincial  Secretary 
(Mr.  Yaremko)  was  here  in  the  corridor. 


LIQUOR  LICENCE  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  71,  An  Act 
to  amend  The  Liquor  Licence  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  71,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Liquor  Licence  Act.  Are  there  any 
comments,  questions  or  amendments  to  any 
section  of  the  bill?  If  so,  which  section? 

The  member  for  Samia   (Mr.    Bullbrook)? 


Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Chair- 
man- 
Mr.   Chairman:    The  member  for   Downs- 
view.  Which   one? 

On  section  1: 

Mr.  Singer:  Section  1  or  2! 

When  the  minister  made  his  original 
announcement  in  connection  with  these  bills 
he  talked  about  a  system  that  I  did  not 
really  understand  and  that  was  the  method 
of  balancing  off  liquor  sales  with  food  sales. 
I  presume  that  is  included  in  section  2,  or 
what  emanates  from  section  2;  or  perhaps 
it  emanates  from  section  1.  Could  the  min- 
ister clarify  how  we  are  going  to  carry  out 
—where  we  find  the  authority  to  carry  out— 
the  scheme  he  announced? 

Hon.  J.  Yaremko  (Provincial  Secretary): 
The  scheme,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  in  the  regula- 
tions which  read  as  follows: 

Liquor  may  be  sold  and  served 

(a)  In  premises  licensed  as  a  lounge 
during  the  hours  of  12  noon  to  1  a.m.  of 
the  following  day,  on  Monday  to  Satur- 
day; 

(b)  In  premises  licensed  as  a  dining 
lounge  or  dining  room  during  the  hoiurs 
of  12  noon  to  1  a.m.  on  the  following  day, 
on  Monday  to  Saturday— 

This  is  not  in  the  Act,  this  is  regulation- 
Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  recognize  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  To  continue: 

provided  that 

(i)  The  total  receipts  from  the  sale  of 
liquor  in  any  month  shall  not  exceed  the 
total  receipts  from  the  sale  of  food  in  the 
same  month,  and 

(ii)  A  daily  record  showing  the  sales  of 
liquor  and  food  is  maintained. 

Mr.  Singer:  Am  I  correct,  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  assuming  that  the  authority  for  those  regu- 
lations lies  in  the  amendments  that  are  set 
out  in  sections  1  and  2  of  this  Liquor  Li- 
cence Act?  Otherwise  the  regulations  would 
not  be  valid;  is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  You  see,  the  Act  pre- 
viously referred  to  defined  a  dining  lounge 
as  being  one  where  liquor  is  served  with 
meals.  That  is  the  only  kind  of  a  licence  that 
has  been  issued  so  now,  actually,  the  com- 
bination of  sectioais  1,  2,  5  and  6  amend  the 
definitions  of  the  dining  lounge  and  dining 
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room    so    that    the    requirement    of    "with 
meals"  is  deleted. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  the  new  requirement  is 
where  food  is  available?  So  that  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  old  section  and  the  new. 
The  new  says  "where  food  is  available"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  So  I  am  correct  in  assuming, 
by  reason  of  those  changes  in  definition, 
after  this  Act  is  passed  it  would  be  valid  to 
pass  the  regulations  from  which  the  minister 
quoted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right.  That  brings  me  to 
this  point.  How  is  this  scheme  ever  going 
to  work  out?  How  can  the  minister  reason- 
ably expect  someone  who  operates  a  dining 
lounge  to  keep  running  books  and  determine 
once  a  day,  once  a  week  or  once  a  month 
whether  his  liquor  sales  are  higher  or  his 
food  sales  are  lower  and  to  adjust  those  on 
D-day  or  inspector  day  or  Yaremko  day  so 
that  they  will  balance  out  and  so  he  will  not 
have  committed  an  offence? 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  one  of  tlie  most  ludi- 
crous suggestions  that  this  government  has 
as  yet  come  forward  with— and  it  has  come 
forward  with  some  pretty  stupid  ones.  Does 
the  minister  really  seriously  believe  that  he 
is  effecting  any  important  reform  in  trying 
to  work  out  this  complicated  system  of 
checks  and  balances  so  that  the  bartender 
or  the  owner  or  the  fellow  who  keeps  the 
books  is  supposed  to  figure  out  whether,  if 
he  serves  one  more  glass  of  wine,  he  should 
serve  another  piece  of  cheese?  It  does  not 
make  any  sense. 

Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  what  the  govern- 
ment is  actually  inviting  the  operators  of 
these  licensed  premises  to  do  is  to  break  the 
law  or  play  games  with  its  inspectors,  and 
I  do  not  think  this  makes  any  reasonable 
contribution  to  intelligent  liquor  laws  in  this 
province. 

Since  this  thing  came  out  and  since  the 
minister  made  his  original  announcement,  I 
have  talked  to  a  great  number  of  people  who 
operate  this  Idnd  of  establishment  and  they 
just  have  no  idea  how  this  is  possibly  going 
to  work.  They  say  that  what  in  fact  the 
minister  is  inviting  them  to  do  is  to  enter 
into  all  sorts  of  complicated  arithmetic,  and 
if  the  thing  does  not  balance  and  they  have 
the  choice  between  insulting  their  customers 
and  perhaps  driving  them  away  or  balancing 


the  books  for  the  sake  of  the  inspector,  in 
fact  they  are  going  to  cook  the  books. 

I  do  not  think  the  minister  makes  any 
contribution  in  this  at  all,  and  with  those 
regulations  that  he  read  to  us,  he  adds 
greater  confusion  to  these  laws  which  are 
confusing  enough  as  they  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do 
not  really  know  to  whom  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  has  spoken.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  starts  out  with  the  goal 
of  making  fun  of  or  repeating  tiresome  de- 
scriptive phrases  of  our  liquor  laws.  I  will 
read  to  him,  for  his  edification,  from  a  brief 
by  the  Ontario  region  of  the  Canadian  Res- 
taurant Association,  the  voice  of  the  food 
service  and  hospitality  industry. 

Food  and  Liquor  Sales  in   Dining 
Lounges 

The  existing  law  that  requires  licensed 
food  service  operations  to  serve  meals  with 
drinks  is  no  longer  equitable  or  workable. 
This  is  because  of  the  varying  conditions 
which  prevail  in  the  different  types  and 
locations  of  licensed  outlets  and  the  con- 
tinuing confusion  as  to  what  constitutes 
a  meal. 

I  stress  now,  Mr.  Chairman: 

Certainly  we  agree  with  the  govern- 
ment's philosophy  of  close  identification 
between  the  sale  of  food  and  alcoholic 
beverages  and  we  do  not  suggest  that  this 
be  entirely  at  any  operator's  discretion. 

We  do  believe,  however,  that  the  for- 
mula would  be  eminently  more  fair  and 
workable— 

I  underline— 

—eminently  more  fair  and  workable  if  it 
were  amended  so  that  the  dining  lounges 
were  granted  permission  for  the  sale  of 
liquor  without  food  when  requested  by 
customers,  provided  that  a  reasonable  ratio 
of  food  and  liquor  is  maintained. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  our  amendments 
fully  meet  the  requirements  of  the  voice  of 
the  food  service   and  hospitality  industry. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister  de- 
scribes my  phrases  as  tiresome.  They  are 
indeed  tiresome.  They  are  tiresome  to  aU  of 
the  people  of  Ontario— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  no  longer  factual. 

Mr.  Singer:  —as  the  minister  is;  he  is  tire- 
some too.    I   say,   notwithstanding  a  phrase 
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that  the  minister  happened  to  pick  out  of  a 
brief— 

Hon.  Mr.  Taremko:  They  are  completely 
invalid,  as  is  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  —the  scheme  that  the  minister 
presents  is  a  ludicrous  one.  He  is  inviting 
lawbreaking,  he  is  setting  up  a  scheme  that  is 
almost  going  to  be  impossible  to  enforce,  and 
in  the  event  that  he  or  the  officials  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  attempt  to  enforce  it,  the 
courts  are  going  to  be  clogged  with  these 
terrible  lawbreakers  who  have  not  managed 
to  balance  their  books  at  the  end  of  the 
month  and  who  served  one  more  glass  of  gin 
and  tonic  than  they  did  serve  cheese  sand- 
wiches. If  that  makes  any  sense  at  all  to 
the  minister,  it  certainly  does  not  make  any 
sense  to  me,  nor  does  it  make  any  sense  to 
those  people  in  the  food  and  beverage  indus- 
try that  I  have  talked  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Mr.  Chairman,  once  again  I  wanted  to  bring 
to  the  minister's  attention  the  peculiar  situ- 
ation in  which  the  hospitality  industry  finds 
itself  in  the  city  of  Windsor. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  section? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  section  1  of  the 
bill. 

This  situation  is  a  result  of  daylight  saving 
time.  Not  only  should  I  say  daylight  saving 
time,  but  also  it  is  a  fact  that  the  liquor 
laws  in  the  State  of  Michigan  have  been 
relaxed.  I  wonder  if  the  minister  is  aware 
—and  I  am  sure  he  is  aware— of  the  effect 
on  the  hospitality  industry  in  the  city  of 
Windsor  which  caters  90  per  cent,  and  pos- 
sibly higher  than  that,  to  the  American  trade. 
By  maintaining  the  hours  such  as  are  in  the 
regulations  today  he  is  killing  the  goose  that 
lays  the  golden  egg. 

The  minister  will  come  along  and  say, 
"Well,  we  cannot  have  special  licences."  Yes, 
we  can  have  special  licences.  He  does  have 
special  licences  now  in  his  department  for 
those  who  dispense  alcoholic  beverages. 

I  think  the  minister  has  to  seriously  con- 
sider the  plight  of  the  hospitality  industry 
in  all  the  towns  and  cities  that  border  the 
State  of  Michigan.  If  the  minister  wants 
to  continue  collecting  the  sales  tax  that  these 
people  collect  from  the  sale  of  beverages, 
then  he  is   going  to  have   to   accommodate 


them  after  a  fashion,  otherwise  he  is  going 
to  be  throwing  away  in  the  city  of  Windsor 
alone  about  half  a  million  dollars  in  sales 
tax. 

One  of  the  establishments  mentioned  to 
me  less  than  10  minutes  ago  by  telephone 
that  they  contribute  $50,000  a  year  in  sales 
tax,  90  per  cent  of  that  coming  from  the 
American  customer,  not  from  the  Canadian. 

If  the  minister  does  not  come  along  and 
accommodate  the  industry,  he  is  going  to 
aggravate  an  unemployment  situation  in  the 
community.  Some  of  the  establishments  now 
have  had  to  reduce  personnel  from  a  high 
of  72  to  a  low  of  40  and  if  this  policy  con- 
tinues on  the  part  of  the  government  in  a 
city  close  to  the  American  border,  bordering 
the  State  of  Michigan,  he  is  going  to  aggra- 
vate the  situation  far  more  seriously  than 
he  realizes. 

In  the  city  of  Windsor,  there  are  approxi- 
mately 10— I  may  be  subject  to  correction 
as  to  the  number,  but  a  substantial  number 
of  first-class  taverns  and  eating  establish- 
ments that  cater  to  the  American  tourist 
and  the  American  conventioneer.  The  min- 
ister is  going  to  have  to  accommodate  the 
hospitality  industry  in  the  community.  If 
he  wants  the  industry  from  a  sales  tax  point 
of  view,  he  is  going  to  have  to  accommodate 
them.  If  he  wants  the  industry  from  an 
employment  point  of  view,  he  is  going  to 
have  to  accommodate  them. 

Remember  the  State  of  Michigan  now  has 
the  closing  hour  of  2  o'clock  a.m.  Why 
should  an  American  come  from  Detroit  to 
Windsor  to  indulge  in  a  little  of  the  liquid 
refreshment  and  good  Canadian  food  when 
the  convention  is  over  with  at  10:30,  which 
is  11:30  our  time?  He  comes  to  Windsor 
and  he  has  a  half-hour  or  an  hour  and  a 
half.  He  would  be  better  off  to  stay  in 
Detroit,    rather   than   come    into   Windsor. 

We  have  a  peculiar  situation  in  the  com- 
munity that  needs  special  consideration, 
extra  consideration,  especially  during  the 
daylight  saving  hours.  I  beg  the  minister 
to   come   along   and   consider   this. 

Consider  the  loss  of  revenue  to  the  prov- 
ince. Consider  the  effect  on  those  who  could 
gain  or  are  gaining  employment,  as  a  re- 
sult of  catering  to  Americans.  Consider  the 
fact  that  the  prom  trade  has  practically  dis- 
appeared in  the  city  of  Windsor  over  the 
last  year,  from  a  high  of  about  $50,000  a 
year  in  one  establishment  to  nothing  today, 
as  a  result  of  the  dayUght  saving  time  and, 
as  a  result  of  the  refusal  of  his  department 
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to  extend  opening  hours  in  the  certain  types 
and   restricted    types    of   establishments. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  speak  to  no  end 
on  the  seriousness  of  the  situation  as  it 
affects  the  hospitality  industry  in  the  city 
of  Windsor,  and  I  ask  the  minister  to  con- 
sider this  seriously:  Accommodate  them  after 
some  fashion  or  we  are  going  to  drive  the 
hospitality  industry  out  completely  or  it  will 
operate  on  a  really  small-time  basis.  The 
Americans  will  not  come  to  the  city  of 
Windsor  because  they  are  going  to  say,  Why 
go  over  there  when  it  has  nothing  as  far 
as  hospitality  to  offer  us?  He  is  going  to 
stay  in  his  own  community;  he  will  stay 
out  of  the  city  of  Windsor,  and  we  and 
the  minister   are  going  to  suffer  for  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  aware  of  the  problem.  It  not  only  exists 
at  the  border  crossing  points,  it  exists 
throughout  Ontario  Where  there  are  munici- 
palities that  are  on  daylight  saving  time 
adjacent  to  municipalities  that  are  on  stan- 
dard time.  We  have  not  yet  come  up  with 
a  solution.  The  suggestion  which  was  put 
forward  was  not  found  to  be  acceptable. 
How  we  are  going  to  deal  with  it  remains 
yet  for  the  future. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Chairman:  I  would  like  to  pursue  this  a  bit, 
because— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  There  is 
nothing  related  to  the  hours  in  section  1 
that  I  can  see. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Sure  it  is.  That  comes 
light  under— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Whereabouts? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Subsection  2,  clause  (e): 
'Dining  room'  means  a  part  of  an  estab- 
lishment—" It  fits  right  in  there.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  situation  in  the  city  of  Windsor  is 
different  from  any  other  part  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please!  Order!  There 
is  nothing  mentioned  here  about  the  time 
in  this  Act  whatsoever. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  There  certainly  is,  Mr. 
Chairman,  because  it  comes  along  and  says 
in  the  third  last  line:  "are  prescribed  by 
the  regulations  are  regularly  furnished  to 
the  public."  The  regulations  are  involved  in 
here,  and  it  is  a  matter  of  life  and  death 
to  a  number  of  establishments  in  the  com- 
munity.  It  is   all   right   for   the   minister   to 


come  along  and  say  there  is  the  difference 
in  time  in  other  parts  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  but  it  does  not  affect  as  many 
people  in  other  parts  of  the  province  as  it 
does  in  a  border  town,  and  especially  Wind- 
sor, being  across  the  river  from  approximately 
five  million  people  who  we  can  cater  to. 
He  has  to  give  consideration  to  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  1  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  1   agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  section  for  com- 
ment, question  or  amendment?  The  member 
for  Samia. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Yes,  I  want 
to  comment  in  connection  with  the  applica- 
tion of  section  4,  subsection  5. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
section  4?  Nothing  before  section  4?  The 
member  for  Samia. 

On  section  4: 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Yes,  I  do  not  propose  an 
amendment  at  this  time  because  I  rise  with 
some  degree  of  trepidation  in  connection 
with  the  dual  function  that  I  have— one  as 
a  solicitor  practising  and  of  course  my  prime 
function  as  a  legislator  and  representing  my 
constituency. 

I  want  to  read,  if  I  might,  subsection  5: 

Where  a  corporation  is  convicted  of  an 
ofi^ence  under  subsection  1,  2,  3,  or  4, 
other  than  for  a  contravention  of  section 
57  the  maximum  penalty  that  may  be 
imposed  is  $25,000  and  not  as  provided 
therein. 

The  effect  of  the  amendment,  as  I  read  it 
—and  I  believe  the  minister  would  concur— 
is  that  the  minimum  fine  of  $5,000,  as  pre- 
viously envisaged,  has  been  wiped  out.  The 
situation  is  that  I  was  involved  professionally, 
as  late  as  three  months  ago,  in  the  defence 
of  a  corporation  which  had  been  prosecuted 
under  subsection  4  of  section  53  of  the 
statute,  "permitting  drunkenness." 

I  want  to  record,  if  I  might,  my  pleasure 
in  connection  with  the  eradication  of  the 
minimum  fine.  I  first  say  that  the  maintain- 
ing of  the  maximiun  fine  of  $25,000,  in  my 
respectful  opinion,  would  lead  a  court  to 
believe  that  this  Legislature  still  regards  an 
abrogation  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
other  than  section  57  in  the  light  of  a  fine 
of  $25,000.  Now,  I  ask  the  minister,  through 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  recognize  some  of  the 
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words  that  are  used  in  the  statute.  For 
example,  permitting  drunkenness.  I  ask  the 
government  to  recognize  the  obHgation  that 
it  puts  upon  a  Heensee,  from  the  time  he 
opens  at  12  noon  until  the  time  he  closes 
that  evening  or  the  next  morning.  The  obli- 
gation that  it  places  upon  him  is  to  tread 
a  line  in  his  own,  not  subjective  evaluation, 
but  in  the  objective  evaluation  of  this  statute 
and  ultimately  a  court,  between  sobriety, 
between  some  form  of  intoxication  or  be- 
tween drunkermess.  This  is  the  obligation  he 
has,  because  under  this  statute  the  govern- 
ment juxtaposes,  for  some  reason,  the  words, 
intoxication  and  drunkenness. 

■I  took  the  position  before  the  courts  that 
the  government  did  it  with  a  purpose  and 
that  drunkenness  was,  in  effect,  the  superior 
condition,  for  want  of  a  better  way  of  express- 
ing it,  than  intoxication.  The  court  did  not 
accept  that.  But  there  is  an  unreported  de- 
cision of  Mr.  Justice  Jessup,  not  on  all  fours 
with  this  situation,  where  he  talks  about  a 
person  entering  a  licensed  premises.  He  says 
in  that  decision,  and  I  attempt  to  paraphrase 
him. 

He  says  that  one  would  expect  that,  when 
a  person  enters  an  establishment  licensed 
under  The  Liquor  Licence  Act  and  has  a 
beverage  that  it  dispenses,  he  would  not 
maintain  the  same  degree  of  sobriety  than  if 
he  never  entered  the  place  at  all. 

I  think  that  is  a  matter  of  logic.  The 
problem  I  ask  the  members  of  this  House 
to  consider  is  the  onus  that  we  place  upon  a 
licensee.  We  say  to  him  under  the  statute, 
"You  shall  not  permit  or  suffer  dnmkenness." 
Such  general  abstract  phrases!  You  know 
what  we  do  to  him.  We  say,  in  effect,  "If 
you  permit  or  suffer  drunkenness,  we  will 
fine  you  $25,000."   That  is  what  we  say. 

We  say,  "That  is  the  fine  that  this  Legisla- 
ture feels  in  its  wisdom  is  appropriate  to  the 
offence  that  you  have  committed."  I  say  it  is 
entirely  unrealistic.  The  first  thing  I  exhort 
of  the  minister  is  to  consider  some  degree  of 
retroactivity  in  connection  with  this  legisla- 
tion. 

I  have  been  in  direct  communication  sub- 
sequent to  my  professional  involvement  in 
this  matter  and,  by  the  way,  the  matter  in 
which  I  am  involved  I  am  no  longer  vested 
with.  An  eminent  counsel  has  taken  the 
appeal  on  this,  but  the  matter  is  still  before 
the  courts.  To  get  back  to  the  point  that  I 
make  here,  I  had  been  in  communication 
with  the  predecessor  of  the  present  Provin- 
cial Secretary  (Mr.  Welch).  I  had  been  in 
communication    with    The    Department    of 


Justice,  because  what  has  happened,  as  you 
are  avrare,  is  that  the  OPP  morality  division 
undertook  a  great  and  grand  campaign  for 
some  reason  in  the  early  part  of  this  year. 

They  never  did  go  to  the  local  golf  and 
country  clubs;  they  never  did  go  to  any 
private  clubs.  But  you  know  where  they 
went  every  place?  They  went  into  the  work- 
ing man's  hotel;  that  is  where  they  went. 
They  saw  there  some  of  the  things,  some  of 
the  unfortunate  aspects  of  our  society  and, 
that  is,  men  who  have  worked  all  day- 
slugged  it  out,  in  point  of  fact,  in  a  foundry 
—and  were  sitting  there  and  probably  having 
six  and  seven  and  eight  glasses  of  beer  and 
were  enjoying  themselves  and  were  attempt- 
ing to  relieve  themselves  from  the  weariness 
and  drudgery  of  that  day-to-day  responsi- 
bility that  they  have.  I  am  not  here  as  any 
apologist  for  their  conduct,  but  I  am  here 
to  suggest  to  the  government  that  it  recog- 
nize what  we  continue  to  do  in  this  legisla- 
tion. 

We  continue  to  say  to  the  operator  of  that 
hotel  who  permits  that  man  to  come  in, 
"There  is  an  onus  on  you,  Mr.  Licensee,  to 
decide  when  that  gentleman  is,  in  your 
iOpinion,  drunk— no,  not,  in  your  opinion, 
drunk— but  drunk."  That  is  what  it  says,  "to 
permit  or  suffer  drunkenness." 

I  say,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  we  must 
have  some  regulations  in  this  connection.  I 
subscribe  to  the  general  philosophy  that  there 
is  an  obhgation  on  the  licensee  because  it  is 
a  privilege  granted  by  this  Legislature  and  its 
delegated  authority  to  carry  on  this  type  of 
business.  But  I  exhort  the  minister— I  trust 
he  is  listening  to  me— I  exhort  him  to  con- 
sider two  things.  I  exhort  him  to  consider 
the  possibility  of  retroactivity.  He  would  not 
have  brought  this  legislation  in  if  he  did  not 
agree,  I  think,  with  the  thrust  put  forward  to 
him  by  the  Ontario  Hotel  and  Motel  Asso- 
ciation in  connection  with  the  almost  un- 
bearable obligation  that  a  licensee  had  to 
evaluate. 

There  are  certain  things  in  the  statute 
where  there  is  an  objective  situation.  It  says 
in  the  statute,  "You  shall  not  permit  gambl- 
ing." In  point  of  fact,  that  is  fine.  Gambling! 
If  we  decide  as  a  Legislature  that  we  should 
not  have  gambling  in  licensed  premises  then 
the  operator  knows  that  and  if  he  permits 
gambling,  in  point  of  fact  he  offends  the 
statute.  But  it  is  these  almost  ambivalent 
and  certainly  ambiguous  words,  such  as  "per- 
mitting drunkenness"  and  "suffering  intoxica- 
tion," almost  mid- Victorian  in  their  import, 
that  concern  me. 
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So  I  ask  the  minister,  one,  will  he  consider 
making  this  legislation  retroactive,  so  that 
those  people  who  were  prosecuted,  for  ex- 
aanple,  for  not  serving  a  sandwich  on  Sunday 
and  fined  $5,000,  or  people  who  were  prose- 
cuted for  suffering  drunkenness  and  fined 
$5,000- 

In  point  of  fact,  let  me  tell  the  minister 
something,  if  I  might.  The  member  for 
Windsor-Walkerville  is  absolutely  on,  directly 
right  on,  and  in  my  most  respectful  submis- 
sion, it  ill  behooves  the  minister  to  say  that 
the  border  towns  are  not  suffering  any  more 
than  any  other  places  in  Ontario.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  they  are  suffering  more. 
What  happens  is,  in  attempting  to  operate— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did 
not  say  that.  All  I  said  is  that  the  problem 
is  not  restricted  to  border  towns. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  All  right.  Then  I  apologize 
for  misconstruing  what  was  said  by  the  min- 
ister and  the  record  now  is  straight.  However, 
I  would  say  this,  that  the  problem  is  much 
more  serious  in  a  border  community.  All  one 
has  to  do  is  to  go  to  the  Blue  Water  Bridge 
on  a  Saturday  night  and  you  will  see  the 
influx  of  trade  into  the  United  States  from 
Canada.  This  is  the  problem  they  have. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  here  is  that  the 
hotel  industry  is  in  trouble.  The  small  hotel 
industry  in  every  one  of  our  ridings  is  in 
trouble,  you  see,  because  we  create  by  these 
very  laws  an  artificial  value;  that  is,  the 
value  of  the  licence.  We  have  done  it  over 
the  years.  We  have  had  hotels  whose  physical 
plant  was  not  worth  $250,000  being  sold  for 
$750,000  because  the  fact  is  that  we  exercise 
a  stricture  and  prerogative  in  connection  with 
this.  We  said  that  there  shall  be  the  right 
to  sell  booze— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  sorry— and  concurrent 
with  that  right  we  have  created,  in  effect,  a 
capital  asset.  We  have  created  a  capital  asset. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  are  stray- 
ing from  the  purpose  of  this  particular  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Bullbro-ak:  Well,  if  the  minister  wants 
me  to  direct  the  relevance,  then  I  will.  Okay, 
I  will  direct  the  relevance,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  saying,  in  effect,  that  a  $5,000  fine 
was  too  much;  that  a  $25,000  fine  is  certainly 
way  too  much.  I  am  pointing  out  the  industry 
itself  is  a  sick  industry  and  that  a  $25,000 
fine— nay,  a  $5,000  fine— could  put  a  hotel  out 


of  business.  This  is  the  point.  And  that  is 
what  I  suggest  is  the  relevancy.  That  is  the 
relevancy. 

1  will  not  continue  then,  sir,  but  I  want  to 
point  this  out  to  you.  These  people  are  in 
trouble,  because  of  this  artificial  value.  Every 
person  who  represents  a  riding  has  this  prob- 
lem. You  know  of  the  old  downtovm  hotels 
that  were  sold  on  a  gallonage  basis  for 
$750,000  and  they  just  are  not  worth  it  any 
more,  because  now  we  are  taking  a  more 
liberal  attitude  in  connection  with  licensing. 
You  find,  in  effect,  operators  who  have  paid 
$1  million  and  $750,000  for  hotels  are  now 
competing  with  dining  rooms  next  door  where 
the  capital  investment  is  not  $100,000. 

If  there  is  a  relevancy,  I  would  suggest  the 
relevancy  is  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  rele- 
vancy is  that  we  must  take  a  more  reahstic 
viewpoint  in  connection  with  this  fine.  Per- 
haps you  will  not,  but  I  do  not  feel  that  I 
can  oblige  a  licensee  to  make  that  judgement 
in  connection  with  those  words;  "to  permit 
or  suffer  drunkenness,"  and  say:  "If  you  do 
not  make  that  judgement  properly,  and  if  you 
do  not  distinguish  between  sobriety,  between 
intoxication  and  drunkenness,  we  will  fine 
you  up  to  $25,000." 

Please  consider  making  this  retroactive. 
Please  relieve  those  people  who  require  re- 
lief from  the  burden  of  the  antiquated  laws 
that  were  in  existence.  And  please  consider, 
if  you  would,  a  more  realistic  maximum.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  a  court,  when  looking  at 
this,  would  tend  to  feel  that  a  Legislature 
regards  this  offence  as  an  extremely  significant 
one,  at  $25,000. 

I  frankly  say  this  to  the  minister,  and  I 
reiterate  for  a  moment,  that  the  curdling 
aspect  of  this  whole  involvement  has  been 
in  my  opinion  the  fact  that  they  did  not 
go  to  the  golf  and  country  clubs.  Every 
prosecution  under  this  section  was  in  a  work- 
ing man's  hotel,  for  some  reason  or  other. 
Why?  I  do  not  know.  I  ask  the  Deputy  Min- 
ister of  Justice. 

They  do  not  have  guts  enough  to  go  to 
the  local  golf  and  country  club  or  the  private 
clubs.  There  seems  to  be  a  law  for  the  rich 
and  a  law  for  the  poor,  and  it  is  the  working 
man's  hotel  where  he  cannot  stand  or  sit  and 
have  his  beers.  If  I  am  exercised  I  am  exer- 
cised with  great  justification  because  I  am 
convinced  that  in  the  prosecution  of  the  laws 
relating  to  liquor  in  this  province  they  are 
after  the  poor  people.  You  do  not  find  them 
prosecuting  the  Albany  Club  or  whatever 
club  the  Liberal  club  is-^I  do  not  mean  any 
partisan  connotation  by  that. 
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Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  Ontario 
Club. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  Ontario  Club.  I  have 
never  been  there.  In  point  of  fact  there  is 
not  a  club  in  this  province  -where  there  has 
not  been  some  degree  of  intoxication  but 
you  do  not  see  them  prosecuting  those  clubs. 
You  see  them  prosecuting  the  poor  working 
man's  hotel  where  the  owner  is  attempting, 
because  of  our  system,  to  scratch  out  an 
existence  and  meet  his  equity  oibhgations.  If 
I  become,  as  I  say,  exercised,  it  is  with 
sincere  motivation.  I  ask  you  to  consider  if 
you  would— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  am  just  about  ready  to 
weep. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  Do  not  let 
him  distract  you. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He  is  having  one— actually 
the  best  time  of  day  is  when  he  shaves  in 
the  morning;  he  loves  it.  He  gets  in  front  of 
the  mirror  and  he  thinks  of  everything  he  is 
going  to  say. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
member  should  get  in  front  of  the  mirror 
every  now  and  then  and  take  a  look  at  him- 
self. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  There  is  the  member  for 
York  South  now. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Let  us  go  out  and  have  a 
beer  in  one  of  the  pubs. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  problem,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  nobody  in  this  Legislature  is  ever 
allowed  to  feel  for  the  working  man  amless 
one  is  knee  deep  in  kneedeepers.  That  is  it. 
That  is  all  I  have  to  say.  1  woiJd  appreciate 
very  much  the  minister's  response  to  this  and 
some  consideration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  just  want  to  say  that 
the  amendment  itself  is  a  recognition  that 
the  peculiarities  of  the  legislative  process 
brought  about  a  situation  which,  to  my 
knowledge,  nobody  ever  intended  by  way  of 
such  a  drastic  penalty;  or  situations  which, 
although  deserving  of  some  sort  of  an  im- 
position of  a  fine,  the  minimum  was  accepted 
as  being  pxmitive.  I  have,  therefore,  this 
amendment.  I  have  asked  the  Minister  of 
Justice  to  review  and  perhaps  provide  me 
with  a  list  of  those  who  have  been  affected 
by  this  particular  section  and  the  matter  will 
be  taken  up  by  the  government  in  due 
course. 


Mr.  Bullbrook:  1  am  very  pleased  to  hear 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  may  say  that  I  do 
not  completely  share  with  the  hon.  member 
the  fact  that  the  proprietor  should  be  re- 
lieved of  this  burden.  The  proprietors,  the 
hcensees,  are  still  in  a  privileged  group.  They 
have  a  certain- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  I  did  not  say  they 
should. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  did 
acknowledge  that  and  it  is— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  On  a  point  of  order.  I  did 
not  say  they  should  be  reheved  of  the  burden. 
I  asked  you  to  reconsider  the  maximum  fine 
of  $25,000  in  the  context. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  thought  that  we 
would  leave  the  basic  direction  to  the  judge. 
He  can  impose  a  $1  fine  or  $100  fine  at  the 
present  time,  whatever  he  thinks  suitable.  If 
we  had  removed  the  top  limit  then  there 
would  be  no  limit;  the  judge  could  impose 
a  $50,000  or  $100,000  fine.  It  was  just  an 
indication.  I  would  hope  that  our  experi- 
ence in  the  future  would  lead  us  to  believe 
that  the  magistrates  would  not  be  led  on  by 
the  size  of  the  particular  maximum. 

I  may  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  have  not 
reviewed  all  of  the  instances  where  this 
punitive  penalty  applied  but  I  am  aware  of 
at  least  one  where  I  woidd  imagine  seldom, 
if  at  any  time,  any  number  of  the  working 
class  entered  the  licensed  premises.  I  am  in 
no  position  to  pick  and  choose  as  to  the 
classification  of  establishments  that  have 
suffered.  There  has  been  a  number;  I  do 
not  have  the  total  nimiber  before  me.  We 
are  aware  of  the  difficulties  of  some  of  the 
small  hotels  in  northern  Ontario  and  in  the 
rural  parts  and  smaller  communities  of  the 
province.  The  board  has  this  in  mind  as  it 
implements  and  changes  policy  from  time  to 
time. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  if  I  might  be  per- 
mitted just  for  a  moment,  would  the  minister 
direct  his  comments  or  make  some  response 
in  connection  with  the  maximum  of  $25,000? 
I  did  not  at  any  time  presume  that  he  would 
remove  the  maximum,  but  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  when  we  present  a  coiurt  with  a 
maximum  fine  of  $25,000  it  certainly  invites, 
collaterally  if  not  directly,  the  court  con- 
sideration that  this  Legislature,  in  permitting 
a  maximimi  fine  of  $25,000,  regards  the 
offence  that  extremely.  For  example,  would 
you  not  consider  a  maximum  fine  of  $2,500? 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  have  any 
response? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  the  hon.  mem- 
ber has  made  his  point. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  But  no  action. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  section 
4? 

Section  4  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  questions,  comments  or 
amendments  to  any  other  section  of  the  bill? 

Bill  71  reported. 

LIQUOR  CONTROL  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  72,  An  Act  to 
amend  The  Liquor  Control  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  72,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Liquor  Control  Act.  Are  there  any  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  to  any 
section  of  this  bill?  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  on  which  section? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Section 
2,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  on  section  1? 
All  right,  the  hon  member  for  Scarborough 
West  then  on  section  2. 

On   section  2: 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  initially 
to  ask  the  minister  a  question  about  section 
2.  I  want  to  know  why  the  words,  "except 
in  the  case  of  beer,"  are  inserted  in  that 
section? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
is  still  within  the  terms  of  the  present  Act. 
The  present  section,  subsection  2,  reads: 

The  board  may  fix  the  prices  at  which 
the  various  classes,  varieties  and  brands 
of  liquor  are  to  be  sold  and,  except  in 
the  case  of  beer,  such  prices  shall  be 
the   same    at   all   government   stores. 

And  so  that  it  will  clarify  for  the  hon.  mem- 
ber and  members  of  the  pubhc,  it  could  be 
read  again  as  follows: 

The  board  may  fix  the  prices  at  which 
the  various  classes,  varieties  and  brands 
of  liquor  are  to  be  sold  and  .  .  .  such  prices 
shall  be  the  same  at  all  government  stores. 

The  price  of  hquor  must  be  exactly  the 
same  across  the  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  exception  has 
existed  in  the  case  of  beer,  where  at  one 
time  there  was  a  differential  in  the  price  of 
beer  in  northern  Ontario  and  in  southern 
Ontario.  Of  course,  if  any  brewer  came 
along  who  wanted  to  sell  beer  at  a  lower 
price,  there  could  be  a  variance  in  price 
in  different  parts   of  the  province. 

That  has  always  been  the  case.  Now,  since 
it  is  envisaged  that  the  duty-free  shop  will 
have  prices  which  will  be  lower  than  at  the 
regular  stores,  that  will  be  the  one  excep- 
tion. Beer  is  a  bulk  product  and  in  the 
past  there  have  been  variations  in  shipping 
charges;  that  has  been  a  characteristic  in 
the  past. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  remain 
perplexed  because  one  of  the  perhaps  lesser 
highlights  of  the  budget,  but  nonetheless 
a  notable  one,  was  the  equalization  of  beer 
prices,  as  of  May  1  in  northern  and  southern 
Ontario.  By  increasing  the  cost  in  the  south 
by  15  cents  and  by  reducing  it  in  the  north 
by  11  cents  per  case,  the  price  became  $4.65 
across  the  board  throughout  Ontario.  I  want 
to  know  why  it  is  that  a  bill  should  follow 
the  equalization  principle  in  the  budget,  but 
refuse  to  give  to  the  board  the  power  to 
fix  the  price  for  beer  across  the  province 
at  a  similar  price. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  the  minister  can 
give  me  an  example,  either  present  or  past, 
where  a  brewery  has  asked  unilaterally  to 
lower  beer  prices  in  Ontario  and  it  is  for 
that  reason  that  the  minister  is  leaving  it 
flexible,  then  I  could  understand  it.  But  I 
have  not  heard  of  breweries  coming  to  the 
government  latterly  and  asked  the  govern- 
ment to  lower  prices. 

I  have,  of  course,  heard  the  converse.  And 
I  wonder  why  it  is  that  the  minister  will 
not  accede  to  the  principle  laid  out  in  his 
own  budget  which  was  quite  categorical  on 
page   28— "Equalization   of   beer   prices." 

The  Provincial  Secretary  trumpeted  it  with 
some  glee  at  the  time.  He  has  set  an  estab- 
lished rate.  Why  should  he  now  permit  the 
right  to  vary  it,  which,  if  it  ever  is  varied 
will  be  varied  upward?  Why  cannot  the 
Liquor  Control  Board  view  beer  as  liquor, 
which  is  done  in  the  definition  section  of  the 
Act,  and  have  a  standard  price  across  the 
province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  when 
you  walk  into  any  one  of  the  government 
stores  classified  as  a  Brewers'  Retail  you  will 
find  that  the  same  price  per  case  prevails 
right  across  the  board. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  have  not  had  the 
proposition  put  to  us  in  Ontario,  but  there 
are  situations  in  other  parts  of  Canada 
where  there  is  a  differential  in  the  price 
of  beer  vis-a-vis  one  brewer's  bottle  and 
another  brewer's  bottle,  and  this  would  per- 
mit that.  If  we  did  not  have  that  provision, 
no  matter  what  the  brewers  might  propose, 
the  statute  would  have  fixed  one  price  for 
all  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  understand,  Mr.  Minis- 
ter, do  you  have  an  example  of  a  brewer 
attempting  to  vary  the  price  to  a  lesser  level? 

Mr.  D.  M.  De  Monte  (Dovercourt):  Dorans, 
Sault  Ste.  Marie? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  yet  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  yet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  yet  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  yet  in  Ontario.  Then  what 
in  heaven's  name  is  the  purpose  of  the  section 
then  which  is,  presumably,  to  support  the 
government  position  which  was  to  equalize 
beer  prices? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  hon.  member  fails 
to  see  that  if  a  statute  provided  that  the  price 
of  beer  must  be  exactly  the  same  across  the 
province,  it  would  mean  that  the  prices  of 
all  beers  would  have  to  be  the  same. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  minister's 
policy  though! 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No.  The  policy  can  be 
interpreted  if  you  walk  into  a  government 
store  for  retail  use  and  see  that  there  is  one 
price  for  all  brands. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right! 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Right! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  is  the  point  of  this 
then?  Why  is  the  hon.  minister  tolerating 
this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Under  the  possible  in- 
terpretation of  this  section,  the  price  would 
not  have  to  be  the  same  by  statute. 

Mr.  J,  Renwick:  But  we  want  them  to  be 
the  same. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  not  necessarily. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Not  necessarily?  What  is  the 
minister  saying,  that  his  budget  is  a  false 
step? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No,  no,  nothing  to  do 
with  the  budget  at  all.  This  is  an  equaMz- 
ation— the  budget  refers  to  an  equalization 
of  the  price  of  beer  across  Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  are  talking  about 
the  differential  in  the  cost  of  one  bottle  of 
beer  as  opposed  to  a  different  bottle  of  beer, 
perhaps  in  the  same  place. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  no  such  thing  has 
happened. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  most 
offensive  aspect  of  this  exchange  is  the  put- 
on.  The  minister  says  it  has  not  yet  happened 
in  Ontario  and  yet  with  an  uncharacteristic 
zeal  he  is  rushing  in  to  permit  a  situation 
which  he  says  will  accommodate  a  request  for 
the  reduction  in  the  price  of  the  beer.  That  is 
the  put-on. 

There  is  not  going  to  be  any  reduction  in 
the  price  of  beer.  There  never  has  been  a 
reduction  in  the  price  of  beer.  Having  estab- 
lished equalization  across  the  board,  now, 
within  a  couple  of  months,  the  minister  is 
bringing  in  a  statute  which  is  going  to  open 
the  door  for  reasons,  which  I  suggest  once 
again,  are  a  put-on  to  be  able  to  make  it 
possible  to  reduce  the  price  in  some  areas. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  to 
clarify.  The  only  change  in  the  section  as  it 
now  stands  is  the  exception  of  the  so-called 
duty-free  shop.  The  other  part  is  not  being 
amended.  It  has  always  been  the  case.  I  read 
the  present  section  which  has  an  exception 
with  reference  to  beer  and  we  did  not  want 
to  change  that  in  the  event,  I  do  not  know, 
this  is  not  a  put-on,  but  certainly  I  do  not 
think  the  hon.  member  would  want  to  be 
party  to  a  statutory  prohibition  in  any  vari- 
ance in  the  price  of  beers  as  between  brew- 
ers. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  is  none. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  Mr.  Chairman, 
are  you  suggesting  that  if  one  brand,  brand 

A,  is  $5  a  case  right  across  the  province, 
there  might  possibly  be  another  brand,  brand 

B,  that  could  be  $4.75,  but  that  price  would 
be  right  across  the  province?  In  other  words, 
there  would  not  be  a  variance  between  the 
various  retail  outlets  in  the  province;  that 
would   be  a   uniform  price  right  across   the 
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province?  But  tlie  minister  is  saying  to  us 
that  there  oould  be  a  different  price  as  it  re- 
lates to  different  brands. 

An.  Hon.  member:  I  will  outlive  that  law. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  section  2  carried? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no.  I  want  to  pursue  this  in 
a  different  context,  Mr.  Minister,  because,  of 
course,  as  things  can  be  lowered  so  can  they 
be  raised.  Where  you  have  got  an  equaliz- 
ation across  the  province  of  $4.65  a  case, 
according  to  the  budget— I  suppose  when 
you  add  in  everything  it  is  $5— the  possibility 
exists  that  the  government  might  want  to 
raise  the  price.  Is  that  it?  And  you  give  your- 
self that  out  as  well  by  not  having  to  proceed 
through  the  Liquor  Control  Board.  You  might 
want  to  raise  the  price? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  government  does 
not  want  to  fix  the  prices.  It  is  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  that  does  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  just  a  moment.  The  gov- 
ernment announced  in  its  budget  that  beer 
prices  in  Ontario  were  changing.  The  gov- 
ernment made  the  announcement,  not  the 
Liquor  Control  Board. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  government  asked 
their  permission  before  they  did  it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  comes  right  to  the  heart 
of  another  aspect  of  deception.  How  does  the 
government  determine  this?  How  are  beer 
prices  arrived  at  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
as  between  the  so-called  co-op,  the  brewers' 
warehousing,  the  Liquor  Control  Board,  the 
government  of  Ontario?  How  does  the  gov- 
ernment arrive  at  the  beer  price?  How  is  it 
set? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  price  is  fixed  by 
the  board  in  accordance  with  the  board, 
who  may  fix  the  prices. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Except  in  the  case  of  beer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes.  No.  The  excep- 
tion- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Applies,  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —is  that  the  price  of 
beer  must  be  the   same.   The  hon.   member 
for  Oshawa  grasped  the   point  immediately. 
The  budget  is  talking  about  one  thing- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  It  took  me  quite  a  while. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —and  we  are  talking 
about  something  completely  different. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  grasped  it 
but  he  does  not  believe  it,  so  I  believe. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  There  are  places  an 
Canada  where  there  is  a  differential  in  the 
price  of  a  bottle  of  beer. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  is  right.  In  British  Co- 
lumbia. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  is  right. 

Another  hon.  member:  That  is  right.  In 
Ontario.  Sure. 

An  hon.  member:  What,  Formosa? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  carry? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  it  is  not  carried.  I  know 
that  in  northern  Ontario— are  there  one  or 
two  communities  in  northern  Ontario,  may- 
be the  Soo— where  local  beer,  Dorans  or 
something  else,  is  shghtly  less.  But  I  want 
to  ask  the  minister  this:  He  said  that  the 
Liquor  Control  Board  sets  the  price,  so 
that  this  announcement  in  the  budget  was  on 
behalf  of  the  Liquor  Control  Board,  I  take 
it? 

An  hon.  member:  On  behalf  of  the  brew- 
ers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  the  Treasurer 
(Mr.  McKeough)  would  be  aware  of  the 
price  that  the  Liquor  Control  Board  would 
have  fixed.  Very  recently  the  Liquor  Control 
Board  fixed  the  prices  of  some  153  brands 
of  wine. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  understand  that.  Now, 
talking  about  beer,  in  other  words  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  said  to  the  provincial  Trea- 
surer: "You  can  announce  in  your  budget 
the  change  in  beer  prices  which  we  have 
agreed  to."  The  government  did  not  do  it 
unilaterally  and  then  inform  the  Liquor 
Control  Board? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  govenment  takes 
the  ultimate  responsibiUty  for  all  decisions. 
The  board  makes  policy  decisions  but  if  a 
policy  decision  is  not  in  keeping  with  the 
government's  pohcy,  the  government's  policy 
always  has  precedence. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  imderstand— and  I 
think  this  section  is  the  place  to  raise  it— 
I  want  to  understand  how  this  was  done 
and  justified  publicly;  the  overall  increase  in 
beer  prices  which  the  Liquor  Control  Board 
approved,  which  will  now  be  subject  to  this, 
or  any  other  section,  and  how  it  was  legiti- 
mized  by   government?   I   want   to    ask   the 
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minister,  if  possible,  to  give  us  an  explana- 
tion before  this  section  is  passed. 

As  I  understand  it,  with  the  additional  15 
cents  on  the  cost  of  a  case  of  beer  through 
southern  Ontario,  $2.5  million  comes  into 
the  industry  as  a  consequence  of  that.  I 
just  want  to  point  out  to  the  minister  that 
the  return  on  investment  in  the  brewery  in- 
dustry in  1968  was  34.4  per  cent.  In  manu- 
facturing it  is  15.9  per  cent;  that  is  before 
taxes.  The  retimi  on  equity  after  taxes  in 
the  breweries  is  16.7  per  cent;  for  manu- 
facturing it  is  9.3  per  cent.  The  markup  on 
sales  for  the  breweries  is  55.5  per  cent;  for 
manufacturing  it  is  21.8  per  cent. 

I  want  to  understand  how  this  govern- 
ment legitimizes  paying  another  $2.5  million 
to  the  breweries  and  then  will  not  allow  the 
Liquor  Control  Board  to  set  prices  right 
across  the  province  in  all  outlets  which 
would  reflect  the  profits  which  the  breweries 
are  making,  which  are  unconscionable.  There 
has  come  into  my  possession— and  I  just  need 
to  make  these  one  or  two  short  points  and 
then  I  can  take  my  seat;  I  need  not  prevail 
longer— a  breakdown  of  the  Molson  Brew- 
eries of  Canada  Limited  group  in  its  On- 
tario division.  I  want  to  share  that  with  the 
minister  because  it  is  really  quite  remark- 
able. 

The  divisional  pre-tax  earnings  for  Mol- 
son's  Brewery  in  Ontario  were  estimated  for 
1972  to  go  up  2.6  per  cent,  and  that  was 
before  the  increase  in  the  price  of  beer  which 
the  govenunent  granted  to  southern  Ontario. 
A  2.6  per  cent  increase  would  give  them 
$11.2  million  of  pre-tax  earnings.  Then,  on 
top  of  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  return  on 
investment  for  Molson's  (Ontario)  Limited 
in  1972  is  expected  to  be  45.3  per  cent.  Does 
the  minister  know  any  other  sector  in  the 
economy  which  gives  a  45  per  cent  return 
on  investment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  On  a  point  of  order, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  hon.  member  has 
made  his  point.  I  just  bring  it  to  your  atten- 
tion that  I  think  that  the  matters  which  he 
is  raising  should  be  raised  either  during  the 
course  of  some  discussion  relating  to  The 
Department  of  the  Treasury  or  in  the  budget 
debate.  What  we  are  dealing  with  now  is 
the  legislative  process.  I  would  suggest  that 
the  discussion  the  hon.  member  is  pursuing 
is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  understand  how  the  discus- 
sion may  not  be  entirely  palatable  but  I 
also  understand,  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
I   assure— 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  said,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  they  were  out  of  order.  O-r-d-e-r  does 
not  spell  palatable. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  man  of  the  minister's  sturdy 
intellect  need  not  stoop  to  spelhng. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  For  the  member  it 
may  be  necessary. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please:  It  seems  to 
me  that  we  are  dealing  with  an  amendment 
to  a  certain  Act.  Subsection  2  of  section  30 
of  The  Liquor  Control  Act  is  being  amended 
here  and  certain  additions  or  changes  are 
being  made  to  that  section.  Those  amend- 
ments are  only  to  do  with  that  situation 
which  permits  the  sale  of  liquor  at  reduced 
prices  at  duty-free  locations.  The  amend- 
ment—the repeal  of  the  section— has  nothing 
whatsoever  to  do  with  beer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  dealing  only  with 
the  amendment  before  us. 

Mr.  Lewis:  With  respect,  sir,  were  I  to 
move  an  amendment  deleting  the  phrase, 
"except  in  the  case  of  beer,"  the  amendment 
would  then  deal  very  specifically  with  beer 
because  under  the  definition  section,  liquor 
embraces  beer.  Before  I  decide  whether  or 
not  to  move  such  an  amendment,  I  was 
just  putting  to  the  House,  very  briefly,  the 
basis  on  which  it  would  be  made,  which  is 
that  there  are  unconscionable  profits  accruing 
in  the  brewing  industry  that  the  government 
has  granted  them.  Therefore,  the  Liquor 
Control  Board  should  be  given,  without  any 
strings  attached,  the  right  to  set  prices  right 
across  the  board  at  level  commensurate  with 
those  profits.  I  want  the  minister  to  tell  me, 
through  the  Chair,  what  other  company  he 
knows  that  makes  a  45.3  per  cent  return  on 
investment.  Does  he  know  of  any?  That  is 
before  he  increased  the  prices,  whdch  means 
that  Molson's  (Ontario)  Limited  will  be  mak- 
ing an  over  50  per  cent  return  on  investment. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Order  please! 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  in  a— 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  must  again  point  out  to 
the  hon.  member  that  the  amendment  before 
us  has  nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  the 
price  of  beer.  That  section,  section  2  of  the 
bill,  is  only  repetition  of  what  appears  in 
the   original  bill.   The   amendment  has   only 
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to  do  with  the  reduced  prices  in  connection 
with  the  sale  of  liquor  at  duty-free  locations. 
Any  such  motion  as  the  hon.  member  sug- 
gested would  be  out  of  order  in  itself. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  it  would  be  quite 
proper. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  rather  think  it  would  not  be 
out  of  order  to  delete  a  phrase,  "except  in 
the  case  of  beer."  All  we  would  be  saying, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  we  would  appreciate 
the  same  principles  applied  to  beer  as  have 
applied  to  any  other  form  of  liquor  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  a  change  in  the 
original  bill  which  we  are  not  dealing  with. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  the  amendment  includes— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  government  chose  to  bring 
in  the  original  section  and  add  something  to 
it,  what  is  before  us,  before  the  House,  is 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Only  the  addition  is  before 
us,  right. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  There  is  no  addition  here. 
It  is  repealed  and  the  following  substituted— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  section  is  amended. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  amendment  says— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Are  you  appealing  the  decision  of  the  Chair- 
man or  not? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  if  we  have  to. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Chairman,  unlike  the 
minister,  is  very  anxious  to  get  into  these 
estimates.  He  is  a  reasonable  man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  have  not  made  a 
ruling.  I  have  offered  something  for  con- 
sideration; I  have  not  yet  ruled. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
do  not  want  to  cavil  with  you.  The  amend- 
ment which  is  before  us.  Bill  72,  says,  "Sub- 
section 2  of  section  30  of  The  Liquor  Control 
Act  is  repealed  and  the  following  substituted 
therefor." 

The  former  portion  is  completely  re- 
pealed. This  clause  is  completely  substi- 
tuted and  in  this  clause  it  says,  "except 
in  the  case  of  beer." 

Were  we  then  to  ask  to  delete  the  words 
"except  in  the  case  of  beer"  we  would  be 
absolutely    perfectly    in    order.    We    would 


simply  be  saying  that  we  do  not  think  that 
the  bill  as  amended  should  exclude  beer 
from  being  sold  in  this  way  in  Ontario.  It 
should  include  it,  and  I  am  inching  my  way- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Let  me  deal  with  your 
comments. 

Mr.  Lewis:   Right,  sorry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  was  guided,  of  course, 
by  the  explanatory  notes  of  section  2  which 
refer  to  an  amendment,  as  you  can  see  your- 
self, which  deals  only  with  the  sale  of  liquor 
at  reduced  prices  in  these  stores. 

An  hon.  member:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  is  one  point  which 
perhaps— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  explanatory  note  is 
not  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Let  me  finish,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  sure.  I  see  what  you 
are   saying. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  refers  to  the  amend- 
ment. There  is  one  point,  however,  which 
perhaps  I  missed.  I  note  in  section  2  of  the 
bill  that  subsection  2  of  section  30  is  re- 
pealed. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  seems  to  me  that  is  the 
key  and  that  therefore  such  an  amendment 
can  be  accepted. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  just  discussing  the 
prescience  with  which  we  infected  this 
clause  before  we  came  to  it  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  appreciate  the  ruling  you  are  making.  I 
was  simply  giving  this  background  informa- 
tion by  way  of  reinforcing  our  position. 

Our  position  is  that  the  people  over  there 
are  making  a  fortune  for  the  brewery  com- 
panies. I  want  to  tell  members— I  got  this 
material  anonymously,  I  admit  it— that  you 
carmot  get  the  breakdown  for  Molson's  On- 
tario; you  cannot  normally  extract  the  spe- 
cifics from  that  conglomerate.  This  informa- 
tion comes  from  their  profit  plan,  fiscal  1972. 
An  over  50  per  cent  return  on  investment 
is  what  the  government  is  giving  them;  a 
2.6  increase  on  the  divisional  pre-tax  earn- 
ings before  the  increase  of  beer  is  what  the 
government  is  giving  them. 

You  are  giving  them  extra  millions  of  gal- 
lons which  they  now  anticipate,  of  eight  per 
cent  between  1971   and   1972;   up  from  34 
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million  gallons  to  37  million  gallons.  You 
are  giving  to  the  brewery  such  an  extra- 
ordinary measure  of  public  money  that  one 
does  not  know  how  you  can  possibly 
countenance  it. 

I  have  shown  you  how  their  balance 
sheets  compare  with  the  manufacturing 
sector.  They  are  vastiy  inflated.  I  have  given 
the  details  of  one  of  the  major  brewing 
corporations,  broken  down  into  Molson's 
Ontario  Limited.  Surely,  you  can  then  give 
the  Liquor  Control  Board  the  simple  right 
to  set  the  price  of  beer  at  a  level  not  only 
which  people  can  afford  but  which  is  justi- 
fied in  terms  of  the  profits  which  are  being 
made. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:   Right! 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  would  bring  the  price 
of  beer  down  right  across  the  Province  of 
Ontario— not  just  11  cents  in  the  north— but 
right  across  Ontario  and  at  an  equal  level, 
a  principle  to  which  we  have  subscribed 
for  some  considerable  period  of  time  before 
the  government  introduced  it. 

Therefore,  I  would  move,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  clause  2  be  amended  so  that  subsection 
2  of  section  30  of  The  Liquor  Control  Act 
shall  read  as  follows: 

The  board  may  fix  the  prices  at  which 
the  various  classes,  varieties  and  brands 
of  liquor  are  to  be  sold  and,  except  in 
the  case  of  Uquor  sold  through  an  oudet 
designated  by  the  Minister  of  National 
Revenue  under  The  Excise  Act,  Canada, 
as  a  duty-free  sales  outlet,  such  prices 
shall  be  the  same  at  all  government  stores 
and  other  retail  outlets. 

That  will  give  the  Liquor  Control  Board 
an  opportunity  to  lower  the  price  of  beer 
right  across  Ontario,  and  to  reduce  the 
exorbitant  profits  which  the  government  is 
granting  to  the  beer  companies.  Mr.  Chair- 
man, questions  might  yet  be  asked  as  to 
why,  in  an  election  year,  the  minister  has 
given  the  breweries  an  additional  $2.5  mil- 
lion over  and  above  the  extraordinary  profits 
their  balance  sheets  showed  they  would  have 
enjoyed  even  without  his  increase.  The  min- 
ister might  answer  that  at  some  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  want  to  hand  me 
the   written   motion? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  think  I  can  give  you 
the  written  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Moved  by  Mr.  Lewis  that 
clause    2    of   the   bill   be    amended    so    that 


subsection   2   of   section   30   of   The   Liquor 
Control  Act  shall  read  as  follows: 

The  board  may  fix  the  prices  at  which 
the  various  classes,  varieties,  and  brands 
of  Hquor  are  to  be  sold  and,  except  in 
the  case  of  liquor  sold  through  an  outlet 
designated  by  the  Minister  of  National 
Revenue  under  The  Excise  Act,  Canada, 
as  a  duty-free  sales  outlet,  such  prices 
shall  be  the  same  at  all  government  stores 
and  other  retail  outlets. 

The  motion  is  before  the  House.  The  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  speak- 
ing to  the  amendment,  first  of  all  let  me  say 
that  I  know  nothing  about  the  veracity  of 
the  figures. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  right,  or  I  would  not 
use  them. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  You  should  know  because 
it  is  the  board  that  sets  the  prices. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  fact  that  the  hon. 
member  uses  them  has  no  relationship  to 
their  veracity. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Absolutely. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Well,  that  is  my  posi- 
tion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  the  photostatic  copies 
in  front  of  me,  just  as  I  quote  from  letters  I 
receive. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  make  no  comment  on 
those  figures  at  all,  or  their  veracity.  I  say 
this- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  a  pretty  good 
dodge. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  It  must  be  a  pretty 
good  system  whereby  corporations  can  make 
such  profits. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Taxes  can  be  so  high. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  And  you 
help  them  to  make  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  the  price  of  beer 
still  be  the  lowest  in  all  of  Canada. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  it  is  not  low  enough. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  is  quite  an  ac- 
complishment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  it  is  not  as  it  should  be. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Quite  an  accomplish- 
ment. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Because  this  is  the  heart 
of  the  beer  industry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Highest  profits,  high 
taxes,  and  the  lowest  price  of  beer  to  the 
consumer.  I  stress,  the  lowest  price  of  beer 
in  Canada  to  the  consumer. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  this  is  the  largest 
population  in  Canada. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  That  has  nothing  to  do 
with  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  An  absolutely  ridiculous 
argument. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  make  this  clear  to  all  members  of  the 
House.  When  we  were  dealing  with  this 
section,  reviewing  the  amendment  with  the 
old,  in  order  to  bring  about  our  own  pur- 
poses, all  that  we  needed  was  the  insertion 
of  the  words— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  You  did  not  do  it  that  way, 
that  is  your  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Just  a  moment.  With 
the  insertion  of  the  words,  "and  in  the  case 
of  liquor  sold  through  an  outlet  designated 
by  the  Minister  of  National  Revenue  under 
The  Excise  Act,  Canada,  as  a  duty-free  sales 
outlet."  That  is  all  that  is  needed,  to  insert 
those  words. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  as  the  Chairman  pointed 
out,  you  chose  not  to  do  it. 

r 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  We  did  not  choose  it. 
Legislative  counsel  insists  when  there  are- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Let  me  just  finish 
please,  I  listened  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Are  you  trying  to  challenge 
the  Chairman's  ruling? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Would  the  hon.  mem- 
ber give  me  the  courtesy  of— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  You  are  challenging  the 
Chairman's  ruling. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  am  not  challenging. 
I  find  the  amendment  perfectly  •  in  order. 
Satisfied?  I  am  just  saying  that  the  legislative 
counsel  always  sees  fit,  even  if  you  are  going 
to  put  in  a  comma,  to  repeal  the  section  and 
replace  it.   I  have  a  different  point  of  view 


from  the  legislative  counsel.  So  far  the  legis- 
lative counsel  do  it  their  way. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  that  not  awful. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now  I  say  this,  in  dis- 
cussing this  section  with  the  counsel  and  with 
the  chairman  of  the  board,  we  felt  that  if  we 
were  to  take  out  the  words  "except  in  the 
case  of  beer"  that  it  could  be  interpreted  that 
all  prices  of  beers  must  be  the  same. 

So  if  I  were  to  vote  for  the  hon.  member's 
amendment,  that  is  to  say  I  would  be  saying 
to  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  we 
are  amending  a  statute  which  may  have  the 
possibility  of  preventing  you  from  getting  a 
different  price  with  relationship  to  brand  "A" 
and  brand  "B". 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now,  may  I  say  this. 
I  noticed  that  the  hon.  member  for  Oshawa, 
having  been  the  only  member  in  the  NDP 
who  grasped  the  significance  of  it- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Sure  he  grasped  it,  but 
he  did  not  believe  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Now  he  finds  himself 
in    a    very    difficult    position,    because    his 
leader- 
Mr.  Pilkey:   I  understood  what  you  were 
saying. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —will  prevent  the  pos- 
sibility that  what  the  hon.  member  grasped 
might  be  the  case. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  gave  the  company  $2.5 
million  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  refuse  to  close  the 
door  on  the  possibility  of  a  variance  in  the 
price  of  beer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  set  it  out  in  the  budget, 
for  heaven's  sakes,  $4.65  across  the  province. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have 
one  question. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview  was  up  first. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the 
greatest  diflBculty  in  following  the  Provincial 
Secretary,  I  really  do.  Surely,  the  object  of 
this  amendment  is  that  there  be  the  carrying 
out  of  the  principle  announced  in  the  budget, 
that  beer  would  be  the  same  in  the  north 
and  in  the  south.  If  brand  A  is  25  cents  a 
case  more  than  brand  B,  that  is  fine  as  long 
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as  that  price  is  the  same  in  the  north  and  the 
south.  And  brand  A,  if  you  want  a  premium 
brand,  will  be  more  expensive  in  the  north 
than  it  is  in  the  south.  For  the  minister  to 
stand  in  his  place  and  seriously  suggest  that 
he  is  not  responsible  for  the  Act  that  is  before 
us  and  the  manner  dn  which  it  is  framed,  is 
the  height  of  repudiation  of  our  democratic 
system.  Either  he  is  a  responsible  minister  or 
he  is  not,  and  if  he  is  not  prepared  to  accept 
responsibility,  let  him  resign.  He  cannot 
blame  anything  on  the  legislative  counsel  or 
on  the  chairman  of  the  liquor  control  board. 
It  is  his  statute  and  he  is  responsible  for  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  I  shall  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  if  he  does  not  like  the 
way  it  is  worded,  then  he  should  not  have 
accepted  whatever  draft  the  parliamentary 
counsel  brought  in,  and  he  should  not  have 
accepted  the  advice  of  the  chairman  of  the 
board. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  shall  vote  for  it 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  tfie  explanation 
given  by  the  minister  is  so  puerile  that  one 
would  think  that  the  minister  should  per- 
haps ask  for,  at  least,  an  adjournment  so  he 
can  go  out  and  discuss  it  with  his  cabinet 
colleagues  and  find  out  from  them  what  he 
should  say.  I  think  the  government  made  a 
wise  move  this  afternoon  when  they  took  a 
controversial  piece  of  liquor  legislation  away 
from  the  Provincial  Secretary  and  gave  it  to 
the  Attorney  General.  At  least  he  accepts 
some  responsibility  for  some  of  the  things  he 
does.  We  will  come  to  that  a  litde  later. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  not  what  you 
said  last  night. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  will  come  to  that  a  little 
later,  but  at  least  he  is  not  prepared  to  rely 
on  this  kind  of  hopeless  excuse  that  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  throws  at  us.  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  no  doubt  that  this  is  a  reasonable  and 
sensible  amendment  and  we,  in  this  party, 
shall  support  it.  I  would  hope  the  minister 
would  see  the  foolishness  of  his  ways  and 
lend  support  to  it  as  well. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  only 
have  a  question  of  the  minister.  Is  it  possible 
in  a  brewers*  warehouse  store  across  the 
province  of  Ontario— which  by  the  way,  the 
minister  called  a  government  store,  and  it 
really  is  not  a  government  store— is  it  really 
possible,  at  a  Brewers'  Retail  store— 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:   On  a  point  of  order, 
Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  is  included— 

Hod.  Mr.  Yaremko:  If  the  hon.  member 
would  read  the  Act  he  would  find  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Thank  you,  I  do  not  have 
to  read  it  now  because  you  have  informed 
me.  Is  it  correct  that  in  every  brewers'  ware- 
house store  across  the  province  of  Ontario  all 
beer  is  at  the  same  price  so  far  as  the  par- 
ticipating brewers  dn  the  brewers*  warehous- 
ing are  concerned,  brand  by  brand? 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  I  think  they  are.  There 
may  be  a  diflFerential  for  the  so-called  pre- 
mium brands. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  understand  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Otherwise,  my  under- 
standing is  that  they  are  exactly  the  same 
right  across  the  province. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  And  at  the  present  time 
the  only  variation  in  price  for  practical  pur- 
poses is  at  the  odd  brewery  retail  oudet,  rather 
than  at  the  brewers*  warehouse.  At  a  partic- 
ular brewery,  such  as  Dorans  or  Formosa— in 
Formosa  you  might  get  it  a  shade  less— but 
apart  from  those  minor  exceptions  the  price 
of  beer  is  identical  across  the  province,  and 
therefore  the  logic  of  the  position  taken  by 
the  leader  of  this  party  is  perfectly  obvious: 
that  is  the  board  wants  to  drop  the  prices  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  it  ought  to  have  the 
authority  to  do  so  and  that  the  minister  and 
the  government  should  support  this  particular 
amendment.  Does  the  minister  agree  with 
that?  The  minister  nods  his  head  in  agree- 
ment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
see,  the  hon.  member  is  confused.  The  board 
does  fix  the  prices. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  the  minister  is  con- 
fused. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  now  those  prices 
have  to  be  exactly  the  same  throughout  the 
province.  I  repeat,  I  asked  counsel  and  I 
asked  the  chairman  of  the  board  as  to  the 
deletion  of— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  going  to  ask  for  the 
minimum  buildings. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —the  words,  "except 
in  the  case  of  beer.**  Now,  the  statement  was 
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made  to  me  that  the  removal  of  those  might 
prevent  a  variation  in  the  price  of  the  same 
brand.  There  is,  but  in  other  provinces  there 
is  a  variance  between— 

Mr.    J.    Renwick:    But   there    is    not    any 

variance- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  They  are  inconsequential. 

We  are  talking  about  Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  are  talking  about 
right  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Yes,  but  I  am  not 
going  to  put  myself  in  the  position  to  abso- 
lutely close  the  door  on  such  a  possibility. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  very 

difficult  to  even  come  to  grips- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  want  a  nickel  glass  of 

beer, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  in  any  sense  with  the 
minister's  argimient.  He  says  he  refuses  to 
close  the  door  to  a  reduction  in  the  price  of 
beer.  Well,  the  possibility  of  a  reduction  in 
the  price  is  so  minimal  it  is  not  worthy  of 
consideration;  secondly,  if  it  ever  were  to 
occur,  it  will  be  very  isolated  in  one  little 
area  of  the  province.  The  minister  himself 
concedes  that  very  rarely  does  it  exist  now; 
so,  in  fact,  the  efiFect  of  the  amendment  is 
going  to  be  to  keep  the  bill  open  to  increase 
the  price  of  beer— 

An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —not  to  lower  the  price 
of  beer.  Now,  cut  out  the  put-on.  Do  not 
try  to  kid  us  or  anybody  else.  I  enlist  the 
support  of  the  hon.  member  for  Samia  on 
behalf  of  the  working  men. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  wants  to 
follow  you. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  have  got  to  give  up  on 
this  one. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Because  the  minister  is 
pretending— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —and  it  is  a  pretence- 
it  is  cellophane-'like.  You  can  see  right 
through  it— that  the  minister  wants  to  keep 
the  door  open  so  that  you  can  lower  the 
price  of  beer.  It  will  never  happen. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  really 
do  not  know  what  the  hon.  member  is  now 
talking  about.  What  I  am  talking  about  is  a 
variance  in  the  price  of  beer.  The  board  has 
the  power  to  lower  it— to  fix  the  price  of 
beer.  It  can  lower  prices.  It  can  raise  them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  What  we  are  talking 
about  is  closing  the  door  on  the  variance  of 
brands. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  that  is  right,  and  if 
the  minister  had  listened  to  the  leader  of 
this  party  he  would  have  got  our  main  point, 
that  there  should  be  a  lowering  of  the  price 
of  beer  across  the  whole  province.  Do  not 
bring  in  an  irrelevant— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  And  the  amendment 
has  nothing  to  do  with  that. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes  it  does. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  does  have  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Not  a  thing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  we  are  doing?  If 
I  may  borrow  the  minister's  phrase,  "I  refuse 
to  close  the  door  to  this  possibility"  I  want 
to  keep  that  possibility  open." 

In  this  election  year  the  minister  has  come 
into  this  House  to  remove  a  long-standing 
injustice,  namely,  of  higher  prices  in  northern 
Ontario.  You  eliminate  that,  and  as  compen- 
sation for  eliminating  that,  you  increase  the 
prices  where  the  majority  of  the  people  in 
the  province  live,  namely  in  the  south.  And 
what  is  the  net  effect  of  that  increase?  By  a 
strange  coincidence,  on  the  eve  of  an  elec- 
tion, while,  the  Tory  bag  men  are  out  looking 
for  money,  you  put  $2.5  million  more  into 
the  pockets  of  the  breweries.  Ot  least  in  the 
past,  the  minister  had  the  common  decenc>' 
to  raise  the  price  after  the  election.  This 
year  he  raised  the  price  in  advance  of  the 
election  to  assist  your  bagmen. 

Surely,  this  is  obvious  to  everybody.  Oh, 
yes,  our  very  experienced  politician  over 
here,  the  hon.  member  for  Grey  South  (Mr. 
Winkler),  he  knows. 

An.  hon.  member:  Yes,  he  knows. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  smiles  knowingly.  This 
is  precisely  what  has  happened  and  do  not 
think  that  we  have  not  noticed  what  has 
happened.  What  we  want  is  to  have  an 
amendment  which  will  make  it  possible  for 
a  reduction,   across  the  board,   of  the  price 
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of  beer.  We  are  not  going  to  be  confused 
by  any  plea  on  the  part  of  the  minister  to 
keep  the  door  open  for  the  very  remote  and 
isolated  occasion  when  there  might  be  a 
reduction  in  the  price  of  beer. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
The  member  is  quite  wrong. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  We  want  a  return  of  the  five- 
cent  beer,  like  the  five-cent  hotdog. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  Mr.  Chainnan,  if  the 
hon.  member  for  York  South  interprets  his 
leader's  amendment  as  being  that,  that  is  the 
greatest  attempt  at  a  flim-flam  I  have  ever 
seen. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  ought  to  know  be- 
cause you  are  flim-flamming  at  the  moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  The  amendment  pro- 
posed by  the  leader  of  the  NDP  has  nothing 
to  do- 
Mr.  Lewis:  You  are  just  flotsam  and  jetsam. 
That  is  what  you  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  —it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  lowering  of  the  price  of  beer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  everything  to  do  with 
lowering  the  prices. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  If  the  member  for  St.  George 
had  been  Premier,  this  bill  would  never  have 
got  through. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  a  hugger 
mugger  approach. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  St.  George 
would  have  had  a  commission  of  inquiry. 

Mr:  Lewis:  The  working  man's  pavlovian 
reflex  on  the  back  benches  over  here  is  wait- 
ing to  speak. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  I  will  delegate  you. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  thank  you.  I  have  dele- 
gated authority.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  it  be 
understood  that  the  whole  purpose  of  this 
amendment  to  give  the  Liquor  Control  Board 
the  right  to  set  the  standard  price  across 
Ontario  without  variation  north  and  south 
is  to  give  them,  in  law,  the  right  to  lower 
the  prices. 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  They  have  that  right 
now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  will  not  exercise  the 
right  as  this  section  now  stands,  because  the 


section  is  at  variance  with  your  own  budget, 
and  we  are  giving  them  that  right— 

Hon.  Mr.  Yaremko:  No. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is.  How  boneheaded 
can  you  be? 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  this  amendment,  and  we  are 
calling  for  a  lowering  of  prices  right  across 
the  province,  based  on  the  additional  revenue 
which  you  have  given  the  breweries,  and  on 
the  precise  specifics  which  we  have  now  put 
on  the  record  of  one  of  the  major  corporations 
engaged  in  brewing.  It  is  really  quite  unbe- 
lievable that  the  government  wiU  not  con- 
cede. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  prepared  to  con- 
clude that  governments  seldom  stand  or  fall 
on  the  price  of  beer,  but  we  can  feel  sufiici- 
ently  strongly  about  the  profits  which  you  are 
giving  to  your  brewing  friends.  It  would  in- 
deed be  interesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  were  the 
government  willing  to  open  its  books  on 
campaign  contributions— either  those  given 
to  the  Conservative  Party  in  1961,  or  to  the 
Conservative  Party  in  1971,  or  perhaps  to 
any  of  the  leadership  contestants— to  open 
the  books  and  see  whether  the  breweries  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  have  ever  contributetl, 
or  are  presently  contributing  to  the  coff^ers 
of  the  Conservative  Party. 

I  do  not  particulary  consider  it  heinous 
were  they  to  do  so.  It  would,  however,  be 
interesting,  in  the  public  interest,  to  have 
the  books  opened.  Without  those  books  being 
opened,  without  justification  from  the  minis- 
ter, we  have  moved  this  amendment,  and  we 
have  given  the  evidence.  We  think,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  we  should  divide  the  House 
on  it,  albeit  a  10-minute  bell  or  less,  should 
ring  because  obviously  members  can  be  sum- 
moned within  a  short  period  of  time,  and 
we  could  then  get  on  with  the  AG's  estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  dealing  with  Bill 
72,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor  Control 
Act,  section  2  of  the  bill.  The  question  before 
the  committee  is  a  motion  by  Mr.  Lewis 
that  clause  2  be  amended  so  that  subsection 
2  of  section  30  of  The  Liquor  Control  Act 
shall  read  as  follows: 

"The  board  may  fix  the  prices  at  which 
the  various  classes,  varieties  and  brands 
of  liquor  are  to  be  sold  and  except  in  the 
case  of  liquor  sold  through  an  outlet  desig- 
nated by  the  Minister  of  National  Revenue 
under  the  Excise  Act  of  Canada  as  a  duty 
free  sales  outlet,  such  prices  shall  be  the 
same  at  all  government  stores  and  other 
retail  outlets." 
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The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Lewis's 
motion  which  was  negatived  on  the  following 
vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  39,  the  "nays"  53. 

Mr.  Chairman:   I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
Section  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  questions, 
comments  or  amendments  to  any  other  section 
of  this  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Bill  72  reported. 

Hon.  A,  F.  Lawrence  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  begs  to  report  certain 
bills  without  amendment  and  asks  for  leave 
to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  42nd  order, 
House  in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  R.  D. 
Rowe  in  the  chair. 


ESTIMATES,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  JUSTICE 

(continued) 

Mr.  Chairman:  Estimates  of  the  Depart- 
ment of  Justice.  I  believe  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  was   speaking  last. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Right! 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  adjournment  hour 
approached  last  evening  I  was  expressing  the 
opinion  that  I  was  at  considerable  variance 
with  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  A.  F.  Law- 
rence) in  his  approach  to  matters  concerning 
this  Legislature  and  concerning  the  people 
of  Ontario. 

I  expressed  the  opinion,  Mr.  Chairman, 
which  I  repeat  again,  that  I  do  not  think  the 
Attorney  General  basically  understands  the 
function  of  his  job.  There  is  a  right  to  know 
that  belongs  not  to  the  Attorney  General, 
not  to  his  colleagues  on  the  Cabinet  benches, 
but  to  all  of  the  people  of  Ontario,  and  the 
Attorney   General   refuses   to  recognize   this. 

I  think  the  explanation  is  both  arrogance 
and  ignorance;  both  arrogance  and  ignorance. 
Having  obtained  that  magnificent  collection 
of  votes  that  night  of  the  long  ballot,  I  guess 


he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  he  must  have 
a  special  mission  to  carry  out  and  that  the 
mantle  that  descended  upon  him,  or  nearly 
descended  upon  him,  that  goes  with  being 
part  of  the  divine  right  of  Attorneys  General, 
or  divine  right  of  Tories  in  Ontario,  and  that 
he  can  only  tell  us  as  much  as  he  wants  to 
and  as  much  as  will  be  good  for  us,  and  for 
goodness  sake  not  enough  to  let  the  boat  be 
rocked.  So  he  carries  on  in  his  unusual  way 
and  I  suggest  undemocratically,  out  of  arro- 
gance, because  he  does  not  want  to  tell  us 
any  more  than  is  good  for  us,  and  secondly 
out  of  ignorance,  because  I  do  not  think  he 
is  as  sure  of  himself  at  all  as  he  would  like  to 
pretend  to  be.  He  hides  his  ignorance  with 
his  great  smile.  He  has  become  much  more 
personable  since  he  moved  to  the  front  bench. 
He  has  not  given  vent  to  those  great  displays 
of  temper  he  used  to  show  us  when  he  sat 
a  little  further  back,  and  by  being  affable  he 
thinks  he  is  going  to  conceal  his  ignorance. 

Well,  I  do  not  think  that  has  fooled  very 
many  of  us  either,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  I  said 
last  night  I  think  there  are  five  Attorneys 
General  whom  I  have  watched  very  closely 
in  this  House  and  this  one,  I  think,  knows 
the  least  of  all  of  them.  I  think  he  does;  I 
think  he  knows  the  least  of  all  of  them. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  If  it 
will  make  the  minister  feel  better,  the  one 
thing  he  is  not  is  ignorant. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
I  think,  thanks! 

Mr.  Lewis:  there  are  many  other  adjectives 
to  describe  you  but  ignorance  is  not  one  of 
them. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  I  thank  the  member  for 
Scarborough    West    for    interpreting   my   re- 
marks- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  no,  no. 

Mr.  Singer:  ^but  I  think  I  can  interpret 
them  myself. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  sure  you  can. 

Mr.  Singer:  If  you  will  just  let  me  finish, 
I  will  get  on  to  what  my  version  of  the  At- 
torney General  is  and  if  he  has  a  different 
version  let  him  give  that  version. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  do  it  on  the  hustings.  It  is 
unanswerable  there. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  the  member  for  Scarborough 
West  through?  Can  I  continue?  Thank  you 
very  much. 

To  elaborate  on  the  point  I  was  making— 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  What  is  the  point 
again? 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  well,  if  you  want  I  will 
start  over  again.  I  have  the  Hansard  copy 
here.  I  could  read  it  through. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Why  do  you 
not  sit  down  and  collect  your  thoughts  and 
I  will  go  ahead?  How  would  that  be? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  You  do  not 
have  any  thoughts  to  go  ahead  with. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  next  point,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  want  to  make  was  dealing  with  the 
whole  approach  that  I  thought  that  people 
like  the  member  for  Sudbury  and  myself  had 
reasonably  well  established  in  this  House, 
and  that  is,  or  apparently  was,  that  the  At- 
torney General  shall  be  all  of  the  law. 

This  no  longer  seems  to  happen.  We  went 
through  the  rather  unusual  and  fascinating 
procedure  of  looking  at  a  bill  to  amend  The 
Farm  Products  Marketing  Act  and  the  At- 
torney General's  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  (Mr.  Stewart),  made  it  abundant- 
ly clear  that  he  had  no  use  for  the  lawyers 
in  his  department  and  he  had  no  use  for  the 
law  oflBcers  of  the  Crown,  and  that  he  had 
not  sought  an  opinion  of  the  law  officers  of 
the  Crown  about  that  bill,  and  that  he  knew 
it  was  all  right  and  he  gave  us  his  own  inter- 
pretations of  what  was  going  on  in  the  courts 
of  Quebec,  in  the  courts  in  Manitoba,  and 
why  bother  to  get  any  opinions.  It  was  only 
after  a  very  substantial  howl  went  up  that 
eventually  the  opinions  of  the  law  officers  of 
the  Crow^  in  this  province  were  sought.  It 
is  a  pity  they  were  not  sought  in  advance 
because  we  might  not  have  seen  the  bill  in 
that  form,  or,  in  any  event,  if  we  did  see  the 
bill  in  the  form  in  which  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  chose  to  introduce  it  and  chose 
to  ram  it  through  the  House,  at  least  it 
might  have  been  backed  up  with  the  opinion 
of  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  as  to  its 
validity.   However,  that  did  not  happen. 

And  so  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  got 
himself  into  one  of  his  difficult  spots,  and 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  has  proved 
again  that  he  was  wrong.  I  think  it  is  time, 
if  the  Attorney  General  has  any  voice  in  the 
cabinet,  that  he  begin  to  put  it  forward  in  a 
voice  that  can  be  heard.  Perhaps  it  was  heard 
about  the  Spadina  Expressway.  I  gather  that 
he  made  his  voice  heard  there.  But  insofar 
as  matters  legal,  I  must  come  to  the  conclu- 
sion, Mr.  Chairman,  that  his  voice  is  not 
heard  at  all. 


Certainly  he  was  not  able  to  influence  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  before  he  brought 
his  bill  in.  Then  the  Attorney  General,  just 
the  other  day,  was  telling  us  how  wonderful 
a  government  he  was  part  of  because  they 
had  implemented  569  out  of  581  of  Mr. 
McRuer's  recommendations,  or  whatever  the 
figures  were. 

At  the  same  time  as  these  great  state- 
ments were  being  made,  along  comes  his 
other  colleague,  the  Minister— what  is  he 
called  now— the  Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment—not yet— well,  the  about-to-be  Minister 
of  the  Environment  (Mr.  Kerr).  He  brought 
in  a  bill  that  gives  him  all  sorts  of  powers 
by  regulation. 

I  wonder  if  any  one  in  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral's office  had  bothered  to  read  McRuer, 
had  bothered  to  read  his  very  strongly  made 
point  about  the  fact  that  the  law  should  be 
found  in  the  statutes  and/or  in  the  regula- 
tions, but  that  the  law  should  not  be  spelled 
out  in  such  vagaries  in  the  statutes  that  it 
left  almost  complete  and  absolute  authority 
to  persons  other  than  the  members  of  the 
Legislature. 

Now,  that  is  the  kind  of  bill  that  has  come 
through  with  this  Attorney  General  in  office. 
And  with  this  Attorney  General  and  his 
colleagues  saying:  "We  certainly  worship  at 
the  feet  of  McRuer.  Whatever  McRuer  says 
is  right,"  they  bring  in  statutes  like  the  one 
brought  in  by  the  soon-to-be  Minister  of 
the  Environment. 

Well,  all  of  the  powers  that  are  going  to  be 
there  are  not  brought  before  this  Legislature, 
are  going  to  be  exercised  in  due  course,  and 
in  private,  and  without  debate,  and  perhaps 
arbitrarily  and  perhaps  unfairly,  within  the 
confines  of  secret  cabinet  caucus.  I  say  again, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  is  an  abnegation  of 
one  of  the  very  important  principles,  perhaps 
the  foremost  principle,  that  McRuer  laid 
down  in  his  lengthy  report. 

Why  does  he  discard  this  sort  of  thing?  Is 
his  voice  not  heard  in  the  cabinet  council? 
Or  does  he  not  pay  attention  to  what  his 
other  colleagues  are  doing?  Did  he  look  at 
that  bill?  Did  he  have  any  opinion  on  the 
bill?  If  he  did,  and  if  he  believes  that  the 
McRuer  ideas  were  good  ones— and  you  are 
the  chief  law  officer,  or  are  you?— then  the  bill 
should  not  have  come  forward  in  the  form 
in  which  it  did  come  forward.  At  least  the 
Legislature  should  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  see  what  the  minister  had  in  mind.  And 
that  should  have  been  spelled  out  in  the 
statute. 
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Well,  again  I  wonder  about  the  role  that 
this  minister  plays.  As  late  as  this  afternoon, 
he  has  taken  over  apparently  the  liquor  con- 
trol function  from  his  estimable  colleague, 
the  Provincial  Secretary  (Mr.  Yaremko),  and 
he  brings  in  a  bill  to  deal  with  detoxication 
centres.  It  is  a  good  bill  in  essence,  in 
principle.  I  think  the  first  speech  I  made 
here  12  years  ago  talked  about  the  establish- 
ment of  detoxication  centres,  talked  about  the 
foolishness  that  we  continue  to  participate 
in  in  this  province  by  bringing  these  chronic 
alcoholics  before  the  court  and  sentencing 
them  to  $10  or  10  days  and  parading  them 
through  the  courts  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
every  Monday  morning. 

Well,  the  government  moves  very  slowly, 
but  in  their  eagerness  to  get  the  bill  before 
the  House  I  would  draw  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral's attention— and  we  will  deal  wdth  this 
on  second  reading  and  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole— to  subsection  4  of  the  new  section 
106(a),  which  is  part  of  section  1  of  the  Act 
where,  in  providing  for  some  exculpatory 
provisions  for  those  charged  with  enforcing 
this  statute,  they  have  swept  such  a  wide 
swath  that  they  have,  in  fact,  excluded 
doctors  and  hospitals  from  the  natural  results 
of  their  own  negligence,  if  anv  such  exists. 
One  would  have  thought,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
a  similar  clause  in  The  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Act  where  there  was  a  similar  exculpatory 
provision  and  it  was  so  widely  drawTi  that  it 
would  have  excluded  any  negligence  which 
caused  damage  on  the  part  of  any  municipal 
person.  Well,  fortunately,  whoever  was  res- 
ponsible for  that  Act— and  I  think  it  was 
done  in  the  committee— saw  the  error  of  his 
ways  and  that  was  amended.  Here  we  have 
it  again. 

So,  I  ask  the  Attorney  General  in  all 
seriousness:  does  anybody  bother  on  behalf  of 
the  chief  law  oflBcer  of  the  Crown,  to  look  at 
the  statutes  that  come  before  us  and  to  make 
sure  that  while  they  are  apparently  attempt- 
ing to  do  new  things  and  sometimes  good 
things,  that  some  of  the  consequences  that 
flow  from  some  of  the  provisions  in  these 
statutes  are  not  so  vsddely  drawTi  that  in  fact 
they  could  cause  real  damage  to  persons 
who  might  suffer  from  other  people's  negli- 
gence? 

Has  the  Attorney  General,  along  the  same 
theme  for  instance,  looked  at  the  great  diflB- 
culties  that  occur  when  one  tries  to  sue  either 
doctors  or  hospitals  for  negligence?  This  is 
the  sort  of  thing  that  should  have  occurred 
to  him  when  he  looked  at  that  paragraph 
in  this  bill  that  he  introduced  this  afternoon. 


Has  he  sat  down  and  consulted  about  these 
matters  with  the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
A.  B.  R.  Lawrence)  or  is  everything  so 
compartmentalized  over  there  that  the  Attor- 
ney General  pays  no  heed  to  this  matter? 
This  is  the  sort  of  thing  that  makes  me 
wonder  about  the  Attorney  General's  knowl- 
edge of  the   law. 

This  is  why  I  say  it  is  not  only  arrogance, 
but  it  is  also  ignorance.  I  do  not  think  the 
Attorney  General  knows  any  better.  I  do 
not  think  he  looks  for  these  things.  I  do  not 
think  he  spots  them  and  that  is  why,  in 
fact,  we  see  tliis  kind  of  provision  come 
before  us.  Does  the  Attorney  General  not 
care,  for  instance,  about  the  debate  that  is 
presently  raging  in  the  council  of  the  city 
of  Toronto,  about  the  conflict  of  interest 
alleged  insofar  as  it  relates  to  a  certain 
alderman  dovm  there?  Has  he  no  concern 
at  all  about  the  fact  that  the  provisions  in 
The  Municipal  Act  are  so  vague  and  so 
loosely  drawn  that  they  are  almost  in  fact 
meaningless,  that  there  are  no  penal  pro- 
visions attached  to  them?  One  would  have 
thought,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  notwithstand- 
ing on  the  surface  this  is  a  responsibility 
of  the  Minister  of  Municipal  Aff^airs  (Mr. 
Bales )  that  the  chief  law  officer  of  the  Crown 
would  have  shown  some  concern  about  the 
inadequate  provisions  of  our  Municipal  Act 
insofar  as  they  relate  to  conflict  of  interest 
and  the  penalties  that  might  or  might  not 
attach.  But  not  a  word  out  of  the  Attorney 
General.  Not  a  word  out  of  him  because 
his  field  of  knowledge  is  so  confined  and 
so  lacking  that  he  is  afraid  to  venture  into 
these  other  fields. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  seriously 
about  some  of  the  things  he  has  in  fact 
embarked  upon.  One  of  them  was  the  topic 
we  were  discussing  today— in  the  question 
period  and  at  some  length— in  relation  to 
this  man  Shatford.  And  the  Attorney  General 
just  did  a  dance  all  around  the  subject,  all 
around  it,  in  order  to  avoid  any  positive 
statement.  He  has  become  a  master  at  that 
in  any  event— and  that  is  why  I  quarrelled 
with  the  comment  of  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

I  did  not  call  him  an  ignoramus.  I  say 
he  is  ignorant  of  the  law.  Ignorant  he  is 
not.  He  is  a  pretty  astute  political  dancer, 
but  surely  the  time  comes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
when  one  faces  this  kind  of  a  problem  head 
on,  and  surely  the  least  the  Attorney  General 
could  have  said  today  was:  "Yes,  I  will  in- 
vestigate, and  yes,  if  the  evidence  that 
comes  to  us  as  a  result  of  our  investigation 
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is  sufficient,  I,  or  my  officials,  will  make 
representations,  the  proper  representations,  to 
the  Minister  of  Justice  under  section  596 
of   The  Criminal   Code." 

Now,  that  is  your  duty  and  that  is  your 
responsibility.  The  whole  false  trail  that  you 
tried  to  lay  about  the  appropriateness  of 
identification  procedures  in  police  lineups, 
or  the  exact  responsibility  of  the  Minister 
of  Justice  in  Ottawa,  or  whether  The  BNA 
Act  says  that  the  federal  government  is  re- 
sponsible for  criminal  law— and  we  all  know 
it  does   say  that— are  just   irrelevant  factors. 

This  man,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  charged  with 
the  responsibiUty  of  the  administration  of 
justice.  He  is  not  the  enforcer,  as  he  called 
himself— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  never  did. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  you  did.  It  was  in  the 
paper,  and  when  we  challenged  you  with 
it,  you  said  it  was  an  .informal  meeting  and 
you  were  surprised  that  it  got  in  the  paper. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  never  said 
that. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  is  not  the  enforcer,  he 
is  the  administrator,  and  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  chief  law  officer  of  the  Crown  who  is 
charged  with  administering  justice  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  to  see  that  justice  is 
done.  When  a  prima  facie  case  has  been 
made,  as  I  suggest  has  been  done  here,  then 
he  has  a  duty  and  a  responsibility  to  in- 
vestigate the  various  allegations  as  fully  as 
possible.  Then  if  there  is  a  reasonable  con- 
clusion that  comes  from  the  reports  of  those 
investigations— that,  in  fact,  there  has  been 
an  injustice— then  he  has  the  duty  and  re- 
sponsibility not  to  wait  for  the  initiative 
to  be  taken  either  by  the  lawyer  of  the 
man  who  might  be  in  jail  or  by  the  man 
who  might  be  in  jail.  He,  the  Attorney 
General,  has  the  responsibility  to  make  those 
representations  under  section  596  of  the 
Canadian  Criminal  Code,  and  any  other 
answer,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  completely  inade- 
quate and  ignorant. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  is  this.  He  knows 
—we  all  know— that  the  facilities  in  Ottawa 
for  this  kind  of  investigation,  other  than  the 
control  of  the  RCMP,  are  almost  non-exis- 
tent, and  surely  he  would  be  amongst  the 
first  to  stand  up  and  rant  and  rage  about 
those  terrible  fellows  in  Ottawa  if  they  sent 
RCMP  officers  in  here  in  investigate  what 
Ontario  policemen  had,  in  fact,  done.  He 
would  be  amongst  the  first  to  say  that  should 


not  be  done.  He  knows  in  addition  that  he 
has  at  his  beck  and  call  the  Ontario  Pro- 
vincial Police. 

He  should  know  by  now,  even  though 
he  said  shortly  after  he  appeared  in  this 
House  he  was  not  sure  who  controlled  the 
pohce,  that  he  controls  the  police  forces  in 
the  name  of  this  Legislature,  and  in  the 
name  of  the  people  of  Ontario,  and  he  has 
at  his  beck  and  call  all  of  the  poHce  forces, 
and  can  instruct  them  through  his  various 
administrative  arms  as  to  how  they  should 
carry  on  their  business.  He  knows  as  well 
that  he  can  launch  this  type  of  investigation. 

He  has  again  at  his  beck  and  call  the 
services  of  all  of  the  law  officers,  the  services 
of  the  Crown  attorneys.  He  has,  in  fact,  the 
control  of  all  of  the  machinery  of  justice 
that  exists  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Now, 
who  else  can  adequately  do  that  land  of 
an  investigation?  Only  the  Attorney  General 
of  Ontario,  and  anything  less  than  a  clear  and 
blunt  statement  that  this  is  what  he  would 
undertake,  an  then  as  a  result  of  the— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  said  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  you  did  not  say  that,  and 
you  know  you  did  not  say  that.  You  have 
danced  in  circles  around  it  for  two  and  a 
half  or  three  days  and  you  never  once  showed 
that  you  had  the  situation  in  hand,  that  you 
grasped  the  problem,  that  you  had  any 
understanding  of  what  your  responsibility 
is.  So  I  am  telling  the  Attorney  General, 
Mr.  Chairman,  through  you,  that  his  re- 
sponsibihty  is  obvious.  He  has  a  duty  to 
investigate,  and  if  his  investigation  shows 
any  doubt,  then  it  is  his  responsibility,  no 
matter  what  anyone  else  may  do,  to  take 
that  information  to  the  Minister  of  Justice 
in  Canada  and  say:  "Okay,  exercise  your 
jurisdiction  under  596." 

At  that  point,  it  becomes  the  responsibility 
of  the  federal  Minister  of  Justice.  Well,  all 
right.  Finally  then  we  have  got  the  Attorney 
General  around  to  this  point.  Well,  that  is 
just  great.  I  do  not  know  why  it  had  to  take 
some  l^k  days  to  get  down  to  this  point  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Attorney  General  likes 
to  cast  himself  in  the  role  of  the  great  inno- 
vator. What  have  his  innovations  been?  What 
new  or  different  piece  of  legislation  that 
really  is  a  creature  of  his  own  work  has  he 
introduced  since  he  has  arrived?  Not  a  thing. 
The  substantial  legislation  that  he  brought 
in  related  to  the  implementation  of  a  number 
of  McRuer  recommendations,  the  work  on 
which   had   substantially   been   done   by   his 
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predecessor.  So  the  Attorney  General  brought 
in  that  legislation  as  a  caretaker. 

Perhaps  he  will  point  with  some  pride  to 
the  bill  he  brought  in  this  afternoon,  dethron- 
ing the  Provincial  Secretary  and  setting  up 
detoxication  centres.  If  this  was  a  new  idea 
perhaps  he  would  deserve  some  very  sub- 
stantial credit.  But  I  would  think,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, if  my  memory  serves  me  right,  the  first 
speech  I  made  in  this  Legislature  some  12 
years  ago  made  that  point;  suggested  that 
there  had  to  be  detoxication  centres;  and  this 
great  discovery  by  the  Attorney  General 
really  does  not  deserve  the  great  rounds  of 
applause  that  some  of  his  backbenchers  have 
apparently  been  trying  to  attribute  to  him 
today.  Why  did  we  have  to  wait  so  long? 
And  why  did  the  Attorney  General  and  his 
predecessors  take  so  long  to  discover  it? 

Then,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  had  tabled 
in  the  Legislature  a  great  series  of  reports 
of  the  Law  Reform  Commission.  The  thickest 
one  was  the  report  relating  to  Sunday  law 
observance.  I  think  the  Attorney  General's 
most  incisive  comment  in  relation  to  that  was: 
"It  was  a  big  report.  It  was  a  long  report.  It 
was  complicated.  There  were  all  sorts  of 
views  arising  out  of  the  recommendations 
and  it  would  take  some  very  substantial  time 
to  consider  what,  if  anything,  should  be  done 
about  it." 

That  certainly  is  the  sign  of  a  brave  and 
adventurous  Attorney  General,  someone  who 
really  grasps  the  problems  and  is  decisive  and 
comes  forward  with  new  laws,  new  ideas,  for 
the  betterment  of  all  the  people  of  Ontario. 
As  if  that  was  not  bad  enough,  Mr.  Chair- 
man— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  going  to  hire 
the  member  as  a  speech  writer. 

Mr.  Singer:  —he  consents  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  some  poor  fellow  here  in  Toronto  who 
runs  an  auction  sale  on  a  Sunday.  A  terrible 
offence! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Actually  it  was  in 
Scarborough. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  well.  Metropolitan  Toronto. 
A  terrible,  terrible  thing!  And  this  poor  guy, 
I  do  not  know  how  long  this  fellow  had  to 
wait  before  he  was  eventually  tried— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Actually,  I  did  not. 
The  member  has  his  facts  wrong  again.  It  was 
not  me. 

Mr.  Singer:  —or  what  the  extent  of  his  legal 
expenses  were.  I  think  he  was  fined  $50.  The 


issues  of  his  trial  and  his  conviction  by  them- 
selves are  not  very  serious,  but  the  important 
issue  is  that  while  the  Attorney  General  puts 
his  fiat  on  the  complaint  against  this  horrible 
lawbreaker,  his  colleague— I  have  forgotten 
v/hich  one  it  is;  the  Minister  of  Tourism  (Mr. 
Guindon)— puts  out  a  booklet  and  says:  "If 
you  have  nothing  to  do  on  a  Sunday,  go  to 
hither  and  yon,  and  over  there,  and  visit  some 
auction  sales,  because  that  is  the  sort  of  thing 
that  people  like  to  do  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario." 

Now,  somewhere  along  the  line— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  is  sure 
it  was  me? 

Mr.  Singer:  —Mr.  Chairman,  one  would 
think  that  there  might  be  a  little  consistency 
in  the  approach  of  government  to  problems 
of  this  sort.  If  it  was  a  very  serious  thing  that 
is  going  to  bring  about  the  ruination  of  the 
people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  be  able 
to  go  to  an  auction  sale  on  Sunday  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  it  must  be  equally  serious 
to  be  able  to  go  to  one,  where  was  it,  in 
Aberfoyle?  Was  that  one  of  the  places,  some- 
where a  little  out  yonder?  And  surely,  Mr. 
Chairman,  one  could  reasonably  expect  that 
the  same  kind  of  law  would  apply  in  those 
other  places  that  the  Minister  of  Tourism 
writes  about  in  his  book,  as  applies  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto. 

Is  this  the  Attorney  General's  new  ap- 
proach, that  the  law  is  as  long  as  his  foot? 
This  is  one  of  the  things  I  thought  we  got 
away  from,  the  saying  that  "the  law  was  as 
long  as  the  chancellor's  foot."  That  was  one 
of  the  terrible  things  that  we  used  to  com- 
plain about  in  our  courses  in  legal  history; 
and  how  progressive  we  lawyers  were,  we 
lawmakers  were  going  to  be.  We  were  going 
to  have  laws  that  were  equal  and  fair  in 
their  application. 

But  not  this  Attorney  General,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Not  this  Attorney  General.  He  has  a 
long  report  that  is  complicated.  He  is  study- 
ing it  again,  and  sometime  soon  he  is  going 
to  bring  in  an  opinion  about  it.  I  do  not 
know  how  soon  "soon"  is,  but  sometime  he 
is  going  to  bring  it  in.  In  the  meantime,  he 
continues  to  make  sure  that  its  recommenda- 
tions are  not  implemented  and  that  the  pres- 
ent law  is  unfairly  and  inequitably  applied. 

I  do  not  know  if  he  follows  the  newspapers 
at  all,  but  I  have  taken  some  interest  in  see- 
ing some  of  the  ads  that  have  been  published 
in  the  papers  about  Sunday  openings.  There 
was  a  large  store  downtown.  I  think  it  was 
open  last  Sunday,  one  of  the  biggest  stores 
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—not  Eatons  or  Simpsons,  another  one.  They 
had  a  great  Sunday  sale.  It  was  100-and- 
some-odd  Yonge  Street,  just  last  Sunday. 
Where  was  the  minister?  This  was  a  terrible 
thing  in  accordance  with  his  previous  deci- 
sions. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  has  the  minister  not  in- 
sisted that  these  terrible  people  be  prosecut- 
ed? I  know,  he  gets  up  and  he  says,  "It 
depends  on  the  local  situation— the  mood  of 
the  locality." 

Does  he  really  believe  that  anyone  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto  was  awfully  concerned 
about  that  terrible  auction  sale,  or  that  the 
same  people  who  were  not  concerned  about 
that  terrible  auction  sale  would  not  have 
been  equally  concerned  about  that  terrible 
department  store  that  had  this  mammoth 
sale  on  Sunday  in  Toronto,  just  a  few  days 
ago? 

Where,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  kind  of  ima- 
gination that  the  Attorney  General  should  be 
bringing  to  this  job? 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  talk  for 
a  moment  or  two  about  the  very  unfortun- 
ate circumstances  that  flowed  from  the  in- 
vestigation into  the  OPP.  What  happened 
was,  after  certain  discussions  here  in  the 
Legislature,  the  government,  in  its  wisdom, 
decided  to  have  a  royal  commission  or  a 
judicial  inquiry.  A  judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court  was  appointed  and  he  brought  down 
his  report.  While  he  was  bringing  down 
the  report,  two  of  the  senior  officers  of  the 
OPP  had  been  charged.  The  dealing  with 
those  charges  had  been  postponed,  pending 
the  hearing  of  the  evidence  by  the  commis- 
sioner. The  commissioner  found  that  these 
two  senior  officers  had  committed  offences 
and  the  charges  were  then  scheduled  to  pro- 
ceed. 

Somewhere  along  the  line,  the  govern- 
ment inserted  itself  into  the  middle  and  sub- 
stituted, as  the  hearing  officer,  not  the  head 
of  the  police  force  concerned,  which  was 
probably  appropriate  in  the  circumstances, 
but  substituted  a  county  court  judge.  In  due 
course,  the  county  court  judge  heard  the 
charges  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  real- 
ly what  these  two  senior  officers  had  done  in 
failing  to  carry  out  the  commands  of  their 
senior  officer  was  not  very  serious. 

As  I  read  the  regulations  under  The  Police 
Act,  he  punished  them  by  the  method  in 
which  he  could,  in  fact,  inflict  the  least  pun- 
ishment. The  punishments— unless  I  have  a 
statute  that  is  outdated— seem  to  rate  in  seri- 


ousness from  dismissal,  down  through  the 
requirement  to  resign  with  a  reduction  in 
rank,  to  the  forfeiture  of  pay,  to  the  forfeit- 
ure of  leave  or  days  off  not  exceeding  20 
days,  or  a  reprimand,  which  may  be  imposed 
in  lieu  of,  or  in  addition  to,  any  other  pun- 
ishment imposed.  Six  punishments  are  set 
out.  The  fifth  one  and  the  fifth  in  the  de- 
scending order  of  seriousness  is  the  forfeit- 
ure of  leave  or  days  off  not  exceeding  20, 
which,  in  fact,  as  I  understand  it,  was  the 
punishment  that  his  Honour,  Judge  Steen 
imposed. 

So  Judge  Steen  did  not  think,  really,  that 
what  those  two  senior  officers  had  done  was 
very  serious.  In  fact,  what  happened  to  these 
two  senior  officers,  was  that  they  had  a  year's 
leave  with  pay.  They  had  to  undergo  a  few 
days  of  trial  and  when  Judge  Steen,  in  his 
wisdom,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  they 
were  only  guilty  of  one  of  the  charges 
brought  against  them  and  he  gave  them  a 
very,  very  minor  punishment. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand  the 
provisions  of  The  Police  Act,  an  appeal  could 
now  lie  to  the  Ontario  Police  Commission 
because  I  do  not  think  you  disturb  the  order 
of  appear  jurisdiction  by  inserting  the  judge 
in  the  middle.  The  appeal  still  can  go  on. 
The  judge  was  acting  in  lieu  of  the  head  of 
the  local  police  force,  in  this  case,  Mr.  Silk, 
and  theoretically  in  any  event  an  appeal 
could  go  to  the  Ontario  Police  Commission. 

I  pointed  that  out  last  April  when  I  was 
speaking  in  the  Throne  debate  and  I  would 
have  thought  that  if  my  conclusions  were 
wrong  at  that  time  someone  would  have 
bothered  to  correct  me.  I  think  they  are  still 
right.  I  think,  theoretically  in  any  event,  that 
an  appeal  now  lies  to  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission.  But  can  anyone  imagine,  Mr. 
Chairman,  anything  more  ludicrous  than 
taking  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  His 
Honour  Judge  Steen  to  the  Ontario  Police 
Commission  and  having  them  sit  in  judge- 
ment on  the  decision  of  His  Honour  Judge 
Steen? 

Be  that  as  it  may,  what  has  in  fact  hap- 
pened? By  reason  of  this  unusual  and  un- 
fortimate  procedure,  I  would  suggest  that 
almost  at  one  fell  swoop  the  government  has 
perpetrated  the  most  serious  concern  about 
disciphne  throughout  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  and  throughout  all  of  the  forces  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  would  think  that  when 
constables  who  are  subject,  theoretically,  to 
the  same  rules  and  regulations  and  who  have 
been  tried  and  dealt  with  under  the  various 
offences  listed  here  and  who  have  received 
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much  more  serious  punishment— many  of 
them  have  been  dismissed  from  the  force; 
the  Attorney  General,  I  know,  has  these  sta- 
tistics—when they  see  what  happened  in  fact 
to  these  two  senior  pohce  officers  who 
brought  discredit  on  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  force,  their  concern  about  the  equity 
and  govemiing  of  police  matters  must  be 
very  great  indeed. 

I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
day  is  still  with  us  when  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, if  he  is  prepared  to  exercise  any  cour- 
age, can  rectify  this  situation.  I  would  think 
that  he  has  to  bring  some  sort  of  order  to  the 
chaos  that  presently  exists  because  certainly 
insofar  as  the  number  of  disciplinary  matters 
that  have  to  be  dealt  with  relate  to  this 
broad  problem  insofar  as  police  forces  are 
concerned,  it  must  be  obvious  even  to  the 
most  casual  observer  that  constables  seem 
to  sufiFer— the  lower  ranks  seem  to  suffer— very 
much  more  serious  punishment  than  was,  in 
fact,  given  to  these  two  senior  officers  who 
did  very  little  good  for  the  Ontario  Provin- 
cial Police  force. 

I  would  hope  when  the  Attorney  General 
comes  to  respond  a  little  later  on,  perhaps 
this  evening,  to  these  remarks,  that  he  will 
have  some  answer  or  will  express  something 
more  than  just  a  few  words  which  he  ex- 
pressed in  the  House  the  other  day.  We  want 
some  decisiveness;  we  can  expect  surely— we 
should  be  able  to  expect  surely— from  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
some  leadership  which  would  express  a  feel- 
ing that  the  law  should  be  administered 
equitably,  even  among  policemen. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  deal  with  another 
rather  peculiar  matter  that  relates  to  the 
question  of  rock  festivals.  Somewhere  along 
the  line— I  am  sorry  the  member  Dufferin- 
Simcoe  is  not  here  because  he  is  concerned 
about  this— about  a  year  ago  the  government 
became  concerned  with  the  activities  of  a 
group  called  Orange  Productions  Limited, 
which  wanted  to  carry  on  a  rock  festival  in 
the  township  of  Mulmur,  in  the  county  of 
Dufferin,  on  Saturday  and  Sunday,  Septem- 
ber 5  and  6,  1970.  His  Honour  the  Lieuten- 
ant-Governor-in-Council  did,  on  August  27, 
1970,  issue  order-in-council  No.  2657  of  that 
year,  which  apparently  in  accordance— and  I 
use  the  word  "apparently"  advisedly— with 
various  sections  of  The  Police  Act,  particu- 
larly subsection  3  of  section  2,  required 
Orange  Productions  Limited  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Attorney  General  of 
Ontario  to  bind  themselves  to  pay  the  smn 
of  $87,856.70  in  the  lawful  money  of  Canada 


to  the  government  on  or  before  September 
1,  1970. 

Fascinatingly,  the  gentleman  responsible 
for  Orange  Productions  Limited  told  the 
Attorney  General  to  go  and  jump  in  the 
lake.  They  refused  to  sign  the  agreement, 
they  carried  on  with  their  festival,  and  noth- 
ing more  was  heard  about  this  matter  until 
it  occurred  to  me  on  May  7  to  ask— no,  it 
was  a  few  days  earlier  than  May  7— it 
occurred  to  me  to  ask  the  Attorney  General 
what  had  ever  happened  to  Orange  Produc- 
tions Limited  and  were  they  going  to  get 
away  witli  not  having  to  pay  the  $87,856.70. 
The  Attorney  General  took  the  question  as 
notice  and  on  May  7  he  answered  me.  I 
think  his  remarks  are  interesting  enough;  they 
could  be  repeated  yet  once   again: 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  took  the  question  as  notice.  I 
have  now  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  matter 
and  it  is  certainly  true  that  the  company  refused 
to  enter  into  the  agreement  that  was  required  by 
the  designation  and  the  order-in-council.  There- 
fore, as  a  result  of  that  we  feel  that  we  have  a 
cause  of  action  for  costs  in  an  amount  that  would 
be  decided  by  the  court.  We  are  now  considering 
the  institution  of  such  an  action  but  I  must  bear 
in  mind,  of  course,  all  of  the  equities  of  the  situ- 
ation, including  the  possibility  that  the  judgement 
might  not  be  recoverable  if  the  defendant  was  not 
able  to  pay  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  was  on  May  7  of  this 
year,  some  nine  months  after  the  date  of  the 
first  order-in-council.  Then,  a  little  bit  later, 
the  Attorney  General  or  his  advisers  decided 
they  were  going  to  sue  Orange  Productions 
Limited,  and  on  June  30  they  issued  a  writ 
out  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario— a 
specially  endorsed  writ,  if  you  will,  Mr. 
Chairman— claiming  the  sum  of  $106,102.05 
against  the  same  Orange  Productions  Limited. 

The  writ  was  served  on  June  24,  1971. 
I  do  not  know  what  kind  of  action  Orange 
Productions  Limited  is  going  to  take  or  what 
additional  information  came  to  the  Attorney 
General  between  May  7  and  June  3,  the  date 
on  which  the  writ  was  issued,  which  led  him 
to  believe  it  was  now  worthwhile  to  pursue 
these  people,  one  year  after  the  event.  But 
begin  to  pursue  them  he  did,  and  he  began 
to  pursue  them  in  this  most  unusual  way, 
as  I  say,  of  issuing  a  specially  endorsed  writ. 

How  this  occurred  to  his  officials  or  to 
himself  I  do  not  know.  I  look  at  rule  33  of 
the  rules  of  court,  and  there  is  just  no  way 
in  which  this  special  endorsement  can  be 
valid,  at  least  in  my  opinion.  It  is  not  for 
a  liquidated  amount.  It  is  not  even  for  the 
amount  of  $87,000  that  the  Attorney  General 
required  in  1970;  now  he  is  asking  for 
$106,000.  And  how  are  these   details  made 
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up?  Is  there  so  much  for  superintendent, 
so  much  for  staff  superintendents,  so  much 
for  motorcycles  and  so  much  for  mechanics? 
Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  he  must  have  some- 
body over  there  who  has  some  knowledge 
of  the  practice  of  law,  who  must  have  told 
him  that  this  special  endorsement  of  a  writ 
was  a  most  peculiar  and  unusual  and  prob- 
ably improper  way  to  proceed. 

So  what  has  happened?  We  have  a  writ 
issued  against  Orange  Productions  Limited, 
who  have  effectively,  for  over  a  year,  thumbed 
their  nose  at  the  government  of  Ontario. 
Well,  along  comes  1971  and  Orange  Produc- 
tion Limited,  unbeknownst,  I  am  sure,  to  the 
Attorney  General  or  his  investigators  or  ad- 
visors, still  around,  still  in  business,  plan  to 
hold  another  rock  festival.  This  time  I  think 
they  give  it  a  slightly  different  title.  They 
call  it  the  Rockhill  Youth  Camp-In. 

The  member  for  Dufferin-Simcoe  (Mr. 
Downer)  is  disturbed  about  the  possibility 
of  this  going  on  in  the  same  manner  as  it 
did  the  year  before,  but  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral is  able  to  say,  "Oh,  do  not  worry,  we 
have  passed  another  order-in-council"  and 
sure  enough,  there  it  was:  order-in-council 
No.  1913/71,  almost  word  for  word  the  same 
as  the  ineffective  order-in-council  of  a  year 
ago. 

And  here  they  are,  almost  word  for  word, 
with  just  the  dates  changed,  and  fascinatingly 
enough,  at  least  in  the  copy  I  have,  they  did 
not  put  in  an  amount  that  they  were  requir- 
ing. It  may  be  in  an  original  document  but 
the  copy  leaves  the  amount  blank. 

Well,  what  greater  success,  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  greater  success  does  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral and/ or  his  advisers  expect  they  are  going 
to  have  against  Orange  Productions  Limited 
in  the  year  1971,  than  they  did  have  in  the 
year  1970,  because  again,  as  I  read  the  press, 
the  people  behind  this  great  effort  are  again 
thumbing  their  noses  at  the  Attorney  General. 
What  is  the  approach  of  the  government  to 
rock  festivals?  Is  the  approach  that  that  was 
set  out  by  L.  R.  Gartner  who  is  a  superin- 
tendent of  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police,  cer- 
tainly a  very  senior  oJBBcial?  He  was  quoted 
in  the  Toronto  Daily  Star  of  May  15,  1971 
as  having  said  this,  and  I  find  this  quite 
fascinating  because  here  is  certainly  one  of 
the  most  senior  police  officers  that  I  have 
been  able  to  pin  down  so  far,  expressing  an 
opinion  about  rock  festivals.  This  was  his 
opinion  and  I  would  like  to  know  if  in  fact 
it  is  the  Attorney  General's  opinion. 

Police  kept  the  peace  at  a  rock  festival 

last  summer  by  simply  staying  away— 


He  is  the  chief  superintendent  of  the  Ontario 
Provincial  Police. 

—the  chief  superintendent  said  yesterday. 
L.  R.  Gartner  told  new  coroners  taking 
the  course  at  the  Westbury  Hotel  that 
when  police  patrolled  the  Rockhill  festival— 

That  is  the  one  I  was  telling  you  about  on 
Saturday. 

—near  Shelbume ,  it  almost  turned  into 
a  riot.  The  Strawberry  Fields  festival  at 
Mosport  was  peaceful— 

And  this  is  in  quotes: 

—"mainly  because  the  police  were  not 
there  except  under  cover."  He  showed 
the  coroners  films  taken  by  the  undercover 
men  at  Mosport. 

Apparently  they  are  very  interesting  films, 
but  Gartner's  advice  was  that  the  best  way 
to  look  after  rock  festivals  is  to  stay  away. 

Well,  what  is  the  government's  opinion 
about  rock  festivals?  Yon  are  surely  not  going 
to  rely  on  these  most  tenuous  provisions  of 
The  Police  Act  which  at  least  in  my  opinion 
have  no  application  here  at  all.  I  do  not  think 
your  orders  in  council  are  worth  the  paper 
they  are  written  on,  and  you  did  not  think 
so  either  because  it  took  you  a  year  to  get 
into  action  and  issue  this  specially  endorsed 
writ  claiming  $108,000.  Now  you  issue  a 
second  order-in-coimcil.  Then  you  have  a 
chief  superintendent  of  the  OPP  saying  the 
best  thing  to  do  is  stay  away.  Have  you  got 
a  policy  about  rock  festivals  or  have  you  not? 
Are  you  going  to  do  anything  about  them 
or  are  you  not?  Is  Gartner  right?  Or  are  you 
going  to  keep  on  issuing  meaningless  orders 
in  council?  Or  are  you  going  to  continue  to 
govern  by  issuing  writs?  That  is  a  new  tech- 
nique, Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  government 
has  embarked  upon. 

I  think  it  was  in  1963  that  they  put  out  a 
sort  of  checkerboard  thing  and  certainly  the 
member  for  London  North  was  very  proud  of 
it  and  it  helped  him  win  that  election.  He 
used  to  make  speeches  about— it  does  not 
really  matter  what  the  problem  is— elimination 
of  crime.  There  was  a  little  square,  tick 
mark,  done.  Removal  of  pollution:  square, 
tick  mark,  done.  I  can  well  remember  Medi- 
care: little  square,  tick  mark,  done.  All  the 
way  down  the  list.  The  member  for  London 
North  (Mr.  Robarts)  thought  this  was  the 
greatest  thing  they  had  ever  invented. 

Well  the  member  for  St.  George  has  new 
gimmick.  He  issues  writs.  If  there  is  a  prob- 
lem, issue  a  writ,  then  it  is  done.  If  Dow 
is  polluting,  we  will  use  them  for  $35  mil- 
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lion;  end  of  problem,  done.  If  there  is  a 
problem  with  rock  festivals,  issue  writ— 
$108,000.   Done! 

I  am  certain  that  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  is  presently  puzzling  how  big 
a  figure  he  can  come  out  with  to  sue  Cleve- 
land for,  because  its  sewage  is  overflowing 
into  Lake  Erie.  Why  not  choose  $200  million? 
It  is  a  nice  round  figure.  The  Crown  does 
not  even  have  to  pay  the  $35.  I  made  a 
mistake  when  I  was  commenting  on  that. 
The  Crown  does  not  have  to  pay  to  issue 
a  writ;  so  end  of  pollution  in  Lake  Erie.  We 
are  suing  Cleveland.  We  have  issued  a  writ. 
Done! 

In  fact,  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  new 
technique  has  gone  to  the  extent  where  the 
Attorney  General  phones  up  his  good  friend, 
the  Provincial  Auditor  and  says,  "I  have 
got  good  news  for  you,  Mr.  Auditor.  We 
have  found  some  more  money,  so  that  when 
you  are  putting  out  your  next  statement  of 
accounts,  just  show  in  accounts  receivable, 
from  Dow,  $35  million,  from  Orange  Pro- 
ductions, $108,000;  from  the  city  of  Cleve- 
land,  $200  million,   and  so  on." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  thing  is  so  phoney  and 
so  obvious  that  one  wonders  why  a  man 
who  is  supposed  to  be  as  intelligent  as  the 
Attorney  General  would  stoop  to  these  depths 
in  order  apparently  to  park  these  problems 
under  the  rug.  The  Dow  case  just  is  not 
going  to  hold  water.  He  knows  that.  We  all 
know  that.  It  is  a  phoney  and  useless  gesture, 
as  is  the  Orange  productions  one. 

Why  does  the  government  not  get  around 
to  writing  some  laws  that  people  can  read 
and  understand?  If  their  laws  are  broken, 
then  deal  with  people  who  break  existing 
laws.  One  just  does  not  apparently  try  to  drag 
them  out  of  the  air  and  say,  "We  are  going 
to  issue  a  writ  and  then  the  problem  is  going 
to  go  away."  Government  by  writ  issued  in 
the  court  is  no  excuse  for  government  for  the 
people  of  Ontario.  That,  in  fact,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  what  this  government  is  attempting 
to  get  away  with.  I  do  not  think  they  are 
really    fooling    anybody. 

I  wonder  very  seriously  if  this  Attorney 
General  has  any  real  philosophy  of  his 
approach  to  the  questions  of  law  and  the 
reform  of  law,  the  administration  of  justice, 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  How  long  are 
we  going  to  have  to  wait  for  year-round 
courts,  for  instance?  We  submitted,  in  my 
name,  and  on  behalf  of  the  Liberal  Party,  to 
the  Law  Reform— we  cannot  do  anything  ap- 
parently without  the  Law  Reform  Commis- 
sion—I think  a  pretty  carefully  worked  out 


brief  to  the  Law  Reform  Commission.  I  am 
not  going  to  read  the  whole  thing.  The 
Attorney  General  is  shuddering  a  bit,  but 
there  are  some  77  points  set  out  in  it,  sug- 
gesting a  variety  of  law  reform. 

I  daresay  that  over  the  next  few  years,  if 
we  are  there,  or  over  the  next  many,  many 
years,  as  long  as  12  years  in  some  cases  as 
we  do  with  these  drying-out  centres  for 
the  chronic  alcoholic,  we  are  going  to  see 
many  of  these  things  come  about.  But  I 
wonder  why  the  Attorney  General  has  never 
bothered,  since  his  ascension  to  this  high  post, 
to  lay  out  some  kind  of  a  philosophy.  What 
does  he  believe  in?  He  just  gets  so  bound  up 
in  the  day-to-day  administration  and  in  the 
footwork  that  he  tries  to  play  here  in  the 
House  that,  if  he  has  any  philosophy,  it 
does  not  seem  to  emerge  at  all. 

The  problem  continues  and  it  multiplies 
and  it  gets  worse.  We  have  not  heard  from 
him  about  improvement  of  the  office  of  the 
official  guardian  or  office  of  the  public 
trustee.  Surely,  in  this  day  and  age,  the  time 
has  arrived  when  these  public  officials  should 
have  a  duty  to  intervene  in  matters  affecting 
citizens  of  Ontario  when  it  appears  that  an 
injustice  is  being  done.  But  still  these  prob- 
lems continue.  We  have  not  heard  from  him 
about  the  training  of  judges.  We  have  not 
heard  from  him  about  courses  that  will  be 
made  available  to  the  various  judical  officials. 
We  did  hear  a  little  bit— no,  we  have  not— 
we  have  not  heard  any  real  plan  or  pro- 
gramme insofar  as  it  relates  to  the  amending 
of  the  registry  office  system,  the  system  of 
dealing  with  titles.  He  has  just  tabled  an- 
other report.  He  comes  in  here  with  reports 
every  few  days.  I  commend  the  industry  of 
the  Law  Reform  Commission,  but  what  good 
is  the  Law  Reform  Commission  and  their 
various  reports  if  we  never  see  their  recom- 
mendations reflected  in  legislation? 

What  about  their  recommendation  about 
the  age  of  majority?  Are  we  ever  going  to 
see  that?  Or  can  you  not  start  breaking 
these  things  down?  Are  we  going  to  be  al- 
lowed to  have  18-year-olds  vote  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario?  Are  we  going  to  be 
allowed  to  have  18-year-olds  legally  drinking 
in  Ontario?  They  are  drinking  illegally  now 
and  the  police  chiefs  tell  you  that.  Or  are 
we  just  going  to  get  more  and  more  speeches 
from  the  Attorney  General,  such  as  the 
speech  that  he  made,  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
June  22,  1971,  to  the  Association  of  Ontario 
Chiefs  of  Police.  This  took  place  at  the 
Holiday  Inn  in  Hamilton  on  that  day. 
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He  talks  about  police  commissions,  and 
throughout  this  whole  speech— his  notes  run 
some  seven  pages— there  is  not  one  new  or 
novel  idea  in  it.  He  talks  about  the  police 
commissioners,  and  surely  he  has  heard 
enough  about  that  from  my  colleagues  and 
I  and  from  McRuer  and  everyone  else  who 
has  studied  this  matter  to  recognize  that  the 
time  has  come  that  we  should  take  judges  off 
police  commissions. 

And  what  does  the  Attorney  General  say? 
He  says  the  judge  brings  objectivity  and 
independence.  What  kind  of  nonsense  it  that? 
The  very  criticism  that  is  levied  against  those 
police  commissions  is  that  the  judge  is  too 
close  to  the  police  forces  that  he  has  to  look 
after  to  bring  the  objectivity  and  indepen- 
dence that  he  should  exercise.  No  thoughts 
at  all. 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  of  the  remarks  I  intend  to 
make  at  this  point.  I  will  have  many  more 
remarks  to  make  as  these  estimates  go  on 
from  vote  to  vote.  I  would  hope  that  if  we 
can  achieve  nothing  more  from  these  the 
first,  and  probably  the  last  estimates  of  the 
present  Attorney  General,  that  he  could  at 
least  let  us  into  his  mind  and  his  thinking 
and  tell  us  if  he  has  any  philosophy  about 
the  law. 

Those  of  us  who  have  been  here  for  a  few 
years  have  come  to  regard  the  whole  prob- 
lem of  the  administration  of  justice,  and  the 
role  of  the  Attorney  General,  as  probably  the 
most  important  portfolio  that  exists  in  the 
government  of  Ontario.  We  thought  that  the 
member  for  Sault  Ste.  Marie  (Mr.  Wishart) 
was  at  least  amenable  and  bending  and  un- 
derstanding. But  there  has  not  even  been  a 
glimmer  of  hope  since  this  hon.  gentleman 
has  assumed  the  office.  The  hour  is  not  yet 
over  and  perhaps  there  is  still  a  chance.  But 
let  us  hear  now,  when  he  is  on  his  estimates, 
what  he  thinks  about  these  things,  and  let 
us  hope,  for  goodness  sake,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  he  has  some  thoughts. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my  re- 
marks on  behalf  of  this  party  in  opening  the 
debate  on  the  estimates  of  the  Minister  of 
Justice  and  Attorney  General,  I  want  to 
constrain  my  remarks  in  the  opening  com- 
ments to  one  particular  problem  in  Canada, 
and  one,  whidh  in  my  judgement,  is  fimda- 
mental  and  basic  to  all  others. 

As  we  now  know,  there  has  been  little,  if 
any,  comment  about  the  Victoria  charter 
since   the   rejection   of  that   charter   by  the 


Province  of  Quebec.  My  remarks  are  not  re- 
lated to  the  basis  upon  which  the  Province 
'of  Quebec  rejected  the  charter,  but  my 
comments  are  related  to  that  portion  of  the 
Victoria  charter  which  purported  to  deal 
with  the  political  rights  of  citizens  in  Canada. 
It  was  of  such  concern  to  me  that  had  the 
normal  procedure  as  envisaged  for  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Victoria  charter  been  followed,  I 
might  have  had  great  difficulty  in  finding  it 
possible  to  have  voted  in  this  assem;bly  in 
favour  of  the  Victoria  charter,  despite  the 
immense  pressure  which  was  put  upon  us  to 
go  along  with  the  charter. 

I  want  to  deal  with  the  problem  of  politi- 
cal rights  as  it  is  raised  in  the  Victoria  char- 
ter, because  the  Victoria  charter  gives  a  focus 
to  the  question  for  the  first  time  so  far  as  a 
constitutional  dociunent  in  Canada  is  con- 
cerned. This  is  the  first  time  that  we  have 
had  an  inkling  of  the  thinking  of  this  gov- 
ernment and  of  the  government  of  Canada 
about  political  freedom  in  the  province  of 
Ontario  and  elsewhere  in  Canada.  I  want  to 
deal  with  it  in  terms  of  a  contrast  with  the 
Bill  of  Rights  in  the  United  States  but  not 
at  any  great  length.  I  want  to  deal  with  it  in 
accordance  with  my  imderstanding  of  what 
the  law  appeared  to  be  in  Canada,  with  re- 
spect to  political  freedoms  until  the  invoca- 
tion of  The  War  Measures  Act,  and  the  de- 
bates which  took  place  about  The  Temporary 
Disturbances  Act  and  up  imtil  the  appear- 
ance of  the  Victoria  charter,  what  I  assume 
is  still  the  law  in  Canada  with  respect  to 
political  freedoms. 

I  want  to  deal  with  it  from  those  two 
aspects  because  I  think  that  unless  I  mis- 
understand what  the  Minister  of  Justice  and 
the  Attorney  General  obviously  agreed  to  in 
Victoria,  there  was  a  profound  misconcep- 
tion by  him  of  what  had  to  be  done  for  con- 
stitutional purposes,  if  we  were  going  to 
entrench  or  to  try  to  state  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  this  country:  political  rights  or  politi- 
cal freedom. 

There  are  a  number  of  distinctions  which 
have  to  be  made  right  at  the  outset.  I  am 
not  talking  about  civil  rights  as  used  in  the 
constitution  at  the  present  time  with  respect 
to  property  and  civil  rights.  I  am  talking 
about  civil  liberties  in  a  different  context, 
having  nothing  to  do  with  rights.  I  want  to 
make  a  further  distinction  with  respect  to  the 
phrase  "civil  liberties"  and  that  is  that  in 
common  parlance  they  are  generally  divisible 
into  three  or  four  areas,  one  of  them  being 
pohtical  freedom,  one  of  them  being  what  I 
choose  to  call  procedural  protections  for  ac- 


JULY  6,  1971 


3599 


cused  persons,  which  are  more  in  the  nature 
of  private  freedoms  or  private  liberties,  pri- 
vate protections,  economic  protections,  and 
the  non-discriminatory  equahty  of  opportim- 
ity  legislation,  which  is  mirrored  in  this  prov- 
ince in  the  Human  Rights  Code. 

I  want  to  leave  these  aside,  not  because 
they  are  unimportant,  but  because  I  want  to 
focus  attention  solely  upon  the  field  of  politi- 
cal freedoms,  or  political  liberties,  which  I 
understand  to  be  interchangeable  terms. 

In  the  Victoria  charter,  the  first  part  of 
that  charter  purports  to  deal  with  what  is 
then  referred  to  as  political  rights,  but  in 
fact  deals  with  political  freedoms  in  the 
sense  in  which  I  have  used  that  term,  except 
that  they  might  well  be  structured  into  rights 
by  being  contained  within  a  specific  written 
document.  And  it  is  the  first  three  articles 
of  part  1  of  the  Victoria  charter,  which  set 
out  the  ambit  of  the  problems  that  I  want  to 
raise  with  the  Attorney  General  tonight. 

Article   1  states: 

It  is  hereby  recognized  and  declared 
that  in  Canada  every  person  has  the  fol- 
lowing fundamental  freedoms:  freedom  of 
thought,  conscience  and  religion,  freedom 
of  opinion  and  expression,  and  freedom  of 
peaceful  assembly  and  of  association,  and 
all  laws  shall  be  construed  and  applied 
so  as  not  to  abrogate  or  abridge  any  such 
freedom. 

Article  2: 

No  law  of  the  Parliament  of  Canada, 
or  the  Legislatures  of  the  provinces  shall 
abrogate  or  abridge  any  of  the  fundamental 
freedoms  herein  recognized  and  declared. 

But,   Mr.    Chairman,   the   charter   then    goes 
on  in  article  3  to  raise  the  fundamental  prob- 
lem that  is  of  such  concern  to  me: 
Article  3  states: 

Nothing  in  this  part  shall  be  construed 
as  preventing  such  limitations  on  the  exer- 
cise of  the  fundamental  freedoms  as  are 
reasonably  justifiable  in  a  democratic  so- 
ciety in  the  interests  of  public  safety,  order, 
health  or  morals,  of  national  security,  or  of 
the  rights  and  freedoms  of  others,  whether 
imposed  by  the  Parliament  of  Canada  or 
the  Legislature  of  a  province,  within  the 
limits  of  their  respective  legislative  powers, 
or  by  the  construction  or  application  of  any 
law. 

Those  are  the  three  articles  which  contain 
the  statement  of  the  Victoria  charter,  wath 
respect  to  political  rights  that  I  am  speaking 
of. 


In  the  United  States  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution,  there  was  con- 
siderable concern  expressed  by  the  citizens- 
following  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States— that,  despite  all  the  work 
that  had  been  done  and  despite  the  revolu- 
tionary wars  and  despite  the  revolution,  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States  as  originally 
adopted  was  not  in  fact  a  charter  of  freedom, 
the  kind  of  freedom  which  those  who  took 
part  in  the  revolution  believed  they  were 
going  to  achieve  in  establishing  their  basic 
rights.  Therefore,  the  first  amendments— some 
10  amendments— to  the  constitution  were  ulti- 
mately adopted  in  about  1791,  in  very  rapid 
order  in  accordance  with  the  amending  provi- 
sion of  the  original  constitution. 

Of  those  10  items  that  were  set  out  in 
the  Bill  of  Rights,  for  the  purpose  of  specific- 
ally limiting  the  area  of  my  concern  I  want 
to  deal  only  with  what  is  contained  in  the 
first  part   of   the   first   amendment. 

The  first  part  of  the  first  amendment  to 
the  constitution  of  the  United  States  states: 
Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting 
an  establishment  of  religion  or  prohibiting 
the  free  exercise  thereof,  or  abridging  the 
freedom  of  speech,  or  of  the  press,  or 
the  right  of  the  people  peaceably  to 
assemble  and  to  petition  the  government 
for  a  redress  of  grievances. 

I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  analogize  from 
that  particular  statement  in  the  constitution 
of  the  United  States  of  America  to  the  first 
two  articles   of  the   Victoria   charter. 

In  other  words,  they  are  in  substance  cate- 
gorical statements  of  political  freedom.  There- 
fore, they  are  equitable,  subject  to  the  actual 
differences  in  the  language,  but  for  practical 
purposes  they  say  the  same  things.  They  say 
it  in  categorical,  unequivocal  tenns  and, 
therefore,  the  concern  which  I  have  is  the 
abridging  provision,  or  the  provision  which 
would  indicate  that  in  some  way  the  political 
power  of  the  state  was  to  be  exercised  in  a 
way  which  could  curtail  the  exercise  of  those 
rights  as  set  out  in  article  3  of  the  Victoria 
charter,  which  is  hedged  about  in  a  balancing 
act  in  favour  of  an  abridgement  of  any  of 
the  laws  which  would  protect  the  otherwise 
categorically  stated   fundamental  freedom. 

Of  course,  the  qualification  is  as  I  have 
stated;  that  such  limitations  on  the  exercise 
of  the  freedoms  is  not  to  be  construed  as 
being  prevented  by  it,  if  they: 

—are  reasonably  justifiable  in  a  demo- 
cratic society  in  the  interests  of  public 
safety,  order,  health  or  morals,  of  national 
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security,  or  of  the  rights  and  freedoms  of 
others,  whether  imposed  by  the  Parliament 
of  Canada  or  the  Legislature  of  a  province, 
within  the  limits  of  their  respective  legis- 
lative powers,  or  by  the  construction  or 
application  of  any  law. 

I  want  to  come  back  in  a  few  minutes  if  I 
may,  to  that— perhaps  after  the  dinner  recess- 
back  to  the  curtailment  or  the  abridging 
language  of  article  3  of  part  1  of  the  Victoria 
charter.  I  want  first  of  all  to  state  what  I 
believe  to  be  the  substance  of  the  present 
protection  of  civil  liberties  in  Canada.  I 
think  the  first  statement  I  would  Hke  to  make 
is  one  which  was  made  by  Professor  Laskin, 
as  he  then  was,  and  who  is  now  a  justice  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  when  he  was 
raising  in  his  constitutional  study  what  to 
him  were  fundamental  questions  about  what 
civil  liberties  meant  and  who  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  them  within  the  framework  of  our 
constitution  under  The  British  North  Ameri- 
ca Act,  and  he  posed  two  questions— I  think 
at  that  point  I  could  then  break  my  re- 
marks. 

One  of  the  two  questions  which  he  posed 
is  whether  civil  liberties  are  within  the  ex- 
clusive federal  or  exclusive  provincial  com- 
petence, or  wdthin  the  competence  of  both 
or  neither.  The  cases  have  not  yet  given  a 
definitive  answer  to  this  question,  it  is  still 


fighting  ground  whether  civil  liberty  issues 
are  segregable  from  otherwise  valid  provin- 
cial legislation  in  which  they  are  involved. 

And  the  further  question  which  he  raised, 
which  in  a  sense  should  precede  the  other 
question,  is  one  of  determining: 

—what  is  meant  by  or  should  be  compre- 
hended within  the  term  civil  liberty  or  any 
analogous  term.  An  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion is  a  necessary  basis  for  evaluating 
issues  of  legislative  power  addressed  to 
freedoms  of  one  sort  or  another. 

I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  one  state- 
ment to  make  before  the  recess  and  that  is 
that  I  think  it  can  also  be  clearly  and  cate- 
gorically stated  that  at  the  present  time  in 
the  constitution  of  Canada,  insofar  as  it  is  a 
written  document,  there  is  no  statement  of 
fundamental  political  rights  or  pohtical  free- 
dom and  that  therefore  at  the  present  time 
in  Canada  the  position  with  respect  to  poli- 
tical freedoms  is  dependent  entirely  upon 
what  the  courts  have  said  when,  on  very 
rare  occasions,  they  have  had  to  deal  with 
these  basic  and  fundamental  questions.  Per- 
haps after  the  recess  I  could  continue  witli 
that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the   House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock  p.m. 


ESTIMATES, 

DEPARTMENT  OF  JUSTICE 

(continued) 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Riv- 
erdale. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  ( Riverdale ) :  Mr.  Chair- 
man, at  recess  I  was  speaking  about  my 
concern  in  connection  with  articles  1,  2  and  3 
of  part  1  of  the  Victoria  charter  dealing  with 
fundamental  pohtical  freedoms.  I  had,  in 
very  brief  summary,  equated  the  first  part  of 
the  first  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  with  paragraphs  1  and  2  of  the 
Victoria  charter.  I  think  that  the  analogy  is 
direct  and  accurate  in  the  categorical  expres- 
sion of  political  freedoms. 

My  reservation  was  with  respect  to  para- 
graph 3  of  the  Victoria  charter  which  I  refer 
to,  for  convenience  sake,  as  the  abridgement 
clause.  What  appeared  in  the  Victoria  char- 
ter does  not  appear  in  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States. 

I  had  then  referred  to  certain  distinctions 
which,  by  nodding,  the  Minister  of  Justice 
(Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence)  obviously  agreed  with. 
The  distinction  between  political  freedoms,  or 
civil  liberties  in  a  political  sense,  and  civil 
rights.  I  had  restricted  the  comments  I  was 
making  to  the  fields  of  political  freedoms,  not 
necessarily  to  follow  along  the  other  areas 
which  we  have  discussed  on  other  occasions, 
with  respect  to  the  procedural  protections  for 
accused  persons  or  non-discriminatory  laws. 
Or  laws  with  respect  to  the  rights  of  people 
to  economic  security,  which  is  in  a  diflFerent 
branch  and  a  difiFerent  area  of  the  arguments 
about  civil  liberties. 

Restricting  myself  again  to  this  fundamen- 
tal but  narrow  field  of  political  freedoms, 
just  before  the  dinner  adjournment,  I  indi- 
cated two  of  the  questions  which  Professor 
Lasldn,  as  he  then  was— now  Mr.  Justice 
Laskin  of  the  Supreme  Court— had  set  out  in 
dealing  with  this  topic  in  his  work  on  the 
constitution  of  Canada.  I  now  want,  before 
coming  back,  to  tidy  up  what  I  have  been 
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endeavouring  to  communicate  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  assembly  and  to  the  minister,  to 
deal  with  my  understanding  of  what  the  law, 
unsettled  as  it  may  appear  to  be,  is  in  Can- 
ada at  the  present  time.  There  are,  of  course, 
a  number  of  cases— not  all  that  many,  but  a 
number  of  cases— from  which  I  have  selected 
two  which  I  think  basically  state  very  clearly 
the  position  which  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  has  taken  with  respect  to  political 
freedoms  in  Canada. 

I  refer,  first  of  all,  to  the  case  with  respect 
to  An  Act  to  Ensure  the  Publication  of  Accu- 
rate News  and  Information  passed  in  the 
early  days  of  the  Social  Credit  regime  in 
Alberta  in  the  early  1930s.  It  was  disallowed 
and  then  was  referred  to  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Canada. 

I  need  not  elaborate  on  to  what  the  bill 
purported  to  do.  It  was  a  question  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  infringed  upon  freedom 
of  the  press  and  that  question  was  decided 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  in  language 
which,  in  our  very  limited  and  subdued  way, 
has  become  historic  language  so  far  as  civil 
liberties  in  Canada  are  concerned. 

The  principal  problem,  always,  in  these 
very  lengthy  judgements  is  to  find  just  exact- 
ly where  it  is.  The  chief  justice,  Chief  Jus- 
tice DuflF,  then  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  had  this  to  say, 
and  I  am  going  to  quote  the  substance  of 
what  he  stated  about  it. 

The  Act  was  disallowed;'  the  disallow- 
ance was  upheld  and  the  statute  was  con- 
sidered to  be  ultra  vires  of  the  legislative 
power  of  the  government  of  the  Province 
of  Saskatchewan. 

I  am  quoting  from  page  132  of  the  1938 
Supreme  Court  Reports: 

Under  the  constitution  established  by 
The  British  North  America  Act,  legislative 
power  for  Canada  is  vested  in  one  parlia- 
ment, consisting  of  the  sovereign  and  up- 
per house,  styled  the  Senate  and  the  House 
of  Commons.  Without  entering  in  detail 
upon  an  examination  of  the  enactment  of 
the  Act  relating  to  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, it  can  be  said  that  these  provisions 
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manifestly  contemplate  a  House  of  Com- 
mons which  is  to  be,  as  the  name  itself 
implies,  a  representative  body,  constituted, 
that  is  to  say,  by  members  elected  by  such 
of  the  population  of  the  united  provinces 
as  may  be  qualified  to  vote.  The  preamble 
of  the  statute  moreover,  shows  plainly 
enough  that  the  constitution  of  the  Domin- 
ion is  to  be  similar  in  principle  to  that  of 
the  United  Kingdom.  The  statute  contem- 
plates a  parliament  working  under  the 
influence  of  public  opinion  and  public  dis- 
cussion. There  can  be  no  controversy  that 
such  institutions  derive  their  eflScacy  from 
the  free  public  discussion  of  affairs,  from 
criticism  and  answer  and  counter-criticism, 
from  attack  upon  policy  and  administra- 
tion and  defence  and  counter-attack,  from 
the  freest  and  fullest  analysis  and  exami- 
nation from  every  point  of  view  of  political 
proposals.  This  is  signally  true  in  respect 
of  the  discharge  by  ministers  of  the  Crown 
of  their  responsibility  to  Parliament,  by 
member  of  Parliament  of  their  duty  to  the 
electors,  and  by  the  electors  themselves  of 
their  responsibilities  in  the  election  of  their 
representatives. 

The  right  of  public  discuission  is,  of 
course,  subject  to  legal  restrictions.  Those 
based  upon  considerations  of  decency  and 
public  order  and  others  conceived  for  the 
protection  of  various  private  and  public  in- 
terests of  which,  for  example,  the  laws  of 
defamation  and  sedition  are  concerned. 
The  word  "freedom  of  discussion"  means, 
to  quote  the  words  of  Lord  Wright  in 
"James  versus  Commonwealth,"  "free- 
dom governed  by  law." 

Even  within  its  legal  limits,  it  is  liable 
to  abuse  and  grave  abuse  and  Such  abuses 
are  constantly  exemplified  before  our  eyes 
but  it  is  axiomatic  that  the  practice  of  this 
right  of  free  public  discussion  of  public 
affairs,  notwithstanding  its  incidental  mis- 
chiefs, is  the  breath  of  life  for  parliamen- 
tary institutions. 

We  do  not  doulbt  that,  in  addition  to 
the  powers  of  disiallowance  vested  in  the 
Governor  General,  the  Parliament  of  Can- 
ada possesses  authority  to  legislate  for  the 
protection  of  this  right.  That  authority 
rests  upon  the  principle  that  the  powers 
requisite  for  the  protection  of  the  consti- 
tution itself  arise  by  necessary  implication 
from  The  British  North  America  Act  and 
since  the  subject  matter,  in  relation  to 
which  the  power  is  exercised  is  not  exclu- 
sively a  provincial  matter,  it  is  necessarily 
vested  in  Parliament.  But  this  by  no  means 


exhausts  the  matter.  Any  attempt  to  abro- 
gate this  right  of  public  debate,  or  to 
suppress  the  traditional  forms  of  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right  in  public  meeting,  and 
through  the  press,  would,  in  our  opinion, 
be  incompetent  to  the  legislatures  of  the 
provinces,  or  to  the  legislature  of  any 
one  of  the  provinces,  as  repugnant  to  the 
provisions  of  The  British  North  America 
Act  by  which  the  Parliament  of  Canada  is 
established  as  the  legislative  organ  of  the 
people  of  Canada  under  the  Crown,  and 
dominion  legislation  enacted  pursuant  to 
the  legislative  authority  given  by  those 
provisions. 

The  subject  matter  of  such  legislation 
could  not  be  described  as  a  provincial 
matter  purely  as  in  substance  exclusively 
a  matter  of  property  and  civil  rights  with- 
in the  province  or  a  matter  of  private  or 
local  within  the  province.  It  would  not  be, 
to  quote  the  words  of  the  judgement  of 
the  judicial  committee  in  Great  West 
Saddlery  Company  and  the  King,  "legisla- 
tion directed  solely  to  the  purpose  speci- 
fied in  section  92,"  and  it  would  be  invahd 
on  the  principles  enunciated  in  that  judge- 
ment. 

So,  in  substance,  what  the  court  said  in  that 
particular  case  was  that,  taking  their  clue 
from  the  preamble  to  The  British  North 
America  Act  which  refers  to  a  constitution 
for  Canada  similar  to  that  of  the  United 
Kingdom,  they  then  inferred  from  that  and 
drew  the  necessary  inferences  to  protect  the 
right  of  public  discussion  of  a  free  press  and 
similar  political  rights,  which  are  all  part  of 
that  recognition  in  a  democratic  society  of 
the  need  for  those  rights. 

The  judges  who  supported  Chief  Justice 
Duff  in  his  portion  of  the  decision— I  do  not 
want  to  give  any  impression  that  it  was  by 
any  means  unanimous— but  for  practical  pur- 
poses, it  has  been  considered  to  be  the  law 
in  Canada  that  it  is  incompetent  to  the  pro- 
vincial Legislatures  to  touch  upon  any  of 
the  matters  which  can  be  called  political 
freedoms.  And  the  second  case  to  which  I 
was— 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Have  they 
not  a  right  to  know? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes.  And  the  second  case 
to  which  I  referred  is  the  case  of  John 
Switzman  and  Freda  Elbing  and  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
commonly  known  as  the  "padlock  case," 
which  was  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  in  1956.  And  in  that  case  again  the 
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principal  judgeanents  with  respect  to  that 
aspect  of  it  deahng  with  pohtical  freedoms 
were  delivered  by  the  late  Mr.  Justice  Rand 
and  by  Mr.  Justice  Abbott.  And  Mr.  Justice 
Rand,  in  his  own  particular  eloquent  way, 
reasserted  in  substance  the  principles  which 
had  been  put  forward  by  Chief  Justice  Duff 
when  they  declared  the  Alberta  statute  to  'be 
ultra  vires  of  the  province. 

The  assembly  will  no  doubt  recall  that 
that  was  a  situation  in  the  Province  of  Que- 
bec where  the  Attorney  General  could  go  in 
and  padlock— subject  to  certain  appeal  pro- 
cedures subsequent  to  the  event— padlock 
any  house  which  was  widely  defined  as  if  he 
considered  that  it  was  being  used,  or  any 
person  was  being  allowed  to  make  use  of  it, 
to  propagate  communism  or  bolshevism  by 
any  means  whatsoever.  And  similarly  it  was 
unlawful  to  print  or  publish  or  distribute  in 
the  province  any  newspaper,  document  or 
writing  whatsoever  propagating  or  tending 
to  propagate  communism  or  bolshevism. 

The  closure  was  enforced  and  the  matter 
came  finally  before  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  and  Mr.  Justice  Rand,  in  giving  his 
decision,  said: 

That  the  scene  of  study,  discussion  or  dis- 
semination of  views  or  opinions  on  any 
matters  has  ever  been  brought  under  legal 
sanction  in  terms  of  nuisance  is  not  sug- 
gested. For  the  past  century  and  a  half  in 
both  the  United  Kingdom  and  Canada 
there  has  been  a  steady  removal  of  re- 
straints on  this  freedom,  stopping  only  at 
perimeters  where  the  foundation  of  free- 
dom is  self-threatened.  Apart  from  sedi- 
tion, obscene  writings  and  criminal  libels, 
the  public  law  leaves  the  literary,  discur- 
sive and  polemic  use  of  language  in  the 
broadest  sense  free. 

He  then  makes  the  distinction: 

It  is  not  a  matter  of  civil  rights,  it  is  a 
matter  of  civil  hberties,  that  the  aim  of  this 
statute  is,  by  means  of  penalties,  to  pre- 
vent what  is  considered  a  poisoning  of 
men's  minds,  to  shield  the  individual  from 
exposure  to  dangerous  ideas,  to  protect 
him,  in  short,  from  his  own  thinking  pro- 
pensities. 

He  discarded  the  view  that  that  was  within 
the  power  of  the  Legislature  of  the  Province 
of  Quebec.  He  then  goes  on: 

Indicated  by  the  opening  words  of  the 
preamble  in  the  Act  of  1867,  reciting  the 
desire  of  the  four  provinces  to  be  united 
in  a  federal  union  with  a  constitution 
similar  in  principle  to  that  of  the  United 


Kingdom,  the  political  theory  which  the 
Act  embodies  is  that  of  parliamentary 
government  with  all  its  social  implications, 
and  the  provisions  of  the  statute  elaborate 
that  principle  in  the  institutional  apparatus 
which  they  create  or  contemplate.  What- 
ever the  deficiencies  in  its  workings,  Can- 
adian government  is  in  substance  the  will 
of  the  majority  expressed  directly  or  in- 
directly through  popular  assemblies.  This 
means,  ultimately,  government  by  the  free 
public  opinion  of  an  open  society,  the 
effectiveness  of  which,  as  events  have  not 
infrequently  demonstrated,  is  undoubted. 
This  constitutional  fact  is  the  political 
expression  of  the  primary  condition  of 
social  life  and  thought,  and  its  communi- 
cation by  language.  Liberty  in  this  is 
little  less  vital  to  man's  mind  and  spirit 
than  breathing  is  to  his  physical  existence. 
As  such  an  inherence  in  the  individual 
that  it  is  embodied  in  the  status  of  citizen- 
ship. 

In  substance  he  adopts  the  position  taken  by 
Chief  Justice  Duff  in  the  earlier  case.  Mr. 
Justice  Abbott  went  even  further  than  either 
Chief  Justice  Duff  or  Mr.  Justice  Rand  and 
the  other  justices  who  support  him.  As  I 
have  stated,  they  clearly  stated  that  these 
matters  are  bevond  the  legislative  compe- 
tence of  the  legislative  assemblies  of  the 
provinces.  They  hesitated  at  ^-hat  noint  as  to 
whether  or  not  even  the  Parliament  of  Ca- 
nada would  have  power  to  deal  with  these 
fundamental  liberties  of  people. 

Mr,  Justice  Abbott,  in  a  rather  quaint 
phrase  which  has  been  quoted  from  time  to 
time,  left  even  that  question  open  to  debate. 
Mr.  Justice  Abbott  states: 

This  right  to  political  freedom  cannot 
be  abrogated  by  provincial  legislature  and 
the  power  of  siich  legislature  to  limit  it 
is  restricted  to  what  may  be  necessary  to 
protect  purely  private  rights,  such  as  for 
example,  provincial  laws  of  defamation. 
It  is  obvious  that  the  impugned  statute 
does  not  fall  within  that  category.  It  does 
not  in  substance  deal  with  matters  of 
property  and  civil  rights  or  with  local  or 
private  matters  within  the  province,  and 
in  my  opinion  is  clearly  ultra  vires. 

Although  it  is  not  necessary,  of  course, 
to  determine  this  question  for  the  purposes 
of  the  present  appeal,  the  Canadian  con- 
stitution being:  declared  to  be  similar  in 
principle  to  that  of  the  United  Kingdom, 
I  am  also  of  the  opinion  that,  as  our 
constitutional  Act ,  now  stands.  Parliament 
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itself  could  not  abrogate  the  right  of  dis- 
cussion and  debate.  The  power  of  Parlia- 
ment to  limit  it  is,  in  my  view,  restricted 
to  such  powers  as  may  be  exercisable  under 
its  exclusive  legislative  jurisdiction  with 
respect  to  criminal  law  and  to  make  laws 
for  the  peace,  order  and  good  government 
of  the  nation. 

Well,  that  is  in  substance  the  present  law 
in  Canada,  uncertain  as  it  may  be.  And  yet 
there  are  certain  fundamental  principles  as 
stated  in  there  which  the  courts  would 
presently,  if  the  same  processes  of  determina- 
tion of  this  question  come  before  them,  I 
am  sure  enlarge.  That  is  that  it  is  not  com- 
petent to  the  legislative  assemblies  to  deal 
with  these  questions  of  political  rights,  and 
tliat  there  would  be  severe  restraint  and  a 
very  close  scrutiny  of  any  statutes  of  the  Par- 
liament of  Canada  which  purported  to  deal 
with  political  freedoms,  and  which  could 
not  be  supported,  at  least  under  the  criminal 
law  or  under  the  more  general  power,  to 
legislate  for  the  peace,  order  and  good  gov- 
ernment of  Canada. 

So  that  what  we  come  back  to  then  in 
article  3  of  the  charter  is  the  provision  which 
specifically  provides  that  the  fundamental 
freedoms,  if  the  abridgement  clause  were  to 
be  used,  the  fundamental  freedoms  can  be 
abridged  Whether  by  the  Parliament  of 
Canada  or  the  Legislature  of  a  province 
within  the  limits  of  the  respective  legislative 
powers  or  by  the  construction  or  application 
of  any  law. 

It  would  appear  to  me  to  be,  in  that  sense, 
a  reversal  of  the  line  of  reasoning  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada.  In  other  words, 
what  the  Victoria  charter  was  going  to  do 
was  to  make  a  fundamental  change  in  the 
tradition  with  respect  to  the  protection  of 
civil  liberties  in  Canada,  and  that  was  to 
provide  that  this  abridgement  clause  could 
be  exercised  by  a  provincial  legislative 
assembly. 

I  do  not  know  what  the  reasoning  or  the 
thinking  or  the  motivation  was  with  respect 
to  that  particular  clause.  I  am  certain 
it  was  given  very  careful  scrutiny  by  those 
who  drafted  it,  who  were  attempting  to  put 
forward  this  particular  charter.  But,  if  it 
means,  looking  back  to  the  events  of  last 
October  and  the  implication  of  The  War 
Measures  Act,  a  federal  statute,  and  the 
substitution  on  the  books  of  Parliament  for 
the  Temporary  Disturbances  Order  bill, 
which  has  now,  thank  goodness,  gone  from 
the  statute  books;  if  it,  in  fact,  meant  that 
what  was  agreed  by  the  11  men  in  Victoria 


was  that,  if  a  similar  situation  should  arise, 
it  would  be  within  the  legislative  compe- 
tence of  one  of  the  provinces  of  Canada 
to  pass  something  in  the  nature  of  the 
Temporary  Disturbances  Order  bill,  then  I 
simply  say  it  is  wrong  to  have  attempted 
to  create  that  basic  change  in  the  constitu- 
tion of  Canada  in  the  way  in  which  this 
government,  along  with  other  governments, 
purported  to  try  to  do  so  by  rushing  it 
through  on  some  short  timetable. 

Perhaps  they  did  not  realize  what  they 
were  doing,  but  it  would  seem  to  me  that  any 
government  with  any  sense  of  responsibihty, 
that  was  going  to  effect  that  kind  of  basic 
change  or  even  to  put  a  document  forward 
where  there  was  any  likelihood  of  that  kind 
of  basic  change  taking  place,  had  a  responsi- 
bility to  bring  it  clearly  before  the  assembly 
that  this  is  what  was  being  accomplished  by 
the  Victoria  charter. 

That  is  the  first  and  fundamental  point 
that  I  want  to  make,  that  it  would  have 
caused  me  serious  concern  to  have  been  able 
to  have  supported  other  aspects  of  the  Vic- 
toria charter  which  were  beneficial  if,  in 
fact,  what  this  charter  said  was  that  one 
of  the  provinces,  as  distinct  from  what  it 
can  now  do,  could  exercise  the  kind  of  author- 
ity to  curtail  political  freedoms  that  would 
appear  to  be  inherent  in  the  language  which 
is  used  in  article  3  of  the  Victoria  charter. 

The  second  point,  and  I  believe  my  last 
point  on  this  same  question,  is  that  apart 
from  that  specific  problem,  if  one  studies  or 
endeavours  to  look  at  the  history  of  the 
Bill  of  Rights  in  the  United  States;  if  one 
tries  to  understand  what  has  taken  place  as 
recently  as  the  last  several  days  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  with  respect  to  freedom 
of  the  press— and  I  do  not  need  to  add  that 
freedom  of  the  press  and  freedom  of  speech 
and  freedom  of  religion  and  freedom  of 
assembly  and  peaceable  association  are  all 
bound  together,  and  arguments  made  for  one 
are  in  many  cases  equally  applicable  to  argu- 
ments made  for  the  other— then  one  realizes 
that  what  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  has  been  endeavouring  to  say— not 
consistently  and  not  continuously,  but  from 
time  to  time— is  that  categorical  statements 
as  contained  in  the  first  part  of  the  first 
amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  about  political  freedoms  are  categorical 
statements.  They  are  not  political  exhorta- 
tions. They  are  not  to  be  interpreted  in  the 
light  of  sweet  reasonableness.  They  are  not 
to  be  interpreted  in  a  way  which  can  be 
said,  "Oh,  well,  they  are  nothing  to  do  with 
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the  law  at  all,  they  are  sort  of  a  guidance 
for  us  as  to  how  we  will  apply  them."  They 
are  categorical  statements  and  I  think  it  is 
fair  to  say  that  the  history  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  certainly  in  the 
last  few  years,  certainly  under  the  Chief 
Justiceship  of  Earl  Warren,  has  been  very 
positive  about  that  interpretation  of  the 
United  States  constitution. 

Even  though  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court  over  a  period  of  time  may  have  taken 
different  views  on  different  aspects  of  this 
problem  and  maybe  succumbed  to  this  ver- 
sion that  in  some  way  or  other  these  were 
not  categorical  statements,  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  because  they  are  categorically 
stated  in  the  constitution,  persons  can  always 
get  back  to  that  court,  to  get  the  court  to 
consider  the  question,  because  they  are  un- 
fettered in  the  constitution. 

Therefore,  regardless  of  what  deviation  in 
view  one  may  find  over  the  course  of  history 
in  the  United  States,  the  fact  of  the  matter 
is  that  the  categorical  statements  in  the  con- 
stitTition  always  provide  a  road  for  protection 
of  the  political  freedoms  of  individual  citizens 
in  the  United  States. 

If  they  are  not  categorically  protected, 
then  you  fall  into  the  kind  of  problem  in 
which  I  can  envisage  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada,  if  it  were  to  be  a  court  of  general 
appeal  for  this  kind  of  problem— and  that 
is  another  problem  about  this  Victoria  charter, 
but  we  will  not  deal  with  that  tonight- 
would  say  to  themselves:  "What  meaning  do 
we  give  if  a  pari:icular  law  was  passed  and 
it  was  challenged  on  the  grounds  of  being 
an  infringement  of  a  fundamental  freedom 
and  it  was  supported  by  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral of  the  Province  of  Ontario  or  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  Canada  in  the  courts,  on  the 
groimd  that  this  is  a  limitation  on  the 
exercise  of  a  fundamental  freedom  because  it 
is  reasonably  justifiable  in  a  democratic  so- 
ciety in  the  interests  of  one  of  the  enumerated 
heads.** 

And  the  minister  knows  very  clearly,  "reas- 
onably justifiable  in  a  democratic  society," 
that  the  Supreme  Court  of  this  country— 
the  supreme  court  of  any  country— called 
upon  to  make  that  decision  about  a  law 
passed  in  a  democratic  legislative  assembly 
by  the  elected  representatives  of  the  people, 
would  be  very  loath  to  substitute  their  view 
as  to  what  was  reasonably  justifiable  in  a 
democratic  society. 

They  would  start  from  the  proposition 
that  it  must  be  said  in  a  democratic  society, 
that  the   law  which   is   passed  by   a   demo- 


cratically elected  representative  assembly, 
such  as  this  legislative  assembly,  is  en- 
titled always  to  the  benefit  of  the  doubt, 
even  if  they  were  to  express  it  in  those 
terms. 

They  would,  in  fact,  say:  "Who  best  can 
judge  what  is  more  reasonably  justifiable  in 
a  democratic  society  than  the  very  people 
who  are  elected  in  that  democratic  process 
to  pass   the  laws  which  are   required?" 

And  I  simply  say  that  to  the  extent  that 
this  language  permits  any  abridgement  of 
those  fundamental  freedoms,  you  in  fact,  for 
practical  purposes,  prohibit  a  court  from  pro- 
tecting political  freedoms  when  the  chips  are 
down  at  the  point  in  time  when  political 
freedoms  are  important. 

It  is  all  very  easy  to  talk  about  them 
when  they  are  not  terribly  important,  but 
when  the  chips  are  down  and  this  assembly, 
in  a  particular  situation,  where  emotions 
would  be  aroused,  where  concern  would 
be  expressed,  passed  a  law  which  abridged 
those  fundamental  freedoms  and  sought  to 
justify  it  under  that  abridgement  clause, 
a  court  would  have  grave  difficulty  in  over- 
throwing it. 

Therefore  I  think  that,  if  I  may  use  the 
term,  paragraph  3  for  that  second  reason 
is  fundamentallly  flawed  in  the  charter  from 
Victoria.  There  should  be  no  such  abridge- 
ment limitation.  We  should  not  perpetuate 
in  the  constitution  the  very  arguments  which 
have  been  used  against  the  Bill  of  Rights 
when  the  cases  have  been  argued  in  the 
Supreme    Court    of    the    United    States. 

And  I  am  going  to  finish  my  remarks 
about  that  particular  aspect  of  it  by  simply 
quoting  the  two  sides  to  this  question— 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  May  I  ask  the 
hon.  member  a  question?  Discard  for  a 
moment  the  thought  that  the  abridgement 
clause  in  article  3  relates  at  all  to  the 
provinces.  Assume  for  a  moment  that  it  re- 
lates only  to  the  federal  power  of  abridge- 
ment, the  Parliament  of  Canada.  Would  the 
hon.  member  say  that  it  should  not  be  there 
at  all— that  the  federal  House  should  not 
have  some  power  of  abridgement? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  personally  would  say 
that  if  I  have  to  make  the  choice  between 
having  categorical  statements  of  these  pohti- 
cal  freedoms  in  the  constitution  and  having 
categorical  statements  cut  down  by  this 
abridging    power,    to    answer    the    minister's 
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question,  then  I  would  opt  for  the  categori- 
cal statement  of  the  political  freedoms  and 
leave  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not, 
either  by  executive  action  or  by  legislative 
action  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada  or  else- 
where—and I  recognize  the  point  that  the 
minister  made— to  come  before  the  court 
for  the  court  to  decide.  I  think  that  in 
certain  circumstances,  as  perhaps  was  the 
case  in  the  United  States  recently,  one  could 
posit  circumstances  where  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  might  very  well 
have  considered  that  the  national  security 
overrode  everything  else  in  the  protection 
of  the  very  existence  of  the  state. 

But  I  want  to  refer  to  the  two  sides  to 
this  argument  about  what  these  categorical 
statements  mean,  even  when  there  is  no 
abridging  clause.  I  want  to  refer  to  them 
because  there  are  two  men  in  the  legal  pro- 
fession, each  of  whom  is  of  equally  high 
reputation  and  I  certainly  have  benefited 
from  whatever  I  have  read  by  either  one  or 
both  of  the  men. 

I  quote  simply  about  a  page,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Chairman,  of  a  book  called,  "The  Bill 
of  Rights,"  by  a  man  by  the  name  of  Irving 
Bryant,  for  whom  I  hold  no  particular  brief. 
This  particular  page  or  so  I  think  puts  the 
problem   very   clearly: 

It  would  be  hard  to  find  two  men  who 
were  more  sincerely  devoted  to  the  objec- 
tives sought  in  the  American  Bill  of  Rights 
than  the  late  Judge  Learned  Hand  of  tlie 
United  States  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals 
in  New  York  and  the  late  Dean  Roscoe 
Pound  of  the  Harvard  Law  School.  Yet 
the  basic  conflict  over  the  legal  force 
of  these  constitutional  guarantees  can  be 
set  forth  with  the  sharpest  clarity  in  their 
opposing  utterances. 

Said  Judge  Hand  in  an  address  before 
the  New  York  State  board  of  regents  in 
October,  1952: 

"What  is  freedom  of  speech  and  of  the 
press?  What  is  the  establishment  of  re- 
ligion and  the  free  exercise  thereof?  What 
are  unreasonable  searches,  due  process  of 
law  and  equal  protection  of  the  law?  In- 
deed, these  fundamental  canons  are  not 
jural  concepts  at  all  in  the  ordinary  sense 
and  in  application  they  turn  out  to  be  no 
more  than  admonitions  of  moderation,  as 
appears  from  the  varying  and  contradictory 
interpretations  that  the  judges  themselves 
find  it  necessary  to  put  upon  them." 

Continuing,  Judge  Hand  says  that  as 
long  as  there  are  any  plausible  argimients 


in  support  of  a  measure  the  courts  must 
abstain  from  intervening;  it  is  the  voters 
speaking  through  their  delegates  who  have 
the  final  word.  They  alone  can  and  will 
preserve  our  liberties,  if  preserved  they  are 
to  be.  Since  plausible  arguments  can  be 
found  in  support  of  almost  any  law,  Judge 
Hand  reduced  the  constitutional  command 
to  a  virtual  nullity. 

Dean  Pound  may  well  have  had  this 
speech  in  mind  when  he  set  forth  a  sweep- 
ing rebuttal  of  the  admonition  doctrine  five 
years  later  in  the  preface  to  his  book,  "The 
Development  of  Constitutional  Guarantees 
of  Liberty"— 

and  the  quotation  is  from  that  book: 

"The  guarantees  of  liberty  in  American 
constitutions  are  not  and  are  not  thought 
of  as  exhortations  as  to  how  governments 
should  be  carried  on  or  its  agencies  will 
operate.  They  are  precepts  of  the  law  of 
the  land,  backed  by  the  power  of  the 
courts  of  law  to  refuse  to  give  effect  to 
legislative  or  executive  acts  in  derogation 
thereof. 

"Thus,  violation  of  these  secured  liberties 
must  amount  in  effect  to  a  revolution  in 
order  to  overthrow  them.  Any  considerable 
infringement  of  guaranteed  individual  or 
minority  rights  appears  to  involve  much 
more  than  overriding  a  pronouncement  of 
political  ethics  in  a  political  instrument. 
It  evolves  defiance  of  fundamental  law, 
overthrow  of  established  law,  upon  which 
the  maintenance  of  the  general  security 
rests." 

I  do  not  know  of  any  place  where  the  oppos- 
ing views  have  been  put  either  so  clearly  by 
tv/o  men  whom  all  of  us,  certainly  in  the 
legal  profession,  would  consider  were  deserv- 
ing of  respect.  But  I  say  to  the  Minister  of 
Justice  and  Attorney  General  and  to  his  pre- 
decessor, who  I  am  glad  to  see  is  here  to- 
night, that  I  want  them  to  know  that  I  do 
not  know  what  their  views  were  or  are  about 
this  particular  provision  of  the  Victoria  char- 
ter. We  have  at  least  now  seen  it  in  type. 
We  are  at  least  now  able  to  point  to  it,  and 
point  out  what  I  consider  to  be  serious  defi- 
ciencies in  the  Victoria  charter  with  respect 
to   political  freedoms. 

I  think  it  creates  the  possibility  at  least, 
and  indeed  the  probability,  of  a  fundamental 
change  in  the  question  of  the  degree  to  which 
there  is  protection  of  political  freedoms  from 
intervention  by  the  legislative  assemblies  of 
the  provinces,  or  indeed  by  the  Parliament  of 
Canada,    because    the    ongoing  processes   of 
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jurisprudence  had  not  reached  any  definitive 
statement  about  these  points. 

But  more  than  that,  to  the  extent  that  this 
government  was  prepared  to  accede  to  an 
abrogation  clause,  expressing  this  admonitory 
view,  or  the  exhorative  view,  or  the  view 
which  would  cut  down  on  those  fundamental 
freedoms  as  set  out  in  article  3,  I  think  the 
minister  opposite  has  a  distinctly  opposite 
view  to  mine  about  where,  on  balance,  in 
difficult  questions,  the  protection  of  political 
freedoms  lie. 

I  want  to  state  categorically  from  my  point 
of  view,  we  did  not,  in  our  caucus,  have  to 
deal  with  this  matter  in  any  depth.  Certainly 
some  of  the  members  of  our  caucus  would 
agree  with  me  and  indeed,  perhaps  all  of 
them,  had  the  occasion  required  us  to  thrash 
this  oul. 

I  simply  want  to  say  that  I  stand  unequiv- 
ocally now— and  I  have  on  other  occasions 
in  this  House— for  the  categorical  statement 
of  the  protection  of  political  freedom.  I  leave 
the  other  aspects  of  civil  liberties  to  be  dealt 
with  at  another  time,  but  I  felt  that  it  was 
absolutely  essential  that  we  take  the  oppor- 
tunity in  this  minister's  estimates  to  put  be- 
fore him  the  concern  which  we  had  about 
part  1,  headed,  political  rights,  articles  1,  2 
and  3  of  the  Victoria  charter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  wonder,  before  the 
hon.  member  sits  down,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  he 
would  take  a  moment  and  discuss  the  neces- 
sity of  saving  any  freedoms  in  a  written  con- 
stitution; whether  we  might  continue  as  we 
go  now  and  as  Britain  goes,  without  a  writ- 
ten constitution.  Is  it  necessary  to  state 
them?  Perhaps  he  might  care  to  say  a  word 
on  this. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  If  I  have  to  state  my 
preference,  my  preference  would  be  for  the 
entrenchment  of  the  categorical  statement 
of  political  freedoms  in  a  written  constitu- 
tion. My  second  preference  would  be  the 
view  which  the  Minister  of  Financial  and 
Commercial  Aff^airs  has  asked  me  about,  and 
that  is  that  we  not  express  them  at  all,  but 
we  leave  it  to  the  traditional  processes  of 
the  courts,  based  upon  the  traditions  of  civil 
liberties  enthroned  in  the  basic  charters  of 
the  United  Kingdom,  whether  it  is  Magna 
Carta  or  the  Bill  of  Rights,  or  the  Petition 
of  Rights,  or  whatever  those  particular  great 
constitutional  charters  were,  and  whatever 
the  common  law  would  be  in  specific  cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr.  Singer  As  defined  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada. 


Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Even  to  the  extent  that 
the  cases  have  come  before  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  I  am  not  unhappy  with  the 
decisions  which  they  reached.  I  am  not  un- 
happy with  the  fact  that  they  were  cautious 
about  what  they  were  saying,  because  that 
is  the  correct  judicial  approach. 

My  third  preference,  and  I  would  say  fall- 
ing quite  some  way  behind,  would  be  the 
provisions  as  set  forth  in  the  Victoria  char- 
ter, not  articles  1  and  2  which  are  quite 
fine,  but  I  would  have  great  hesitation  in 
permitting  approval  to  be  given  of  the 
abridgement  clause  as  set  out  in  article  3. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  while  it  is 
quite  out  of  the  ordinary  course  of  debate, 
since  the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commer- 
cial Affairs  has  entered  into  this,  is  he  against 
the  entrenchment  of  a  Bill  of  Rights  in  our 
charter?  Because,  after  all,  he  is  perhaps  a 
spokesman  for  government  and  I  would  like 
to  get  his  opinions  on  the   record. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  have  ascertained  from 
what  seems  to  have  emerged  from  Victoria 
and  from  other  conferences,  just  where  the 
former  Attorney  General  stands  in  these 
matters. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice 
and  Attorney  General):  You  are  blaming  me 
for  that? 

Mr.  Singer:  Former;  I  used  the  word 
former. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  happy  to  answer. 
I  do  not  particularly  want  to  involve  myself 
in  the  discussion  of  the  estimates  of  the 
Attorney  General,  but  this  was  such  an  inter- 
esting discussion,  I  think  perhaps  a  little 
afield  of  actual  estimates,  but  very  worth- 
while and  very  important. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  wants  out  any- 
way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  is  not  difficult  at  all  to 
know  my  attitude.  When  I  was  Attorney  Gen- 
eral I  expressed,  at  the  Dominion-provincial 
conference  in  Ottawa  in  1968,  I  believe,  the 
position  of  Ontario  on  the  entrenchment  of 
certain  rights— at  that  time  it  was  suggested 
that  a  very  wide  area  of  rights  be  entrenched. 
Ontario's  position  was,  as  stated  by  myself, 
that  we  would  agree  and  go  along  with  and 
support  the  entrenchment  of  certain  funda- 
mental rights— freedom  of  speech;  freedom 
of  association;  freedom  of  religion;  the  right 
to  vote.  Those  actually  are  now  the  rights. 
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We  restated  that  again  at  the  next  Domin- 
ion-provincial conference  and  at  that  time  the 
other  provinces,  and  I  think  Canada,  had 
come  to  that  view,  if  I  may  say  so.  Those 
are  now  the  freedoms  which  are  stated  in 
the  Victoria  charter. 

There  were  many  other  political  rights 
which  we  felt  should  not  be  stated  there, 
which  were  far  better  left  to  a  legislature 
to  determine  and  to  the  courts  to  rule  upon 
without  being  stated.  We  felt  it  was  quite 
proper  those  fundamental  freedoms  should 
be  stated  in  our  charter. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  per- 
mission, if  we  can  divert  for  a  moment,  I 
would  like  to  engage  the  Minister  of  Finan- 
cial and  Commercial  Affairs  for— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  is  not  go- 
ing to  entice  me  into  a  debate  on  this  subject 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  would  like  to  because  you 
have  inserted  yourself  and  I  think  it  is  only 
fair.  We  can  get  to  the  member  for  St. 
George  in  due  course. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Any  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  is  not  very  unhappy  about 
this  actually,  but  I  have  been  puzzled.  I 
have  watched  and,  with  interest,  listened  to 
the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs  espouse  these  views.  I  have  had  great 
difficulty  in  extracting  from  his  broad  general 
statements  of  principle  what,  really,  he  is 
talking  about. 

Yes,  there  was  something  in  the  Victoria 
charter;  yes,  there  was  something  in  what  he 
previously  said.  But  every  time  he  came  back 
from  one  of  these  conferences  in  his  former 
capacity,  he  always  had  reservations.  One 
must  recognize,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  when 
the  formal  spokesman  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario  comes  back  vdth  reservations  from 
these  conferences  it  almost  throws  out  the 
window  whatever  unamimity  might  appear 
to  be  available  to  accomplish  an  enshrined 
bill  of  rights,  either  federally  or  provincially. 

We  urged  him  on  many  occasions  to  tell 
us  what,  in  conjunction  with  the  federal 
power,  we  could  do  provincially  to  define 
our  rights  vdthin  the  limits  of  the  BNA  Act 
so  that  perhaps  we  could  say  federally  our 
rights  are  such  and  such  and  they  are 
defined  and  they  are  enshrined  in  our  section 
91;  or  in  our  BNA  Act;  or  in  our  constitution; 
and  provincially  equally.   It  is  my  definite 


recollection,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  on  each 
occasion  when  we  tried  to  pin  this  minister 
down  he  backed  away,  and  he  backed  away 
on  the  terms  that  he  is  using  tonight. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  real  desire  in 
specific  terms,  not  in  general  terms,  of  the 
government  of  Ontario  to  come  to  grips  with 
this  problem.  I  share  much  of  the  concern 
expressed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale 
and  what  puzzles  me  on  this  particular 
problem— and  the  member  for  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  will  note  I  have  been  reasonably  quiet 
in  these  constitutional  debates— but  I  have 
been  listening  and  I  have  been  reading  and 
I  have  been  watching. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  you  have 
been  quiet. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  have  been  trying  to  ascer- 
tain what  really  is  your  position.  Is  there  a 
spokesman  for  government?  The  member  for 
London  North  (Mr.  Robarts)  somehow  sur- 
rounded himself  with  the  great  halo  of  being 
the  defender  of  Canadianism.  He  was  saving 
Canada,  but  he  never  really  said  anything. 
He  never  really  said  a  single  thing.  At  least 
he  made  a  presence  apparent  and  he  got  on 
television  and  he  got  in  the  news  media  and 
he  had  a  conference.  Confederation  of  To- 
morrow, and  everybody  said,  "Hurrah  for 
Robarts.  This  is  wonderful."  And  he  never 
really  did  anything.  And  his  spokesman,  the 
member  for  Sault  Ste.  Marie,  was  never  able 
to  enunciate  in  definitive  terms  what  the 
then  Premier  was  talking  about. 

Mr,  Nixon:  He  did  a  hatchet  job  on  en- 
trenchment at  the  1968  conference. 

Mr.  Singer:  Nor  is  he  able  to  do  it  tonight. 
In  fact,  he  did  a  hatchet  job  on  any  attempts 
that  were  made  to  enshrine  a  bill  of  rights. 
Now  the  present  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  is 
even  worse.  He  went  to  that  Victoria  con- 
ference and  emerged  even  wdthout  the  tele- 
vision presence,  even  without  a  gimmick, 
even  without  an  opinion.  He  took  the  present 
Attorney  General  with  him  and  out  of  the 
whole  thing  one  would  hardly  know  Ontario 
was  there. 

So  substantially,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Af- 
fairs, who  is  an  old  hand  at  this  game  and 
who  is  now  cross-examining  my  friend  for 
Riverdale— with  whose  views  I  do  not  often 
agree,  but  once  in  a  while  I  share  his  opin- 
ion—cross-examining him  to  see  what  his 
opinions  are.  His  colleague,  the  Attorney 
General  has  very  few  opinions  on  it. 
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What  are  the  views  of  government?  The 
former  Premier  carried  on  a  bluff  and  a 
bluster  that  carried  him  though  at  least  one 
election  and  probably  two,  without  doing 
anything.  The  Prime  Minister  does  not  even 
do  that.  Is  there  an  opinion  from  this  gov- 
ernment about  whether  or  not  we  should 
have  an  enshrined  bill  of  rights,  federally, 
provincially?  If  so,  what  should  be  in  the 
federal  bill  of  rights?  What  should  be  in  the 
provincial  bill  of  rights?  Does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Sault  Ste.  Marie  believe  that  the 
common  law  should  be  suflBcient  safeguard? 
Fine,  I  like  Laskin  and  Laskin  can  be 
counted  on  during  his  hfetime  on  the  bench 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  to  give 
intelligent,  forward-looking,  small  "1"  hberal 
points  of  view  about  the  defence  of  civil 
rights.  But  suppose  we  get  a  reactionary  who 
replaces  him  and  who  becomes  that  kind  of 
constitutional  spokesman,  can  we  then  de- 
pend on  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada  to 
defend?  I  doubt  that  very  much.  Is  there  not 
something  of  very  substantial  value- 
Mr.  Nixon:  We  are  concerned  about  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  —to  enshrine  in  a  federal  bill 
of  rights,  in  a  provincial  bill  of  rights,  that 
is  part  of  oiu:  constitution?  This  is  the  thing 
I  would  like  to  hear  from  some  spokesman 
for  government,  and  not  a  cross-examination 
addressed  to  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  With  respect  to  the  hon. 
minister,  if  I  may  just  say  this  at  this  time- 
as  chairman  of  the  committee  it  is  my  re- 
sponsibility to  do  this— this  type  of  debate  is 
out  of  order  completely,  entirely  out  of 
order,  and  I  think— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  is  very  interest- 
ing though. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  very  interesting.  I  find 
it  most  interesting.  However,  it  is  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  does  the  clerk  say? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  think  that  the 
hon.  minister  should  reply.  I  will  permit  the 
hon.  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs  to  reply  briefly  to  the  questions,  then 
the  Minister  of  Justice  should  proceed  with 
his  reply  to  the  lead-off  speakers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  shall  be  very  brief.  I  appreciate  your 
permission  to  reply  since  the  statements  that 
the   hon.    memiber  for   Downsview   made    I 


think  have  to  be   corrected,  or  at  least  re- 
sponded to  in  a  correct  way. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Oh! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  position  of  Ontario 
was  stated,  as  I  said,  in  1968  I  believe  it 
was,  at  the  Dominion-provincial  conference. 
The  views  of  Ontario  are  a  matter  of  record. 
And  the  then  Prime  Minister— whom  the  hon. 
member  for  Downsview  refers  to  as  the  mem- 
ber for  London  North— requested  that  the 
Attorney  General  of  that  day  would  state 
that  position,  which  he  did. 

I  will  get  that  statement,  which  is  a  clear 
and  definite  statements.  It  is  a  matter  of 
record.  I  can  furnish  it  to  the  member  for 
Downsview  so  that  he  may  know  what  the 
position  was  and  is.  And  as  I  say,  I  think  that 
the  fundamental  freedoms  which  are  set 
forth  in  the  Victoria  charter,  as  we  call  it, 
are  those  which  we  then  put  forward  as 
being  the  right  ones  to  go  in  the  constitu- 
tion. 

I  do  have  some  reservations  about  the 
right  of  abridgement  as  my  friend  for  River- 
dale  has  expressed.  I  hope  I  was  not  cross- 
examining  him.  I  was  trying  to  have  a  dis- 
cussion with  him  and  to  gain  his  view  on 
certain  features  of  that  charter.  I  will  get 
the  position  of  Ontario,  which  was  firmly 
and  clearly  stated,  and  furnish  it  to  the 
member  for  Downsview. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  did  not  read  it 
in  1968;  he  will  not  read  it  in  1971. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  entrenchment  of  civil 
rights  was  never  discussed  again. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Jus- 
tice. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Send  me  one,  too. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
merely  point  out  to  my  colleague  to  my  left 
that  obviously  the  member  for  Downsview 
did  not  read  it  in  1968.  I  doubt  very  much 
if  he  would  read  it  in  1971  either. 

Hon.  E.  Dunlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): That  is  right. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  But  in  any  event,  I 
think  this  has  been  a  very  worthwhile  small 
discussion  of  a  small  problem— a  small  prob- 
les  in  relation  to  the  total  picture  presented 
at  Victoria,  which  was  really  a  result  of  many 
years  of  a  lot  of  work  by  a  lot  of  people  in 
all  of  the  provinces  and,  of  course,  by  the 
federal  government.  Unfortunately  it  looks 
as  if  we  will  not  be  called  upon  to  have  a 
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real  debate  on  these  matters  this  session.  I 
am  sure  it  is  everyone's  hope  that  sometime 
in  the  next  session,  or  if  need  be  the  next 
parhament,  that  these  matters  will  be  sub- 
mitted to  the  Legislature  for  debate  and 
confirmation  or  rejection. 

In  respect  of  the  political  freedoms,  it  is 
certainly  no  secret  at  all  that  the  position  of 
this  government  through  the  years— and  one 
which  I  heartily  concur  in  and  was  glad  to 
espouse  at  Victoria  and  prior  to  Victoria— is 
that  these  freedoms  have  to  be  enunciated  in 
a  clear,  unequivocal  way  within  any  consti- 
tutional document  that  we  might  come  up 
with.  It  is  also  no  secret  that  the  Ontario 
position  was  that  there  should  have  been 
more  than  what  finally  emerged  from  Victoria. 

In  respect  of  the  abridgement,  I  think  the 
hon.  members  have  to  appreciate  what  is 
entailed  in  negotiations  at  meetings  such  as 
these  and  at  meetings  prior  to  a  meeting  such 
as  at  Victoria.  I  am  not  going  to  get  backed 
into  the  corner  by  anyone,  by  indicating  that 
what  emerged  from  the  Victoria  conference 
met  with  the  wholehearted  approval  of  me 
personally,  or  me  in  this  job  that  I  now  have 
or,  for  that  matter,  of  this  government  as  a 
whole. 

As  I  seriously  run  over  in  my  mind  the 
subject  matters  of  the  final  outcome  of  the 
Victoria  conference,  I  cannot  think  of  a 
single  subject  in  relation  to  that  charter  in 
which,  on  behalf  of  this  government,  I  could 
say  we  unreservedly  approved  of  the  final 
results— unless  you  want  to  take  a  Bourassa- 
like  stand.  But  you  have  to  be  aware  of  the 
give  and  take  that  has  to  go  on  to  essentially 
reach  a  compromise. 

I  also  believe  that  it  is  no  secret  at  all 
that  in  relation  to  the  battle— and  it  has  been 
a  battle,  I  am  led  to  believe;  I  had  no  part 
in  the  earlier  parts  of  it— in  the  battle  to 
enshrine  some  fundamental  rights  in  that 
charter,  certainly  there  were  views  from 
some  of  the  provinces,  not  necessarily  exclu- 
sively the  Province  of  Quebec  either,  that 
resulted  in  that  abridgement  article  3. 

As  I  say,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned  anyway, 
I  believe  we  are  still  bound  by  some  stric- 
tures in  relation  to  the  positions  and  the 
give-and-take,  compromise  positions  and  sug- 
gestions that  finally  emerged  in  respect  to  that 
matter.  Certainly  I  believe  that  this  is  a 
matter  that,  if  it  is  going  to  be  made  public, 
should  no  be  made  public  by  me.  But  we 
just  have  to  be  aware  of  the  compromises 
that  have  to  be  reached  if  there  is  going  to 
be  any  progress  in  a  country  such  as  this, 
which  apparently  produces  such  a  divergency 


of  thought   and   theory  in   respect   of  these 
legal  matters. 

I  must  say  to  the  hon.  member  that  I  do 
not  share  the  assurance  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Riverdale  and  apparently— though  I  am 
not  too  sure  about  this  because  he  did  not 
make  himself  particularly  clear  on  the  matter 
—the  hon.  member  for  Downsvew.  I  do  not 
in  any  event  share  the  certainty  that  appears 
to  exist  in  the  mind  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Canada 
is  going  to  be  the  bastion  of  these  funda- 
mental freedoms  which  his  words  seem  to 
indicate— 

Mr.  Singer:  I  did  not  make  myself  too 
clear  on  that? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —and  I  am  not  that 
certain  that  the  words  of  the  then  Mr. 
Justice  Abbott  in  the  padlock  case  would 
lead  anyone  with  certainty  to  believe  that 
type  of  attitude  is  going  to  be  shared  at  all 
times  by  all  of  the  members  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada  as  we  progress  through  the 
matter. 

But  in  any  event  I  think  we  all  owe  a  debt 
of  gratitude  to  the  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. I  think  it  has  been  a  worthwhile  dis- 
cussion. As  I  have  indicated,  I  am  hopeful 
that  there  will  still  be  the  opportunity  to 
discuss  this  and  other  matters  in  relation  to 
the  Victoria  charter  at  some  time  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Could  I  ask  just  one  or 
two  questions  on  it?  I  do  not  want  to  ask 
what  the  positions  of  other  governments 
were  and  so  on,  but  is  it  fair  that  I  assume 
from  what  the  minister  has  said  that  the 
position  of  the  Ontario  government  going 
into  the  conference— or  at  whatever  point 
in  the  process  of  developing  the  consensus 
that  came  out  of  the  Victoria  meeting  as 
reflected  in  the  charter— that  the  Ontario 
government  was  not  asking  for  an  abridge- 
ment clause? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  think  that 
would  not  be  a  safe  assumption  for  the  hon. 
member  to  make.  I  think  the  Ontario  delega- 
tion, far  in  advance  of  my  assumption  of  this 
ofiice,  recognized  that  if  anything  was  going 
to  be  successfully  completed— and  there  may 
have  been  more  merit  to  it  even  than  that, 
I  am  not  too  sure— there  would  have  to  be 
some  recognition  at  least  of  the  very  vocif- 
erous point  of  view  put  forward  by  some 
other  provinces  in  respect  of  an  abridgement 
article.  I  really  feel  that  I  am  not  at  liberty 
to  say  any  more  about  it  than  that.  I  do  not 
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know  why  these  restrictions  have  been  placed 
upon  us  but  they  have. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Let  me  make  one  com- 
ment tlien.  The  minister  referred  to  Premier 
Bourassa  very  briefly— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  it  was  that 
attitude. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  know  what  the  minister 
means,  but  I  want  to  draw  the  parallel.  I 
want  to  try  to  create  in  the  mind  of  the  min- 
ister the  same  concern  that  Premier  Bourassa 
had  when  he  went  back  to  Quebec,  about 
the  political  pressure  to  which  he  was  sub- 
jected because  of  the  political  views  in  Que- 
bec which  required  him  to  feel  that  they 
could  not  approve  the  charter.  Not  because 
they  did  not,  perhaps,  as  a  group  of  men, 
like  it  but  because  the  political  situation  in 
the  province  was  not  such  that  would  permit 
any  government  to  have  accepted  it  for 
specific  reasons  which  one  of  these  days  will 
be  more  clear. 

What  I  am  trying  to  say  to  the  minister 
is,  will  he  take  the  view  that  there  would  be, 
in  my  judgement,  if  the  matter  were  thor- 
oughly thrashed  out  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  strong  feeling  behind  this  govern- 
ment against  an  abridgement  clause? 

I  think  that  there  would  be,  even  though 
we  are  not  ones  who  generally  speak  as 
much  about  civil  liberties  and  political  free- 
doms as  is  their  wont  in  the  United  States 
and  in  other  places  which  are  coming  into 
newly  found  freedom.  We  tend  to  be  rather 
subdued  about  it. 

I  think  that  the  minister  has  got  to  under- 
stand that  there  are  people  in  the  province 
who  believe  that  when  the  choices  and  chips 
are  down  political  freedoms  are  essential 
and  that  there  should  be  no  abridgement 
clause. 

There  are  political  pressures  apart  alto- 
gether from  what  the  men  in  the  Ontario 
government  might  happen  to  view  as  impor- 
tant at  a  particular  time  for  the  purpose  of 
reaching  a  consensus  perhaps,  but  also  for 
the  purpose  of  recognizing  that  these  are 
matters  of  principle  on  which  the  foundation 
of  the  system  hangs,  and  we  cannot,  in  my 
judgement,  stay  in  the  never-never  land  of 
waiting  for  the  courts  to  work  tliem  all  out. 

I  think  we  have  to  come  forward  forth- 
rightly  and  recognize  the  principle.  I  adhere 
of  course  to  the  order  that  I  gave  to  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs 
as  to  the  three  alternatives  that  might  be 
available. 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  again,  I  am 
pleased  to  have  the  opinions  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale,  which  in  this  matter  in 
any  event  I  respect  quite  sincerely.  But  I 
just  want  to  make  sure  here,  so  that  I  can 
properly  interpret  his  view,  is  he  saying  that 
the  Ontario  government  would  have  been 
justified  in  rejecting  the  whole  of  the  Victoria 
charter  on  the  basis  that  that  abridgement 
article  3  should  not  have  been  there? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  If  the  choice  were  the 
whole  of  the  charter  with  this  clause  in  it, 
or  none  of  the  charter,  then  I  would  say  the 
Ontario  government  should  have  rejected  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  But  in  the  processes  of 
consensus-finding  in  the  province  it  may 
well  have  been  that  other  valuable  parts  of 
the  charter,  parts  that  I  am  sure  we  would 
be  in  agreement  with  in  the  assembly,  do 
not  necessarily  have  to  go  down  the  drain. 
Of  course  that  leads  me  to  the  other  point 
which  was  made  by  the  leader  of  this  party 
when  he  made  his  statement  following  the 
rejection  of  the  charter  by  Quebec.  We  felt 
very  uneasy— and  I  am  quite  certain  members 
of  the  party  which  supports  the  government 
but  who  are  not  in  the  government  felt 
uneasy— about  the  crowded  timetable  to  agree 
to  such  fundamental  changes. 

And  the  leader  of  this  party  put  our  posi- 
tion perfectly  clearly,  and  that  was  that  now 
that  it  is  over,  now  that  the  crowded  time- 
table is  out  of  the  way,  now  that  the  pressure 
is  off  we  want  it  understood  that  constitu- 
tional change  has  got  to  be  a  matter  of 
debate;  that  there  cannot  be  some  shotgun 
timetable  that  all  of  us  have  to  adhere  to 
on  the  grounds  that  we  had  better  accept  it 
the  way  it  is,  even  though  there  are  serious 
reservations,  for  fear  of  not  getting  any  part 
of  it. 

I  happen  to  think  that  the  procedure- 
whatever  the  merits,  whatever  may  have 
led  up  to  it,  and  I  can  understand  after  so 
many  years  the  anxiety  to  get  the  matter 
over  and  done  with— I  think  was  a  funda- 
mentally wrong  approach.  So,  coming  back 
to  the  minister's  question,  I  repeat  my  an- 
swer to  him:  If  it  were  a  choice  of  the 
Victoria  charter  with  article  3  of  part  1  in 
it,  or  no  charter,  then  I  would  prefer  to 
have  no  charter. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Obviously  that  is 
not  tlie  opinion  or  the  view  of  this  govern- 
ment.   Other    than    that,    Mr.    Chairman,    I 
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really  do  not  have  anything  more  to  say  in 
relation  to  the  introductory  remarks  on  behalf 
of  the  two  opposition  parties.  On  many  of 
the  subjects  I  anticipate  there  wdll  be  much 
opportunity  as  we  go  through  the  estimates 
to  deal  with  these  matters  on  the  various 
votes  and  on  the  various  items. 

I  am  always  impressed,  however,  by  the 
attitude  and  the  thrust  of  the  remarks  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Downs  view  in  these  matters. 
Far  be  it  from  me  to  give  advice  to  anyone. 
As  the  hon.  member  well  says,  this  may  be 
tlie  last  opportunity  he  will  have  to  be— 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  said  you  will  have. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  But  I  have  been 
here,  I  think,  longer  than  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  six  months. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  have  been  here 
longer.  I  have  seen  as  many  people  come  and 
go  as  he  has.  And  he'  is  very  free  with  his 
advice  to  us  over  here.  Sometimes  it  is 
appreciated,  sometimes  it  is  not.  But  I  must 
say  to  him  in  all  seriousness  that  his  undoing 
in  these  matters,  his  clouding  of  his  points 
by  bringing  in  personal  references  all  the 
time  really  is  his  undoing. 

The  main  thrust  of  his  remarks  so  far  as 
I  was  concerned  was  that  I  was  too  cautious; 
not  enough  information.  Well,  I  only  go 
back  to  April  8  of  this  year,  and  the  first 
speech  in  the  Legislature  by  the  hon.  mem- 
ber in  relation  to  me,  where  all  his  references 
to  me  through  his  speech  are  full  of  such 
bon  mots,  for  instance,  as:  "I  think  that  Al 
Lawrence  can  be  best  described  not  only  as 
the  enforcer,  but  'shoot-from  the  mouth'  Al 
Lawrence." 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  right. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lav/rence:  "Good  old  shoot- 
from-the-mouth  Al,"  and  so  on.  Well,  there 
you  are,  you  see.  I  can  just  say  to  the  hon. 
member  that  I  try  to  stop  my  tendency  to 
shoot  from  the  mouth  and  what  happens?  I 
merely  get  it  then  the  other  way. 

I  think  we  can  proceed,  Mr.  Chairman,  if 
agreeable,  to  go  on  with  the  other  votes. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  sound  like  my  wife. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  just  a  moment  I  will 
call  vote  901.  I  know  that  there  are  14 
different  votes  in  this  department  to  be  con- 
sidered, some  of  which  can  probably  best  be 
considered  item  by  item,  some  of  which 
can  be  considered  as  a  whole. 


Vote  901  has  four  different  items.  How  do 
you  wish  to  consider  this?  Item  by  item  or 
as  a  whole?  There  is  the  minister,  deputy 
minister,  royal  commissions,  contribution  to 
legal  aid  fund.  Should  we  consider  this  as  a 
whole? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Why  not  just  call  it 
carried,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  call  vote  901  and 
see  how  that  works.  The  member  for  River- 
dale. 

On  vote  901: 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  have  just  one  comment. 
I  am  not  going  to  be  very  lengthy  on  any  of 
these  matters  tonight.  I  am  going  to  speak  to 
the  minister  and  I  think  this  is  the  proper 
vote  to  do  it.  I  assume  that  he  is  the  law 
officer  of  the  Crown. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  I  am  glad  you 
emphasized  that— not  enforcer.  At  no  time 
have  I  said  "enforcer."  I  am  afraid  the  young 
lady  who  was  at  the  meeting  in  the  riding  of 
the  Minister  of  Social  and  Family  Services 
(Mr.  Wells)  somehow  or  other  misconstrued 
"law  officer  of  the  Crown,"  and  it  apparently 
turned  out  in  her  book  to  mean  enforcer,  or 
something  like  that.  At  no  time  have  I  said 
enforcer. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Would  the  minister  give 
consideration  to  delegating  one  or  two  of  the 
lawyers— the  able  lawyers,  of  course,  they 
are  all  able  in  his  department— who  have  a 
specific  interest  in  the  field  of  pollution  in 
all  its  aspects,  to  convene  a  small  group  of 
legal  scholars  from  the  universities  and  from 
the  profession,  for  the  purpose  of  starting  to 
sort  out  the  conceptions  which  have  got  to 
come  in  the  field  of  pollution  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  adequate  framing  of  statutory 
laws,  and  the  adequate  methods,  through 
statutory  laws,  of  achieving  the  results  which 
we  want? 

I  think  the  minister  will  understand  that 
the  difficulty  which  must  face  anyone  at- 
tempting to  draft  an  adequate  statutory 
framework  for  pollution  or  environmental 
control  is  the  lack  of  definition  from  a  legal 
point  of  view,  and  a  lack  of  distinction  from 
a  legal  point  of  view  of  the  various  aspects 
that  have  to  come  under  consideration.  We 
all  hear  the  rhetoric,  but  very  few  of  us  have 
any  idea  of  the  concepts  which  either  have 
been  evolved,  or  can  be  evolved,  or  perhaps 
the  new  language  which  can  be  evolved  to 
expedite    the    process    of    getting    adequate 
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statutory  laws  which  are  meaningful  from 
the  point  of  view  of  pollution  control,  or 
environmental  quality  control. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  would  certainly 
agree  with  my  friend  that  the  laws  and  the 
precedents,  the  court  decisions  in  repect  of 
pollution  on  this  continent,  in  any  event,  are 
pretty  wild  and  woolly.  This  is  a  very  real 
fact,  no  question  about  that.  I  really  question 
whether  as  yet,  even  though  a  great  deal  of 
work  has  been  done  by  some  very  conscienti- 
ous people  in  our  department  and  also  in 
The  Department  of  Energy  and  Resources 
Management  in  respect  of  this,  we  can  hardly 
lay  claim  to  any  great  amount  of  expertise  as 
far  as  some  of  these  matters  are  concerned. 

The  only  way  that  they  are  going  to  be 
determined,  obviously,  is  they  are  going  to  be 
in  a  whole  series— throughout  this  continent 
I  would  suggest  to  you— of  court  applicaitions 
of  one  type  or  another.  Only  in  this  way  will 
the  body  of  the  law  be  built  up  and  we  will 
know  really  what  we  are  getting  into  or  what 
we  should  get  into  or  how  we  should  re- 
frame  our  laws. 

However,  I  would  he  glad  to  give  consid- 
eration to  the  matter.  I  will  readily  admit 
that  part  of  the  criticism  of  my  friend  from 
Downsview,  in  his  rather  personal  remarks 
in  relation  to  me  and  my  thinking  in  this 
oflSce,  is  correct  in  that  since  March  1,  really, 
I  find  in  this  job  I  am  always  dealing  with 
yesterday's  crisis  rather  than  attempting  to 
plan  to  avert  tomorrow's. 

Of  course,  since  we  got  into  the  session  so 
soon  after  the  cabinet  shuffle,  I  really  have 
not  had  time  to  sit  down  and  plan  some  of 
the  changes  and  set  up  the  proper  vehicle  for 
some  of  the  planning  that  I  think  we  have 
got  to  get  into  for  this  new  decade  ahead  of 
us.  This  is  certainly  a  matter  that  I  would  be 
very  glad  to  give  consideration  to. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  What  I  am  really  thinking 
of,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  simply  a  glossary  of 
terms  which  ultimately  would  find  its  way 
into  a  definition  section  of  any  statute  which 
would  have  some  precision  in  meaning  and 
some  background  in  whatever  the  framework 
is.  It  would  seem  to  me  a  special  field,  rather 
than  leaving  us  in  this  amorphous  field  of 
waiting  for  court  decisions  and  all  of  the  rest 
of  it  to  work  themselves  out. 

A  very  special  field  of  studies  such  as  that, 
by  a  limited  number  of  men  such  as  that, 
might  come  up  with  a  very  useful  glossary  of 
terms  if  nothing  else.  We  could  begin  to  get 
some  accuracy  in  the  language  which  we  use 
about  the  pollution  problem.  It  would  seem 


to  me  that  it  may  well  be  that  the  Law  Re- 
form Commission— not  necessarily  itself— 
could  be  asked  to  select  the  people,  perhaps 
as  a  study  group  under  the  Law  Reform 
Commission,  to  do  this  particular  limited 
piece  of  work  which  I  think  is  absolutely 
essential  if  we  are  going  to  begin  to  get  any 
sense  of  clarity  and  assurance  in  our  language 
about  these  matters. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  whether  he  has  any 
specific  limited  comments  about  the  legal  aid 
programme  at  the  present  time?  I  do  not 
want  to  enter  into  a  long  debate  or  discussion 
about  it.  I  am  thinking,  for  example,  about 
whether  or  not  he  has  any  views  on  whether 
the  fee  structure  under  the  legal  aid  plan  is, 
in  some  way  or  other,  stabilizing  the  legal 
fees  throughout  the  province  for  particular 
services? 

Whether  or  not  he  has  any  view  as  to 
whether  or  not,  for  example,  the  legal  fees 
with  respect  to  undefended  and  uncontested 
divorce  actions  established  under  the  legal 
aid  plan— I  do  not  practise  in  that  field  my- 
self; I  believe  from  what  my  partners  tell 
me  it  is  about  $400  for  an  uncontested  di- 
vorce action— whether  he  has  any  views  about 
the  level  of  fees?  Whether  he  thinks  in  that 
particular  field  fees  in  excess  of  that  are  exor- 
bitant? Whether  he  thinks  that  fee,  as  an 
example,  is  reasonable? 

Has  he  any  comments  about  what  efi"ect 
the  legal  aid  plan  is  having  after  this  number 
of  years  upon  the  administration  of  justice  in 
the  province,  because  it  has  ceased  to  be 
simply  an  adjunct  now?  I  think  it  is  having 
not  a  determining  effect  but  certainly  a  very 
powerful  effect  on  the  legal  administration  of 
justice  in  the  province. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No.  I  must  admit 
that  the  opportunity  has  not  really  presented 
itself  for  me  to  sit  down  and  do  some  thinking 
along  the  lines  suggested  by  my  friend.  The 
only  thought  that  has  occurred  to  me— and  it 
has  occurred  not  just  by  virtue  of  the  pub- 
licity that  has  appeared  in  the  newspapers  in 
respect  of  the  divorce  proceedings;  it  has 
also  occurred  to  the  Law  Society  itself— there 
may  well  be  something  wrong  with  the  fee 
schedule  in  relation  to  the  divorce  as  such 
and  especially  in  relation  to  the  aid  presented 
under  the  legal  aid  plan. 

I  note,  for  instance,  that  in  the  civil  side 
the  average  per  case  for  divorce  cases  is 
higher  than  any  other  type  of  case  in  the 
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legal  aid  statistics  that  come  to  me.  That  in 
itself  is  ^  cause  for  worry.  Tlie  programme 
committee  of  the  Law  Society  itself  is  now 
studying  exactly  this  problem,  and  I  look 
forward  to  having  a  report  from  them  in  the 
near  future.  Other  than  that  I  would  not  want 
to  say  what  the  answer  is.  All  I  can  do  at 
this  stage  is  say  what  the  problem  is  and 
hopefully  with  their  help  there  may  be  some 
answer  forthcoming  on  the  matter. 

I  think  this  is  obviously  indicative  as  well, 
when  we  see  springing  up  commercial  organi- 
zations of  people  who  want  to  file  papers  on 
behalf  of  parties  to  the  divorce  matters. 
These  are  all  indicative  of  an  unrest  and 
perhaps  undue  high  cost  in  relation  to  divorce 
matters  in  this  province.  What  the  answer  is 
as  yet,  I  am  not  too  sure. 

I  know  one  of  the  problems,  of  course,  is 
the  high  cost  and  sometimes  the  delay  of  the 
official  guardian  of  the  court  when  there  are 
children  involved.  Even  though  there  have 
been  suggestions  that. this  be  dispensed  with, 
there  still  is  a  fairly  good  percentage  of  judges 
who  will  require  tiie  official  guardian's  report 
and  who  have  indicated  that  they  place  a 
great  deal  of  reliance  upon  it.  It  cannot  be  a 
matter  that  we  can  utterly  reject  the  need 
for.  It  may  be  that  we  can  mitigate  it  some- 
time, somehow,  and  in  some  type  of  cases. 
That  would  certainly  reduce  the  overall 
average  cost  of  the  divorce  case. 

Again  I  do  not  want  to  prejudge  any  of 
these  things.  Legally,  it  is  still  new  enough 
that  I  am  sure  that  implications  of  the  whole 
plan  and  the  whole  system  are  bubbling 
arway  beneath  the  surface  right  now.  We 
have  no  idea  they  are  there  and  they  may 
not  come  out  for  a  while. 

I  think  the  legal  aid  plan  is  settling  down 
now  as  such  into  a  well  recognized  and— I 
can  say  it  because  I  had  no  part  in  setting 
it  up— a  well  thought-out  plan.  There  are 
still  gaips  in  it;  there  are  still  services  that 
are  required;  there  may  be  extraneous 
services  provided  and  delays  as  well.  But, 
overall,  I  think  it  is  working  out.  I  am  sure 
it  is  still  too  early  to  get  some  of  the  impli- 
cations of  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  have  just  one  other 
question.  Does  the  minister's  department  get 
many  letters  or  correspondence  approving  of 
the  plan  or  against  the  plan?  Is  there  any 
volume  of  feeling  that  comes  through  not  to 
the  area  directors  or  the  directors  of  the  legal 
plan  but  to  the  minister's  department  itself? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  have  set  up  a 
sort  of  filtered  system  of  mail  that  reaches 


the  minister.  I  do  not  see  any  congratulatory 
letters  at  all;  I  just  see  the  ones  that  have 
problems  involved.  Therefore,  I  am  not  the 
proper  judge  of  these  things.  But  in  most 
cases— there  are  some  people  whom  you  can 
never  satisfy  obviously— but  in  most  cases 
the  problems  are  rectified  on  the  apeal  to  the 
area  committee  in  most  of  these  things. 

I  cannot  really  remember  very  much  cor- 
respondence at  all  in  relation  to  matters  that 
have  followed  the  proper  appeal  steps.  I  do 
know,  of  course,  that  there  are  many  people 
from  other  jurisdictions  who  come  to  study 
it  here.  Other  provinces,  as  my  friend  knows, 
are  now  copying  it  and  other  jurisdictions  as 
well.  If  imitation  is  the  sincerest  form  of 
flattery,  then  I  think  we  have  a  good  plan. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister, first  of  all,  about  royal  commisisons.  We 
have  had  a  fair  number  of  royal  commissions 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Attorney  General's 
department  in  recent  years.  I  wanted  to  ask 
him  why— if  I  can  get  his  attention— the  prob- 
lems which  are  exposed  by  the  royal  com- 
missions are  all  too  often  not  acted  upon  and 
the  recommendations  which  they  make  are 
ignored. 

I  can  think  of  two,  off  the  top  of  my 
head;  two  difi^erent  royal  comissions  that  I 
happened  to  attend  by  chance.  One  was  last 
year.  It  involved  the  Duke  inquiry.  At  that 
time,  the  rather  sloppy  buying  practices  of 
the  OPP  were  revealed.  At  the  time,  the 
commissioner  indicated  he  was  not  going  to 
change  those  practices  and  there  has  been 
no  public  announcement,  if  there  has  been 
a  change.  If  there  has,  I  would  like  to  hear 
about  it. 

The  other  one,  in  which  I  know  nothing 
has  occurred,  took  place  some  four  years  ago 
in  the  Parker  Royal  commisison  which  I  also 
sat  through— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Could  we  deal  with 
these  one  at  a  time- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  sure. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —if  it  is  agreeable  to 
the  hon.  member,  because  I  had  anticipated 
that  this  would  be  coming  up,  perhaps  in  the 
last  vote  rather  than  in  the  first  vote.  But, 
certainly,  this  is  a  mater  that  has  concerned 
me  as  well.  I  have  asked  for  reports  about 
remedial  action  and  the  report  that  I  have 
been  presented  with  indicates  Jthat,  while  the 
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purchasing  procedures  of  the  OPP  were  not 
specifically  identified  in  relation  to  the  coin- 
plaints  during  the  Duke  royal  commission, 
there  were  extensive  questions  of  and  the 
documentation  of  exhibits  was  necessary  be- 
cause of  criticisms,  perhaps  levelled  from 
other  sources. 

Since  then,  the  position  of  a  purchasing 
officer  within  the  force  has  been  established 
to  centralize  and  control  the  overall  purchas- 
ing function  for  the  force,  province-wide. 

For  instance,  all  office  furniture  is  now 
being  purchased  through  the  central  supply 
board  of  the  Ontario  Department  of  Public 
Works.  Paper  products  are  obtained  from 
the  same  source. 

Mr.  Shulman:  How  about  lawnmowers? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  stationery  is 
purchased  through  the  central  stationery 
office,  Department  of  Public  Works.  The 
services  for  specification  improvement  and 
the  supply  of  goods  from  the  central  supply 
board  are  being  utilized  to  the  fullest  extent. 
I  have  been  assured  that  the  utilization  of 
these  services  will  increase  as  additional  sup- 
plies and  equipment  are  made  available  for 
purchase  through  the  board. 

The  tendering  practices  of  the  force  have 
been  reviewed  and,  wherever  possible,  tenders 
are  obtained  and  considered  to  ensure  tight 
control  in  this  important  area  of  the  purchas- 
ing operation. 

I  must  admit  to  my  friend,  and  I  do  it 
frankly,  that  I  forgot  to  ask  them  about 
lawnmowers. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  major  problem  in  the 
material  that  was  purchased  through  central 
supply— I  am  delighted  more  is  being  bought 
through  central  supply— but  the  problem  was 
the  very  peculiar  tendering  method  used  by 
the  OPP  in  the  things  they  purchased  directly. 

They  would  tender  in  a  fashion.  They 
would  get  local  prices  on  individual  items. 
If  they  wanted  to  buy,  let  us  say,  20  lawn- 
mowers  around  the  province,  they  would  get 
prices  on  individual  lawnmowers  from  20 
detachments  and  then  they  would  go  to  one 
specific  firm,  whose  name  does  not  come  to 
mind  at  the  moment,  and  would  ask  that  one 
firm  for  a  price  on  all  20.  Strangely  enough, 
that  one  firm  was  always  able  to  give  a  lower 
price  because  it  was  bidding  on  20  instead  of 
on  individual  orders  of  one. 

This  was  the  basis  of  the  rather  odd 
system  the  OPP  was  using,  and  this  really 
was  what  1  think  the  commissioner  and  the 


commissioner  counsel  and  everyone  else 
found  most  strange;  and  yet  this  was  the 
practice  that  was  defended  by  the  commis- 
sioner and  this  is  really  AVhat  I  am  complain- 
ing about. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  I  say,  the  tender- 
ing practices  have  been  reviewed.  I  shall  go 
into  that  matter  once  more  to  assure  myself 
that  those  practices  are  not  being  continued 
and  have  not  been  continued.  The  utilization 
of  the  central  purchasing  board  of  The 
Department  of  Public  Works,  I  must  admit 
to  the  hon.  member,  does  cause  many  prob- 
lems sometimes  as  far  as  local  communities 
are  concerned. 

1  am  sure  if  the  hon.  member  speaks  to 
his  colleague  sitting  right  now  on  his  left, 
he  will  learn  from  him,  for  instance,  that 
when  we  attempted  to  do  this  in  the  provi- 
sion of  office  furniture  for  The  Department 
of  Northern  Affairs,  when  we  set  up  a 
Northen  Affairs  office,  the  first  persons  who 
complained  were  the  local  people  who  were 
saying:  "Why  are  you  doing  this?" 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  no.  I  have  no  objection 
to  your  buying  locally.  I  object  to  your  not 
tendering. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  But  the  problem  is, 
of  course,  that  the  central  supply  is  in  the 
south  here  and  the  large  urban  areas  always 
have  an  advantage  under  that  tendering 
system.  Now  sometimes  you  attempt  to 
weaken  it  in  the  interests  of  equity,  hope- 
fully, and  tie  it  in  with  a  service  contract. 
This  is  one  way  of  attempting  to  equafize 
these  matters,  but  again  this  does  not  always 
work  and  invariably  where  there  are  attempts 
at  it,  as  I  say,  the  first  people  you  hear  from 
are  people  who  are  known  better  to  my 
friend  than  to  me. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Let  me  say  I  am  not  object- 
ing to  local  buying.  I  want  to  make  that 
quite  clear. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right.  I  under- 
stand. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  other  example,  if  we 
can  go  to  the  Parker  royal  commission,  is 
really  just  a  foolish  example  because  it  could 
have  been  cleared  up  years  ago.  It  came  out 
at  that  commission  that  in  every  case  of 
cremation  a  double  coroner  fee  had  to  be 
paid.  That  came  out  in  the  Parker  report.  At 
the  time,  I  asked  the  then  Attorney  General 
if  he  would  bring  in  an  amendment  to  fix 
up  that  little  waste  of  money,  which  amoimted 
to  some  thousands  of  dollars  a  year,  and  he 
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said  he  would.  That  was  four  years  ago  and 
we  are  still  waiting. 

The  problem  is  that  under  certain  circum- 
stances a  coroner  must  be  called  and  the  fee 
is  paid  by  the  province;  I  believe  it  is  $25 
plus  mileage.  Then  if  the  family  decides  it 
wants  a  cremation,  even  though  a  coroner 
has  already  investigated  the  case,  once  again 
a  coroner  has  to  be  called— often  a  different 
coroner,  although  it  can  be  the  same  one— 
and  again  the  fee  is  charged,  this  time  to 
the  family. 

Well  that  is  just  a  waste  of  money.  All 
you  need  is  an  amendment  to  your  Act  say- 
ing that  if  a  coroner  has  already  investigated 
the  case  you  do  not  have  to  have  a  second 
coroner  investigate  all  over  again.  We  went 
through  that  at  the  royal  commission.  We 
went  through  that  publicly  and  then  in  the 
House,  but  still  no  amendment.  Would  the 
minister  care  to  comment? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  must  admit  I  am 
not  prepared  to  debate  the  matters  referred 
to  in  the  Parker  commission  here,  either 
tonight  or  perhaps  even  all  during  these 
estimates.  My  friend  will  appreciate  of  course 
that  the  Law  Reform  Commission  did  bring 
in  a  report  on  the  coroners,  which  I  have 
already  indicated  will  result  in  a  complete 
revision  in  respect  of  the  powers,  the  duties, 
the  fimctions,  and  the  fees  payable. 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  did  not  mention  that 
point. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  this  is  a  two- 
pronged  effort  in  any  event,  because  in  my 
opening  statement  I  did  indicate  that  there 
is  a  study  taking  place  here  now  which  will 
result  in  a  complete  revision  of  the  whole 
fee  structure  relating  to  all  of  the  services 
of  the  department  and  the  outside  oflBces. 
Undoubtedly  my  advisers  have  had  this 
matter  drawn  to  their  attention  before,  and 
if  they  have  not,  I  am  indebted  to  my  friend 
for  bringing  it  to  their  attention  tonight. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister  if  he  has  considered  hold- 
ing a  royal  commission  on  the  problem  of 
organized  crime? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  the  hon.  mem- 
ber asks,  have  I  considered  it?  I  am  learn- 
ing in  this  office  that  you  always  have  to  be 
aware  and  concerned  about  this  matter  today 
more  than  ever,  and  I  do  not  mean  by  that 
that  we  are  losing  the  battie  by  any  means. 
I  think  today,  where  communication  is  so 
swift  and  instantaneous,  and  travel  is  so  easy 


and  acceptable,  obviously  the  dangers  and 
the  implications  of  internationally  syndicated 
crime,  rather  than  organized  crime— any  crime 
has  to  be  organized,  so  I  think  the  termi- 
nology is  wrong— but  internationally  syndi- 
cated crime  is  on  us  more  than  ever  before. 

Obviously  one  of  the  many  weapons  in 
the  arsenal  of  an  Attorney  General  is  a 
royal  commission,  so  this  always  has  to  be 
a  matter  in  the  back  of  any  Attorney 
General's  mind.  I  would  hate  to  say  that  I 
have  considered  this,  however,  because  quite 
often  that  gets  misconstrued  to  mean  that 
there  has  been  some  realistic  discussion  of  the 
pros  and  cons  about  whether  or  not  we  should 
hold  a  royal  commission.  I  do  not  think,  on 
the  information  that  has  been  presented  to 
me  in  any  event,  that  a  royal  commission 
right  now  in  relation  to  internationally  syndi- 
cated crime  is  the  best  way  of  attacking  the 
problem. 

The  way  of  attacking  the  problem  is  by 
the  matters  that  I  hope  we  are  pursuing 
right  now— more  and  better  intelligence  units; 
more  and  better  training  of  the  police  forces; 
more  and  better  facilities  to  them  for  learning 
and  gauging  and  gaining  information;  more 
and  better  co-operation  with  other  jurisdic- 
tions. And  in  many  cases  taking  the  initiative 
ourselves  for  matters  that  sometimes  even  do 
not  relate— that  is  the  direct  problem— to  this 
problem.  These  are  the  ways,  I  think,  that 
at  the  moment  anyway,  can  best  be  utilized 
to  win  the  battle.  I  am  not  saying  we  are 
winning  it.  I  am  also  not  saying  we  are  losing 
it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Have  members  of  the  Ontario 
Police  Commission  recommended  within  the 
last  14  months  that  such  a  commission  be 
held? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  had  better  put  it 
this  way.  There  has  been  no  recommendation 
to  me  since  March  1  along  that  line.  I  am 
firmly  convinced  that  if  any  recommendation 
had  been  made  by  them  to  my  predecessor, 
I  would  have  heard  about  it  and  I  have  not 
heard. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Then,  let  me  try  again. 
Would  the  minister  be  willing  to  call  up 
Messrs.  Lee  and  Thurston  and  ask  if  such 
a  recommendation  was  made  to  his  predeces- 
sor directly,  or  through  the  deputy  who  is 
whispering  valiantly  to  you  at  the  moment? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  know  now  what 
the  hon.  member  is  referring  to.  No,  I  can 
say  that  the  Ontario  Police  Commission  has 
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not  made  any  recommendation  to  the  Attor- 
ney General  over  the  last  14  months.  There 
may  have  been  employees  of  the  Police 
Commission  who  might  have  made  recom- 
mendations to  the  Police  Commission  about 
it.  But  that  advice,  if  it  was  made,  was 
obviously  rejected  because  no  such  request 
has  been  made  of  the  Attorney  General  by 
the  Police  Commission. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  quite  satisfied 
that  no  such  request  was  made? 

Hon.  A,  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  satisfied  that 
no  request  has  been  made  of  me.  I  shall 
interrogate  members  of  the  Police  Commis- 
sion before  I  go  home  tonight  to  find  out 
if  the  Police  Commission  itself  has  made  any 
such  recommendation  to  my  predecessor. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Fine.  I  will  come  back  to 
that  at  a  somewhat  later  time.  I  would  like 
to  make  a  suggestion  to  the  minister,  through 
the  Chairman.  In  New  York  State  there  is 
a  permanent  commission— not  a  royal  com- 
mission, because  they  do  not  have  royal 
commissions— which  corresponds  to  our  royal 
commission  on  this  problem  of  syndicated 
crime,  which  brings  out  an  annual  report.  If 
we  are  to  believe  the  Attorney  General  of 
that  state,  and  I  do,  this  sitting  permanent 
commission  and  the  annual  report  it  brings 
out  and  the  annual  public  hearings  which  it 
holds  into  various  problems  of  syndicated 
crime  have  been  responsible  for  cutting  that 
particular  type  of  problem  significantly  in  that 
state. 

I  am  sure  the  minister  has  seen  the  reports 
it  puts  out.  Has  the  minister  considered  set- 
ting up  such  a  type  of  royal  commission  here, 
or  would  he  consider  setting  up  such  a 
type  of  commission? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  must  be  cautious 
in  what  I  say  here  now  because  there  has 
been  a  number  of  ideas  floating  around  in 
my  mind  of,  I  would  hope,  better  procedures 
and  better  ways  in  which  we  can  co-ordinate 
the  attack  on  internationally  syndicated  crime, 
better  even  than  we  are  now  doing. 

I  will  be  frank  with  the  House,  though, 
and  say  that  I  have  not  discussed  these  with 
my  advisers. 

Over  the  last  three  months,  I  sincerely 
have  not  had  the  opportunity  to  do  so, 
because  I  have  not  really  formulated  some 
of  these  ideas  in  my  own  mind.  I  am  hopeful, 
though,  in  seeking  their  advice  and  their 
experience  in  this  matter  that  there  may  be 
newer  and  better  ways  and  procedures 
evolved  than  we  have  developed  so  far   as 


our  department  and  the  Pohce  Conraiission 
and  our  overall  attack  on  this  matter  are 
concerned.  But  I  certainly  would  not  believe 
that  the  experience  of  New  York  State  is 
particularly  one  that  should  be  emulated 
here. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  was  not  suggesting  we 
emulate  their  crime  experience. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No.  I  know  you 
mean  their  procedures.  That  type  of  or- 
ganization, I  do  not  think,  would  help  us 
here.  I  am  quite  willing  to  leam  more  about 
it.  I  know  a  little  bit  about  it— perhaps  not 
enough— but  I  cannot  see  that  that  type  of 
organization  really  would  fit  in  here  with 
what  I  think  some  of  the  needs  may  be. 
Also,  of  course,  the  proof  of  the  pudding  is 
in  the  eating.  Their  procedures  there,  if  you 
want  to  look  at  the  results,  as  you  have 
indicated,  are  not  particularly  ones  we  want 
to  copy,  in  any  event. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Of  course,  they  have  prob- 
lems that  we  do  not  have.  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  minister  if  he  will  rescind  an  order 
issued— I  am  asking  this  under  the  minister's 
salary— by  his  predecessor  last  year. 

Every  summer,  for  the  last  two  summers,  I 
have  had  some  dozen-odd  university  students 
and  high  school  students  who  have  been 
working  for  me  as  volunteers,  not  in  a 
political  way,  but  in,  I  hope  a  pubhc-spirited 
way,  copying  a  certain  American  gentleman 
who  has  been  doing  something  of  a  similar 
nature  for  some  years.  Last  summer  they 
decided  they  would  look  into  the  problem  of 
illegal  bail  bonds  in  this  province  and  they 
went  down  to  see  what  we  presumed  were 
public  documents,  that  is,  the  bail  records 
of  The  Department  of  Justice  at  the  city 
hall,  and  to  see  basically  who  put  up  bail, 
how  often,  how  much  they  put,  and  whether 
or  not  it  was  mistreated. 

The  Attorney  General  at  that  time  issued 
instructions  that  they  were  not  to  be  allowed 
to  see  any  of  these  records,  even  though 
they  are  not  secret.  They  have  all  been  read 
in  court.  In  any  case,  anytime  someone  gets 
bail,  of  course,  it  is  announced  publicly.  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  will 
rescind  that  order,  because  it  is,  in  my 
opinion,  against  the  public  good  to  try  to 
keep  these  things  secret. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  have  not  heard 
of  this  problem  before.  It  has  been  suggested 
to  me  that  the  departmental  files  are  distinct 
from  the  public  files. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  not  interested  in  the 
departmental  files.  These  are  public  files 
which  have  been  sealed. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Let  me  take  this 
matter  mider  consideration. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Inasmuch  as  I  have  the 
students  only  until  the  end  of  August,  can 
the  minister  indicate  when  he  will  be  taking 
it  into  consideration? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Before  the  end  of  August,  yes. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Co-operate  in  get- 
ting the  estimates  through  and  that  will  give 
me  more  time  to  take  a  look  at  it. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  That  is 
called  blackmail. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  is  really  not  too  satis- 
factory. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  know. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  sorry,  I  did  not  hear 
the  minister's  comment. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Which  one  is  blackmail? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  being  a  little 
bit  facetious.  I  would  hope  that,  within  a 
couple  of  days  after  the  House  rises,  I  would 
be  able  to  look  at  this  and  a  number  of  other 
things  that  are  quite  pressing. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  without  acerbity,  if  I  may— 

H<m.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Without  asserting 
what? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Without  acerbity,  a-c-e-r-b- 
i-t-y,  mildly  and  gently,  if  I  may.  I  want  to 
go  back  again  to  an  exchange  that  we  had 
in  the  House  back  on  May  7  about  the 
Franc-ottie  case.  I  do  not  want  to  discuss  the 
Francottie  case  in  any  way.  There  is  no  point. 
It  was  settled  very  well.  The  minister,  I  think, 
handled  it  very  well  at  the  time,  but  what 
does  disturb  me  very  much  is  the  comment 
he  made  in  the  House  on  May  7. 

The  question  I  asked  was:  "Would  the 
Attorney  General  agree  that  there  should 
perhaps  be  a  change  in  policy  so  that  this 
type  of  case  will  be  compensated  in  future?" 
The  type  of  case,  of  course,  is  where  a  man 
is  in  prison  and  subsequently  is  found  not 
guilty.  -  =  ,   - 


He  cried,  "No,  I  am  not  walling  to  agree 
to  a  blanket  general  endorsement  such  as 
that." 

That  comment  of  the  minister  has  upset  me 
somewhat  because  I  was  hoping  what  he 
would  reply  was,  "Yes,  it  may  take  time 
because  of  financial  requirements  and 
Treasury  board  problems  to  bring  in  such 
legislation."  This  reply  I  can  accept,  if  it 
takes  one  year  or  10  years,  if  I  know  you 
want  to  do  it,  but  if  you  do  not  agree  with 
the  endoresment  that  the  innocent  who  have 
been  punished  should  be  compensated,  then 
you  and  I  are  going  to  have  a  %ery  difficult 
time. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  the  question 
was: 

Would  the  Attorney  General  agree  that 
there  should  perhaps  be  a  change  in  policy 
so  that  this  type  of  case  will  be  com- 
pensated in  the  future? 

Well,  the  future  is,  15  minutes  to  10,  eh? 

Obviously  I  think  this  is  the  general— I 
hate  to  use  the  word  because  I  have  been 
told  many  times  that  I  overwork  it— but  this 
is  the  general  thrust  of  the  direction  in  which 
we  are  obviously  going.  I  think  we  have 
bitten  off  a  pretty  big  bite  of  the  apple  right 
now  in  relation  to  our  compensation  for 
injuries  in  relation  to  victims  of  crime.  It  may 
well  be  in  the  future  that,  as  we  get  going 
and  as  the  matter  keeps  widening,  that  we 
will  be  getting  into  that  type  of  thing.  But 
to  talk  about,  you  know,  just  bluntly,  "Is  the 
minister  willing  to  endorse  that  type  of 
policy?"  I  am  quite  willing  to  admit  that  I 
might  have  been  overly  cautious  in  my  reply 
that  day,  because  I  do  belie\'e  that  eventually 
the  state  will  be  mo\ing  along  that  line  of 
compensation.  But  at— 

Mr.  Martel:  Surely  this  is  basic? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —the  moment  we 
are  certainly  doing  what  we  can  in  relation 
to  compensation  for  actual  physical  injury, 
and  at  the  moment  I  caimot  see  us  changing 
that  for  a  while  until  we  have  properly 
digested  that  fairly  large  bite  of  the  apple. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  suggest  to  the  Attorney  General  that  per- 
haps the  compensation  of  the  innocent  who 
have  been  sent  to  jail  by  the  state  is  even 
more  important  than  the  compensation  of  the 
iimocent  who  have  been  hurt  by  criminals. 
Because  in  the  one  case,  we  are  innocent 
bystanders— certainly    if    people    have    been 
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damaged  by  crime,  they  should  be  com- 
pensated, I  do  not  quarrel  with  that  in  the 
slightest.  I  was  one  of  those  who  supported 
it  before  the  minister  did. 

But  surely  when  we  are  not  the  innocent 
bystanders,  when  we  as  a  government  are 
responsible— and  you  and  I  are  responsible 
to  the  Francottie  case  just  as  much  as  the 
people  at  lower  levels  in  the  case— surely  as 
a  part  of  government  we  must  accept  that 
responsibility.  Surely,  where  we  were  play- 
ing an  active  part,  instead  of  just  being  by- 
standers, that  type  of  injustice  deserves  com- 
pensation even  more. 

The  other  i)oint  is  that  there  are  so  few 
of  these  cases.  There  cannot  be— thinking 
back  in  my  memory,  I  cannot  think  of  six 
over  these  years. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  are  more  than 
that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Let  us  suppose  that  if  there 
were  compensation,  there  would  be  more, 
agreed.  But  if  there  are  a  dozen  a  year,  or 
two  dozen  a  year,  the  amount  of  money 
involved  is  going  to  be  infinitesimal  in  com- 
parison to  your  other  programme. 

The  programme  where  you  are  compen- 
sating people  who  have  been  hurt  physically 
often  involves  large  sums  of  money,  because 
they  can  no  longer  work  again.  This  type  of 
programme  will  involve  much  smaller  sums 
of  money,  because  you  are  only  going  to  be 
paying  compensation  for  actual  out-of-pocket 
loss  of  time  and  money.  So  it  is  not  another 
huge  bite,  such  as  you  took  before,  it  is  a 
very  tiny  bite. 

I  would  hope  that  the  minister— let  me 
rephrase  it— 'I  would  hope  that  a  forward- 
looking  minister  would  be  getting  up  now 
and  saying:  "Yes,  that  is  the  sort  of  thing  we 
should  do.  1  hope  to  bring  it  in  soon,  perhaps 
next  year." 

Mr.  Martel:  It  is  justice, 

Mr.  Singer:  He  will  not  be  here  next  year. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well  I  would  like  him  to 
say  he  is  going  to  bring  it  in  if  by  some 
chance  he  is  here  next  year.  Although  I 
suspect  next  year  he  will  be  the  head  of  the 
Conservative  party  in  opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Dreamer!  The  hon. 
member  is  a  dreamer! 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  any  case,  if  he  is  here 
next  year  as  the  Attorney  General,  1  would 
like  to  feel— 


Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Back  to  your  story 
book. 

Mr.  Martel:  Call  the  election. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —if  his  heart  is  truly  as  he 
indicates  it  is,  and  if  he  really  believes  that 
this  is  a  thrust  in  which  we  must  sro,  at  least 
give  me  this  much:  Set  some  of  your  people 
to  work  to  do  a  study  of  how  much  it  would 
cost.  If  it  turns  out  to  be  as  small  as  I 
suspect  it  will  be,  perhaps  less  than  10  per 
cent  of  what  you  are  paying  on  the  other 
programme,  then  let  us  have  some— let  us 
put  it  this  way.  If  the  cost  turns  out  to  be 
reasonable,  give  us  an  assurance  you  will 
bring  it  in. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  business  of  set- 
ting policies  today  in  government  is  not  that 
simple.  The  business  of  setting  policy  in  gov- 
ernment today,  more  often  that  not,  is  the 
choice  of  alternatives  between  what  priorities 
should  be. 

Mr.  Martel:  But  when  you  furnish  a  ban 
on  justice— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  prepared  to 
discuss  the  thing  intelligently,  which  means 
I  am  not  prepared  to  discuss  the  thing  with 
the  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Martel:  Sudbury  East. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Sudbury  East. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  That  is  not 
called  for. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  question  really, 
when  choices  are  presented  to  you,  is  along 
which  avenues  you  should  go.  The  judge- 
ment decision  was  made  before  my  time, 
although  I  am  not  saying  that  in  any  way  to 
escape  any  responsibility  of  mine,  because  I 
think  if  I  had  been  in  that  position  in  those 
days  I  would  have  made  the  same  decision; 
that  the  initial  crucial  need  in  any  event 
was  to  compensate  people  who  had  been 
physically  injured  as  the  result  of  criminal 
activity. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No  one  is  quarrelling  with 
that. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  My  friend  says  that 
that    decision    was    wrong    and    instead    we 
should  have  gone  along  the  other- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Oh  no. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right.  Now,  what 
he  is  saying  is   we  should  have   done   that 
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and  this.  I  am  saying  that  that  decision  was 
made- 
Mr.  Deans:  It  should  have  happened  years 
ago. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —and  at  the  moment 
I  endorse  it  heartily;  that  we  have  got  enough 
to  do  on  that  way.  In  time  I  am  hopeful, 
certainly,  that  other  matters  can  be  brought 
in,  but  it  is  a  much  more  diflRcult  thing 
when  you  start  dealing  with  matters  that  do 
not  pertain  to  easily  assessable  injuries  to 
people.  You  get  into  such  nebulous  matters 
as  why  did  not  the  accused  himself,  for 
instance,  testify?  Just  what  matters  are  you 
going  to  compensate  these  people  for?  Is 
there  really  a  recognition  that  a  finding  or 
that  an  acquittal  does  not  necessarily  mean 
a  complete  blanket  approval  of  an  individual's 
actions? 

There  are  all  sorts  of  matters  that  would 
concern  one  in  setting  up  that  type  of  sys- 
tem, and  I  am  hopeful  in  the  long  run  that 
this  type  of  thing  will  be  coming  about.  I 
am  saying,  when  priorities  are  presented  to 
you,  when  there  are  very  real  strictures,  as 
I  indicated  in  my  opening  few  brief  remarks, 
presented  to  one  in  relation  to  the  taxing 
ability  of  this  province  and  the  funds  that  are 
available,  that  you  move  along  one  line  and 
take  one  bite  of  the  apple  at  a  time.  We  are 
presently  digesting  that  bite,  as  I  said,  and 
once  we  get  that  in  shape  and  get  that  mo\ - 
ing  it  is  certainly  a  probability  that  we  would 
be  moving  along  other  lines. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Just  one  final  word  on  this, 
if  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman.  This  is  not  a  new 
idea,  it  has  been  done  in  West  Germany 
successfully  and  at  little  cost.  I  was  not  sug- 
gesting that  it  would  be  difficult  or  hard  to 
assess  cases  where  someone  did  not  get  up 
in  his  own  defence  to  be  compensated. 

But  there  are  certain  clear-cut  cases.  The 
Francottie  case  is  as  clear  cut  a  case  as  you 
will  ever  get,  where  a  man  served  time  in 
jail.  Subsequently,  the  evidence  was  clearly 
such  that  the  judge  threw  the  case  out. 

Now,  there  are  cases  hke  that.  The  cost  is 
low.  Other  countries  have  done  it  and  have 
also  brought  in  the  same  type  of  legislation. 
Germany  precedes  us  by  some  years  in  both 
types  of  legislation,  and  they  have  not  found 
it  a  terribly  expensive  or  difficult  thing.  I 
agree  with  the  minister,  it  is  a  matter  of 
priorities.  But  surely  this  is  one  priority  that 
should  have  more  importance,  I  think,  than 
another  lane  on  Highway  401. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Another  what? 


Mr.  Shulman:  You  can  do  this  whole  pro- 
gramme for  the  cost  of  one^mile  widening 
of  the  401  by  one  lane,  which  we  do. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  But  you  do  not  get 

the  gasoline  tax. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  that  comes  down  to  the 
matter  of  priorities. 

I  wish  the  minister  had  not  said  that,  I 
really  wish  he  had  not.  I  am  sure  he  is 
joking,  but  I  would  like  to  see  him  go  into 
Treasury  board  and  fight  for  this  type  of 
thing,  because  it  is  such  a  damn  small  amount 
of  money  and  it  is  dear  to  the  hearts  of  a 
lot  of  people  on  all  sides  of  the  political 
spectrum. 

I  want  to  remind  the  minister,  just  in 
finishing  this  off,  that  this  idea  was  brought 
up  here  in  this  country  by  a  leading  Con- 
servative—Arthur Maloney.  It  was  drawn  up 
by  him  and  his  associate  in  the  form  of  a 
bill,  which  I  passed  on  to  the  minister,  and 
he  came  to  members  of  other  parties  so  it 
would  be  brought  forward  on  a  non-political 
basis.  I  am  really  sorry  that  we  ha\'e  to 
discuss  it  this  way  because  this  is  certainly 
not  going  to  win  any  votes  for  the  Con- 
servatives or  the  Liberals  or  the  NDP,  or 
lose  any  votes  for  anybody. 

It  is  not  the  sort  of  legislation  that  makes 
that  much  difference.  There  is  not  the  sort 
of  money  involved  that  makes  that  much 
difference.  So  let  me  stic^gest  to  the  minister - 
and  I  will  stop  now— if  perchance  he  is  the 
Attorney  General  next  year,  he  will  please 
me  by  bringing  in  that  legislation. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  By  no  means  am  I 
rejecting  the  concept,  that  is  as  far  as  I 
will  go.  I  do  point  out,  however,  that  the 
judicial  system  in  West  Germany  is  quite 
different.  There  are  matters  there  where  an 
acquittal  is  equivalent  to,  in  a  finding  of  the 
court- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Not  necessarily. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  if  that  scheme 
is  to  be  applicable  to  it,  I  think  my  hon. 
friend  will  find  it  is  applicable  to  that  type 
of  acquittal.  The  bill  that  was  suggested  we 
found— and  we  certainly  studied  it,  found  it 
quite  interesting— the  bill  that  was  suggested 
by  my  friend  we  really  found  was  far  too 
general  and  far  too  broad  for  any  discussion 
for  our  purposes,  starting  at  square  one  which 
would  be  expanded  into  the  type  of  pro- 
gramme. They  certainly  were  looking  at 
these  things,  but  that  bill  was  not  too  mueh 
help  to  us. 
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Mr.  Chainnan:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  Attorney 
General's  answers  to  questions  over  the  last 
few  weeks  pertaining  to  ofiFtrack  betting  have 
been  unsatisfactory. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  To  whom? 

Mr.  Nixon:  To  myself.  He  has  usually  con- 
veyed with  his  answer  either  some  sort  of 
an  arch  reference  to  the  fact  that  the  Min- 
ister of  Justice  for  Canada  is  sworn  into 
secrecy,  or  some  complex  arrangement  which 
meant  that  he  really  could  not  be  frank  with 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  as  to  what 
the  govermnent  intended  to  do. 

From  our  point  of  view,  it  appears  that 
the  Attorney  General,  speaking  for  the  gov- 
ernment, has  made  some  direct  and  specific 
request  of  the  government  of  Canada.  We 
infer  that  it  is  a  request  that  the  Criminal 
Code  be  changed  to  permit  offtrack  betting 
in  this  province,  that  is  ofiFtrack  betting  with- 
out the  sum  being  bet  having  to  be  placed 
as  a  wager  at  the  track.  But  the  Attorney 
General  has  never,  in  fact,  said  that  is  so. 
He  has  simply  said  he  has  made  recom- 
mendations to  the  Minister  of  Justice  for 
Canada. 

Mr.  Singer:  Verbal  and  in  writing. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Verbally  and  in  writing,  1  am 
prompted  by  my  friend  to  my  right  here. 
On  the  other  hand— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  my  friend 
brought  that  matter  up— 

Mr.  Nixon:  You  do  not  want  to  be  Bourassa- 
like? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  indicated  it 
was  at  and  since  Victoria,  and  1  tried  to 
correct  him  last  night,  but  he  was  so  engaged 
in— 

Mr.  Nixon:  All  right.  The  fact  remains 
though  that  the  oflFtrack  shops  which  do  take 
a  bet  and  then  transfer  the  funds— the  money 
—to  the  track  to  be  placed,  are  proliferating 
in  number.  I  think  there  are  about  43.  One 
has  been  opened  up  in  Brantford,  for 
example. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  In  Brantford? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  this  is  a  tremendous  break- 
through. But  the  point,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
that  these  places  are  becoming  well  estab- 


lished, and  the  government  of  the  day, 
through  its  lack  of  an  annoimced  policy,  is 
letting  them  become  established  so  that  it 
will  be  extremely  diflBcult  for  the  goverrmient, 
it  may  be  extremely  difficult  for  them,  to  take 
a  position  other  than  simply— ^what  will  we 
say— formally  establishing  them  in  what  they 
have  carved  out  for  themselves. 

Maybe  what  they  are  doing  is  fine.  There 
are  many  concerns  of  people.  We  on  this 
side  feel  that  ofiFtrack  betting  has  got 
to  be  established  on  a  legal  basis  and  with 
very  strict  government  oversight— in  my  view, 
government  operation. 

The  point,  however,  is  that  the  Attorney 
General  has  not  been  frank  with  the  members 
of  this  House  for  reasons  which  are  not 
apparent.  If  he  has  got  some  agreement  with 
the  Minister  of  Justice  that  we  have  got  to 
wait  for  federal  legislation,  or  federal  pro- 
nouncement, then  I  suppose  he  can  tell  us 
that  pretty  specifically  and  we  will  have  to 
wait;  but  the  pronouncements  from  Ottawa 
have  been  that  the  federal  government  is 
waiting  for  the  provinces  to  express  their 
wills  so  that  The  Criminal  Code  can  be 
adjusted  in  such  a  way  to  meet  the  needs 
of  the  various  provinces. 

Meanwhile  the  threat,  at  least  of  the  en- 
croachment of  syndicated  international  crime 
rather  than  organized  crime— and  I  was 
listening  to  the  Attorney  General  when  he 
drew  that  distinction— is  probably  thrusting 
into  this  province  through  that  particular 
avenue  as  much  as  through  any  other,  and 
it  appears  to  me  that  the  longer  government 
policy  is  delayed  in  its  enunciation  the  greater 
the  threat  from  this  source. 

I  wonder  if  the  minister  could  make  a 
statement  at  this  time  that  is  more  specific 
and  more  informative  than  we  have  been 
treated  to  in  the  past? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  am  glad  to 
hear  the  views— I  do  not  say  that  in  any 
mean  way— *I  am  glad  to  hear  the  views  of 
the  Leader  of  the  ofiBcial  Opposition  in  this 
respect.  I  find  that  there  is  a  long-standing 
tradition,  one  that  I  certainly  understand 
and  certainly  intend  to  respect,  in  the  close- 
ness of  the  oflfice  of  the  Minister  of  Justice 
at  Ottawa  to  the  Attorney  General  of  Queen's 
Park,  that  when  a  letter  is  written  to  one, 
specifically  from  the  Minister  of  Justice  at 
Ottawa  to  the  Attorney  General,  and  if  the 
Attorney  General  replies,  these  are  not  par- 
ticularly matters  that  should  be  released  even 
though  they  do  reflect  perhaps  the  opinion 
of  the  government  of  the  day. 
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But  I  shall  certainly  undertake  to  my 
friend  if  he  feels  that  there  is  doubt  in 
respect  of  our  position,  I  have  been  attempt- 
ing to  indicate  our  position  without  actually 
saying  what  it  is,  but  I  do  not— 

Mr.  Singer:  How  do  you  do  that? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Why  do  you  not  just  say  what 
it  is? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  less  dense 
among  us  have  been  able  to  read  between 
the  lines, 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  read  the  lines. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right.  You  want 
a  statement?  You  will  get  one  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  pre- 
cisely what  we  have  been  treated  to  for  a 
good  long  time.  Now,  you  say  that  there 
is  some  sort  of  special  confidence.  Obviously 
you  have  got  to  be  able  to  communicate  with 
the  people  in  other  jurisdictions,  and  particu- 
larly the  Minister  of  Justice  for  Canada,  in 
confidence  and  with  confidence  that  it  will 
be  respected,  but  can  the  Province  of  Ontario 
not  come  to  a  position  and  say:  "This  is  what 
we  have  requested  from  the  government  of 
Canada"?  I  mean,  if  the  Minister  of  Justice 
has  said:  "We  are  going  to  act  on  this  some- 
time, maybe  later  in  the  year,"  fine,  if  he 
even  wants  to  keep  his  position  confidential. 
But  the  public  position  of  the  government 
of  Canada  is  that  it  is  waiting  to  hear  from 
the  province. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Has  that  been  the 
position  of  the  Minister  of  Justice  at  Ottawa 
lately? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Lately? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  He  has  not  said  anything 
about  it  lately. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  mean  when 
was  the  last  time  he  said  that? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Certainly,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
answer  to— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  last  time  that 
appeared  in  the  press,  I  got  an  apology 
from  them. 

Mr.  Nixon:  You  got  what? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  said  the  last  time 
that  appeared  in  the  press,  there  was  an 
apology   about  what  appeared  in  the  press. 


Mr.  Nixon:  To  you  marked  "Confidential". 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  government  of 
Canada  certainly  knows  what  our  position 
is  and  has  been. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  members  of  the  Legislature 
do  not. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  view  of  my 
friend  obviously  is  that  the  general  public 
of  this  province  and  in  particular  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature  should  know  what  the 
position  is.  All  right,  that  will  be  rectified 
within  hours. 

Mr.  Nixon:  In  hours? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Hours. 

Mr.  Nixon:  All  right,  I  guess  we  can  buy 
that. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  do  not  want  to  buy  that. 

Mr.  Nixon:  All  right.  The  member  cannot 
buy  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  do  not  want  to  buy  that. 

Why,  13  months  later,  is  the  minister  not 
prepared  to  take  us  into  his  confidence?  This 
is  no  great  secret.  There  are  two  or  three 
or  four  ways  in  which  he  can  go.  Why  can 
he  not  be  honest  and  frank  with  the  people 
of  Ontario  and  stand  up  and  say  what  posi- 
tion the  government  has?  Does  he  believe 
in  letting  it  go  as  it  does?  Does  he  not  be- 
lieve what  the  Jockey  Club  has  established 
by  its  tests,  what  a  radio  station  has  estab- 
lished by  its  tests?  Does  he  not  believe  the 
police  evidence  of  the  RCMP,  of  the  OFF, 
of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Police,  that  this 
is  an  open  invitation  to  organized  crime  to 
come  in  here  and  take  over?  Does  he  not 
accept  the  evidence  that  the  Province  of 
Ontario  is  being  deprived  of  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  legitimate  revenue,  be- 
cause this  operation  is  being  carried  on  in 
defiance  of  the  laws?  Does  he  not  have  the 
guts  to  get  up  in  this  House  and  say  what 
his  position  is? 

I  will  tell  you  that  in  my  most  recent  con- 
versation with  Mr.  Turner,  in  my  personal 
conversation  before  Victoria,  he  said,  "We 
have  never  once  had  an  expressed  opinion 
from  the  Attorney  General  of  Ontario."  I  do 
not  care  whether  he  apologized  to  the  min- 
ister or  not.  That  is  what  he  told  me,  and  1 
believe  him.  I  think  that  the  Attorney 
General  has  a  duty  and  a  responsibility  that 
he  is  sloughing  off.  He  is  not  listening  to  his 
advisers. 
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There  must  be  something  deeper  in  this 
than  meets  the  eye,  because  if  he  is  not 
prepared  to  Hsten  to  his  police  advisers,  the 
PoHce  Commission,  the  senior  Ontario  Pro- 
vincial Police  officers,  the  RCMP,  and  all 
of  the  investigations  that  have  gone  on,  then 
there  is  something  that  smells  in  the  state 
of  Denmark,  and  it  happens  to  be  in  the 
state  of  St.  George.  I  suspect  his  motives 
and  unless  he  has  the  guts  to  get  up  and 
say  what  his  position  is,  those  suspicions 
are  going  to  continue,  and  we  are  going  to 
talk  about  them  from  one  end  of  the  province 
to  the  other. 

The  Attorney  General  has  a  duty  and  a 
responsiblity  to  tell  us  what  his  position  is, 
and  if  he  sloughs  oflF  that  duty  again,  as  has 
been  done  for  13  months,  then  he  is  avoiding 
that  duty  and  he  is  avoiding  his  responsibility 
as  an  important  member  of  this  government. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  chagrined— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  bloody  well 
should  be. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —to  find  that  the 
Minister  of  Justice  at  Ottawa  would  speak 
about  such  matters  to  my  hon.  friend. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  can  be  as  chagrined  as 
you  want.  Ask  him. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  No.  1.  No. 
2.  1  say  to  my  hon.  friend  that  the  form  in 
this  aspect  of  the  law  is  not  being  held  up  by 
any  means  by  those  who  can  change  the  law 
by  any  lack  of  knowledge  of  what  our  posi- 
tion is.  Other  than  that,  it  is  not  my  position 
to  go  any  further  tonight,  but  I  can  promise 
the  House,  in  the  light  especially  of  what  my 
hon.  friend  said  tonight,  that  I  would  feel 
no  compunction  whatsoever  in  making  sure 
that  there  is  a  statement  very  shortly  on 
behalf  of  the  government  as  a  whole  about 
this  matter. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  why  can  the 
minister  not  make  the  statement  during  the 
course  of  his  estimates?  Surely  this  is  the 
time  and  this  is  the  place  where  the  state- 
ment should  and  must  be  made— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Not  necessarily. 

Mr.  Singer:  —if  Ontario  has  a  position,  if 
this  government  is  prepared  to  assert  a 
position  which  may,  in  fact,  be  at  variance 
with  the  position  of  some  of  the  other  prov- 
inces which,  I  suspect,  do  not  have  the  kind 
of  interest  that  the  people  of  Ontario  have. 
1  do  not  know  how  many  betting  shops  there 


are  in  the  other  provinces,  but  there  are  in 
excess  of  300  here  in  Ontario  operating 
today— not  30.  I  think  my  leader  was  wrong 
in  that  figure.  There  are  in  excess  of  300,  if 
the  information  I  get  from  certain  police 
sources  is,  in  fact,  correct. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Singer:  If  the  minister  will  look  back 
to  the  remarks  that  I  made  in  June,  1970, 
he  will  see  a  carefully  documented  disserta- 
tion on  what,  in  fact,  was  happening,  and 
that  dissertation  was  put  forward  after  very 
substantial  and  extensive  research  after 
conversations  with  most  knowledgeable  and 
senior  police  officials,  after  conversations  with 
people  who  know  the  gambling  business 
inside  and  outside,  after  conversations  with 
people  who  know  the  racing  business  inside 
and  outside.  That  series  of  comments  has 
sat  on  the  record  for  over  13  months,  and 
the  present  minister  and  his  predecessor  have 
shilly-shallied  with  this  problem  for  all  of 
this  time.  This  illegal  and  improper  establish- 
ment has  become  part  of  the  Ontario  scene; 
it  gets  more  firmly  established  as  days  go  by. 
The  later  the  action  is  delayed  the  harder  it 
is  going  to  be  to  take  any  positive  action. 

If  Ontario  has  a  position  and  the  govern- 
ment wants  some  rallying  of  public  support 
behind  a  reasonable  and  sensible  method  of 
control,  then  surely  the  way  to  do  it  is  to 
make  it  public  and  to  make  it  public  im- 
mediately and  now,  in  the  minister's  esti- 
mates. I  canot  think  of  any  greater  abnegation 
of  his  responsibility  as  Attorney  General  than 
to  stand  up  and  say,  "I  canot  make  any 
statement  now,  but  maybe  within  a  few 
hours  I  might."  What  is  the  matter  with 
those  people?  Have  they  no  guts?  Have  they 
no  courage?  Have  they  no  position?  Have 
they  no  thoughts  about  anything 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Let  me  clarify  what 
I  said.  I  did  not  indicate  that  I  would  be 
making  any  statement. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  who  is  going  to  make  a 
statement?  Anybody? 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  How  are 
we  going  to  know  in  a  few  hours? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  will  come  to  you 
like  a  flash  of  lightning.  Zap! 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can 
only  say  that  the  minister's  phoney  smile— 
and  I  am  afraid  it  is  reduced  to  that  on  this 
issue— is  certainly  no  answer  for  an  avoidance 
of  his  responsibiltty  as  Attorney  .General  of 
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this  province.  If  he  wants  to  continue  to 
invite  criminal  elements  to  dig  themselves 
into  a  position  where  the  police  are  almost 
without  a  weapon  to  get  after  them,  then  the 
Attorney  General  is  certainly  proceeding  in 
the  right  way.  He  must  know,  as  I  do,  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  that  people 
in  this  community  have  invested  in  this  illegal 
business  and  the  way  it  is  being  carried  on. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  have  always 
known. 

Mr.  Singer:  Every  hour  that  it  goes  on, 
these  people  are  further  and  further  en- 
trenched, and  in  the  absence  of  any  author- 
itative position  being  taken  by  the  Attorney 
General  insofar  as  working  to  change  the 
law  is  concerned  so  that  we  in  this  province 
can  bring  this  system  under  some  reasonable 
method  of  control,  then  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral is  avoiding  his  responsibility  as  the  senior 
law  oflRcer  of  the  Crown.  I  think  it  is 
absolutely  inexcusable  and  this  kind  of  thing 
is  what  is  going  to  hound  this  government 
to  its  inevitable  defeat. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber sincerely  and  honestly  believe  that  we 
singlehandedly  can  change  The  Criminal 
Code? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  would  say— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Do  not  be  scared. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right.  All  right.  I  would 
say  this:  If  Ontario  has  a  reasonable  position 
and  it  enunciates  it  in  a  public  way,  the 
Minister  of  Justice  in  Ottawa  and  his  col- 
leagues, who  I  think  are  reasonable  people, 
will  pay  very  close  attention.  But  in  the 
absence  of  any  publicly  stated  opinion  from 
this  province  when  this  problem  exists— prob- 
ably it  is  the  only  province  in  Canada  where 
it  has  reached  these  proportions— then  why 
should  the  government  in  Ottawa  act?  There 
has  been  no  agitation  from  Attorneys  General 
such  as  this  one  to  change  the  law.  Why 
should  the  Minister  of  Justice  act  until  there 
are  representations?  Why  should  he  act  until 
public  pressure  is  brought  to  bear?  The 
Attorney  General  is  not  bringing  in  any 
public  pressure  to  bear  at  all. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  different  subject,  if  every- 
one is  through  with  this  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  !Q^unlpp:  I}ear,„iMrari 


Mr.  Shulman:  I  would  like  to  say  to  the 
minister  through  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
some  three  or  four  years  ago  I  raised  the 
problem  in  royal  commissions  of  persons  who 
become  innocently  involved—I  am  thinking 
at  the  moment  particularly  of  someone  like 
Magistrate  Gardhouse- who  go  through  con- 
siderable problems,  expense  and  so  forth  and 
subsequently  are  found  innocent,  and  I  use 
the  word  advisedly.  At  that  time,  I  asked  the 
Attorney  General  if  the  exi)enses  of  such 
persons  should  not  be  paid  by  the  govern- 
ment? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  had  to  ask  for  a 

reminder  about  the  Gardhouse-Bannon  com- 
mission. I  had  forgotten  about  it.  Bannon,  of 
course,  I  remembered;  Gardhouse  I  did  not. 
While  I  was  asking  my  advisers  to  remind  me 
of  those  circumstances,  which  they  now  have, 
I  missed  the  final- 
Mr.  Shulman:  The  point  I  was  trying  to 
make  was  when  an  individual  imder  those 
circumstances  such  as  Magistrate  Gardhouse 
was,  becomes  involved  in  a  royal  commission 
with  considerable  personal  expense  amount- 
ing up  to  many  thousands  of  dollars  for 
legal  expenses.  Should  the  government  not 
compensate  him?  In  other  words,  should 
there  not  be  a  bill— I  guess  we  are  back  to 
the  same  principle  again,  except  that  royal 
commissions  are  very  rare  birds,  thank  good- 
ness, in  this  province,  there  are  not  too  many 
people  who  get  involved  in  very  many  of 
them— but  if  a  person  is  involved  in  one,  sudh 
as  he  was,  and  subsequently  it  turns  out  he 
was  involved  quite  incorrectly— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Oh,  now. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  he  was  quite  innocent 
of  any  wrongdoing. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lavtnrence:  Did  they  not  find 
that  he  was  at  least  guilty  of  an  indiscretion? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  thought  tiiey  had. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  not. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lavn-ence:  I  will  check  into 
that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  any  case,  the  point  I  am 
making  is  that  when  any  person  is  found 
completely  honest,  should  he  not  be  com- 
pensated? I  think  if  you  will  look  into  this 
case  you  will  find  there  is  absolutely  no 
criticism  of  him  whatsoever.  What  does  the— 


JULY  6,  1971 


3629 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  again  glad  to 
have  the  views  of  the  hon.  member.  I  am 
not  going  to  announce  any  deep  change  in 
that  policy  that  we  already  have  established 
tonight;  I  think  we  have  already  been  through 
that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  a  somewhat  different 
situation  in  that  this  is— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  not  really,  is 
it? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Again,  it  is  a  matter  of 
government  involving  a  person  in— it  is  a 
different  aspect,  but  it  is  government  involv- 
ing a  person,  sometimes  through  a  quite 
marginal  relationship  to  the  main  affair,  in 
a  royal  commission  and  these  damned  royal 
commissions  go  on  and  on  and  on  and  you 
lawyers  charge  incredible  sums  of  money  to 
sit  on  them. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  but  you  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature  demand  them.  Did 
you  not  just  sit  down  a  moment  ago  after 
asking  me  about  a  royal  commission? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  but  this  was  a  some- 
what different  thing  that  1  was  asking  for. 
And  again,  in  that  type  of  royal  commission 
if  a  man  turned  out  to  have  been  called  in 
and  he  was  innocent  of  any  wrongdoing  he 
should  be  compensated  for  his  legal  expenses. 
I  do  not  think  this  is  unreasonable.  Will  the 
minister  agree  with  me  on  that? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  will  merely 
say  at  this  stage  that  I  am  glad  to  have  the 
opinions  of  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if  the 
Attorney  General  is  prepared  to  clear  the  air 
a  bit  on  the  involvement  of  that  sinister 
element  in  the  paperback  book  trade  and 
clear  up  the  rather  confusing  answer  that 
emanated  from  himself  and  his  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs,  which  finalized  in  the  House  one  day 
with  both  of  them  answering  the  same  ques- 
tion at  the  same  time  and  one  saying  "yes" 
and  one  saying  "no"? 

What  was  the  implication  in  the  Rohmer 
report  and  what  was  the  reason  for  the  great 
rush?  Was  there  an  involvement  of  syndi- 
cated crime?  Was  there  a  fear  of  this?  Was 
that  the  reason  for  the  ru^h?  Or  does  the 
minister  feel  we  have  no  right  to  know? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  thought  that  matter 
was  explained  to  the  satisfaction  of  everyone 


who  was  within  hearing  distance  on  the  day 
that  I  was  asked  about  it,  in  any  event,  in 
relation  to  the  answers  which  were  given  in 
this  House. 

I  think  the  hon.  minister  from  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  got  involved  in  a  double  negative 
question  asked  by  the  leader  of  the  NDP 
which  he  was  quick  to  acknowledge  and 
which  the  questioner  was  quick  to  acknowl- 
edge. 

What  aspect  of  it  did  my  friend  not  under- 
stand? I  would  be  glad  to  repeat  it. 

To  the  best  of  my  recollection  the  haste 
in  bringing  the  bill  forward  at  the  request 
of  the  royal  commission  was  in  relation  to 
certain  commercial  transactions  which  were 
pending  at  that  time.  I  think  that  was  indi- 
cated, even  though  1  was  not  in  the  House; 
I  was  in  Victoria.  I  think  that  was  indicated 
by  the  hon.  ministers. 

That  was  the  main  reason  for  the  haste 
at  that  time,  as  well  as  a  growing  awareness 
of  a  concentration  of  the  control  of  these 
matters,  not  only  in  American  hands  but  in 
the  hands  of  a  small  group  of  Americans. 
When  asked  in  this  House  and  elsewhere  I 
indicated  that  a  factor  in  it  was  the  potential 
that  did  exist  for  criminal  elements  to  then 
play  a  part  in  the  distribution  business.  And 
I  indicated  that  certainly  this  concern  was  a 
factor  in  my  recognition  of  the  problem  and 
in  my  advice  to  the  government  when  the 
matter  was  approved. 

We  can  all  envisage  the  vehicle  that  the 
small  variety  shops  and  the  small  bookselling 
stores  would  present  for  illegal  betting 
practices,  for  such  things  as  drug  distribution, 
apart  altogether  from  an  existing  threat  in 
relation  to  pornography  and  to  all  printed 
matter  that  some  of  us  at  least  may  believe 
should  not  be  distributed.  I  said  that  it  was 
a  factor  in  a  potential  threat. 

I  also  indicated  in  the  House  that  I  had 
no  present  knowledge  then  of  actual  criminal 
control  in  relation  to  those  people  who  were 
garnering  control  of  this  business.  The  main 
thrust  of  the  action  was  really  the  economic 
position,  that  the  government  did  not  believe 
that  control  of  these  matters  should  continue 
to  expand  as  far  as  foreign  control  is  con- 
cerned and  that  foreign  control  should  be 
concentrated  in  the  hands  of  one  or  two 
individuals. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  the  minister  thinks— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  What  parts  of  that 
does  my  hon.  friend  not  understand? 
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Mr.  Singer:  Well,  the  minister  thinks  he 
is  a  great  foot  dancer  and  he  can  give  out 
half-sentences,  half-meanings  and  half-innu- 
endoes— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  am  a  pretty 
lousy  dancer. 

Mr.  Singer:  —even  to  the  point  tonight 
where,  apparently  choosing  his  words  most 
thoughtfully,  he  said,  "To  my  knowledge 
there  is  no  positive  evidence  of  the  infiltra- 
tion of  organized  or  syndicated  crime  into 
this,  but  there  is  a  possibility." 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  said  the  potential- 
Mr.  Singer:  This  kind  of  statement  that  has 
been  made  by  him  and  his  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs, 
and  the  rather  peculiar  clause  in  the  Rohmer 
report  to  the  effect  that  they  anticipate  some 
diflBculty  in  getting  the  people  before  them 
that  they  might  choose  to  solicit  evidence 
from,  raises  these  questions  in  a  very  im- 
portant and  impressive  way. 

Very  simply,  I  ask  the  Attorney  General 
again,  as  I  did  last  night  or  earlier  today, 
and  as  I  did  during  the  course  of  the  ques- 
tions I  directed  to  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs  and  subsequently 
again:  Is  there  any  feeling  in  the  minds  of 
the  Rohmer  commission  that  there  was  a 
threat,  possible  or  real,  of  the  infiltration  of 
organized  crime  into  the  industry  that  com- 
prises the  handling  and  production  of  paper- 
back books?  Now  that  is  the  question. 

The  Rohmer  commission  obviously  had 
more  information  available  to  it  than  it  chose 
to  set  out  in  its  report.  Obviously  the  Minister 
of  Financial  and  Commercial  Affairs  had 
more  knowledge  than  he  was  prepared  to  tell 
the  House.  Obviously,  listening  again  to  the 
Attorney  General  this  evening  and  listening 
to  the  way  in  which  he  so  carefully  chose  his 
phrases,  he  has  more  knowledge  than  has 
been  made  available  to  us. 

I  ask  him  very  simply:  Is  there  more  about 
the  possible  involvement  of  organized  crime 
into  this  industry  than  we  had  been  told 
about?  That  is  simple  enough. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  talking  about 
fancy  footwork  and  throwing  dodgy  phrases, 
the  hon.  member  chooses  to  use  the  words, 
"a  threat  of  organized  crime." 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  phraseology  I 
use  is  that  a  factor  in  the  decision  was  a 


very  real  danger,  which  I  recognize,  that 
such  foreign  control,  centred,  concentrated  in 
the  hands  of  a  few  people,  certainly  is  a 
potentially  dangerous  position  in  respect  of 
this  type  of  industry.  The  member  happened 
to  use  the  words,  "threat  of  organized  crime." 
I  am  saying,  and  perhaps  we  are  saying  the 
same  thing,  although  I  happen  to  like  my 
own  phraesology  rather  than  his  fancy  foot- 
work as  well;  I  happen  to  like  the  phraesology 
that  a  factor  in  the  decision  was  a  potential 
danger  of  this  concentration  of  control  fall- 
ing into  the  hands  of  those  who  would  use  it 
for  criminal  purposes  rather  than  legitimate 
purposes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Perhaps  we  are  getting  this 
reduced  to  terms  that  maybe  both  the 
Attorney  General  and  I  can  understand.  What 
is  the  significance  of  the  words,  "a  factor"? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Just  exactly  that. 
The  major  factor  was  the  economic  one— a 
factor.  When  I  was  asked  my  opinion  about 
it,  I  certainly  indicated  that,  due  to  that 
potential  danger,  I  thought  that  the  legisla- 
tion was  good. 

Mr.  Singer:  To  the  extent  that  the  Attorney 
General  formulated  his  opinion  that  this  was 
a  factor  in  the  decision,  would  he  be  pre- 
pared to  take  the  people  of  Ontario  into  his 
confidence  and  tell  us  what  evidence  came 
before  the  Rohmer  commission,  that  obviously 
is  not  included  in  its  report,  that  indicates 
that  this  is  a  factor  at  all? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  just  going  o\  or 
in  my  mind  the  information  that  has  been 
presented  to  me.  That,  as  far  as  I  know,  is 
all  of  the  information  that  has  been  pre- 
sented to  the  Rohmer  commission.  All  I  have 
been  able  to  conclude  from  that  is  that  there 
is  a  potential  danger;  that  is  all— not  a  present 
threat,  not  a  present  use,  not  a  present  con- 
trol by  criminal  elements  at  all,  but  a  poten- 
tial danger.  I  do  not  know  how  clearer  I 
can  get  than  that. 

If  the  member  is  asking  me  to  release  htm 
and  to  the  House  and  to  the  public  confi- 
dential police  information  and  reports  and 
records  that  have  been  garnered  from  inter- 
national police  sources,  then  obviously  I  have 
to  say  no  to  that.  If  that  is  the  thrust  of  my 
friend's  argument,  then  perhaps  he  should  be 
more  succinct  about  it.  If  that  is  what  he  is 
after,  he  is  not  going  to  get  it  from  me.  But 
I  do  not  know  how  I  can  be  clearer  than 
that  about  it. 
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Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
is  not  being  clear  at  all;  he  is  still  playing 
games.  He  says  it  is  a  factor.  Obviously  no 
matter  how  carefully  one  reads  these  four 
pages  of  the  last  Rohmer  report,  other  than 
the  phrase  that  it  might  be  difficult  to  get 
certain  people  to  come  and  give  us  evidence, 
there  is  nothing  there  that  indicates  that  the 
threat  or  possible  threat  or  imagined  threat 
of  the  infiltration  of  criminals  into  this  trade 
is  even  a  factor. 

Somehow,  along  the  line,  it  became  some- 
what obvious  that  the  Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  AflEairs,  and  the  Attorney 
General  are  again  being  far  less  than  frank 
with  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
The  minister  continues  to  do  this.  He  says, 
"If  you  are  asking  me  to  reveal  confidential 
reports  of  the  international  police  organiza- 
tions insofar  as  intelligence  is  concerned,  I 
am  not  going  to  do  that." 

Is  that  not  noble?  The  last  little  effort- 
and  I  think  he  got  caught  out  on  it— was 
when  he  took  two  and  a  half  hnes  out  of  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission  report  and  made 
a  great  production  out  of  it,  inside  the  House 
and  outside  the  House,  without  a  shred  of 
evidence.  He  retreats  back  again,  saying,  "If 
you  are  asking  me  to  reveal  these  great  and 
confidential  intelligence  reports,  1  am  not 
going  to  do  it,  but  rely  on  me,  good  old 
'shoot-from-the-mouth  Al,'  there  is  something 
there,  but  I  will  not  tell  you  about  it." 

I  say  this— here  we  have  an  unusual  situa- 
tion. We  have  a  royal  commission  that  comes 
in  with  a  very  quick  report.  Unlike  that  of 
most  royal  commissions  or  committees  of 
inquiry— even  the  now-renowned  Lawrence 
committee— it  does  not  have  a  Karsh  picture 
of  its  chairman  on  the  cover.  It  comes  out  in 
mimeographed  form,  comparatively  cheaply 
compiled  because,  obviously,  Mr.  Rohmer, 
and  Mr.  Jeanneret  and  Mr.  Camp  felt  there 
was  some  urgency  and,  obviously,  there  is 
much  more  urgency  in  it  than  is  indicated 
here  or  than  the  Attorney  General  is  pre- 
pared to  tell  us  about.  He  would  far  rather 
talk  about  secret  and  confidential  interna- 
tional intelligence  reports  of  police  forces. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  You  left  out  the 
word  "security." 

Mr.  Singer:  The  last  one  he  got  word  about 
was  denied  down  in  the  United  States. 

I  suggested  a  very  simple  solution  to  this. 
Obviously,  we  are  not  going  to  get  a  straight 
answer  from  the  Attorney  General  on  this  or 
most  other  questions  at  most  times.  Why  will 
he  not  let  Mr.  Rohmer  and  his  coamnission 


come  before  the  standing  committee,  so  that 
we  can  ask  him  the  questions? 

I  have  always  found  Mr.  Rohmer  to  be  a 
very  honest  and  frank  man.  The  Attorney 
General  I-  find  something  less  than  that  and 
if  we  cannot  get  the  answer  from  the  Attorney 
General,  why  should  we  not  have  an  oppor- 
tunity to  try  to  get  it  from  Mr.  Rohmer? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  These  are  words  that 
are  easily  bandied  about  in  this  House  these 
days,  are  they  not? 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  not  just  a  question  of 
bandying  words  about. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  talking  about 
honesty. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  government  takes  a  posi- 
tion it  will  not  explain  and  it  surrounds  it 
with  these  mystic  words  about  secret  intelli- 
gence reports  of  international  poHoe  forces. 

If  the  government  has  a  concern  that  there 
is  a  factor  in  this  decision  about  this  hurry- 
hurry  job,  even  without  a  Karsh  picture— hurry, 
hurry,  let  us  get  the  report— hurry,  hurry,  let 
us  have  a  statute.  If  it  is  a  factor  that  there 
might  be  some  kind  of  criminal  threat 
involved  in  this,  surely  we  are  entitled  to 
know  and  we  are  entitled  to  get  something 
more  from  the  Attorney  General  than  the 
back  slap  he  gives  us  tonight. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  going  to  keep  on,  Mr. 
Chairman.  The  hon.  member  for  High  Park 
can  go  ahead,  I  have  some  more. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  one  brief  matter  I 
would  like  to  bring  up,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am 
very  disturbed  about  the  harassment  that 
the  police  are  giving— I  brought  this  up  with 
the  minister  before  and  he  promised  an 
answer  and  perhaps  now  is  the  time— 'I  am 
disturbed  at  the  harassment  that  the  police 
are  giving  to  clerks  in  bookstores  that  are 
selling  dirty  books.  These  young  men  are 
hired  to  do  a  job  to  sit  at  a  cash  register  and 
take  in  the  50  cents  or  $1  or  whatever  the 
books  are  sold  for,  as  they  go  out.  They  are 
being  treated  as  criminals  and  they  are  not 
criminals.  I  just  do  not  understand  why  the 
Attorney  General  does  not  stop  this  harass- 
ment. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  advised  that 
there  is  a  very  real  police  problem  here  in 
respect  of  the  actual  operators  of  the  stores 
themselves.   To    again   put   it   crudely,   it   is 
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very  easy  to  cover  one's  tracks  these  days;  in 
respect- 
Mr.    Shulman:    So   we    do    prosecute    the 
innocent  then? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —of  partnerships  in 
respect  of  company  shells,  in  respect  of  all 
sorts  of  legal  fiction  in  which  to  hide  behind, 
that  the  police  have  been  having  very  real 
difficulty  getting  through  to  the  operators. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  that  does  not  excuse— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Now,  wait  a  minute. 
My  imderstanding  of  these  charges  in  respect 
of— gosh,  I  hope  I  am  not  getting  into  things 
that  are  sub  judice  here.  1  do  not  know 
whether  there  are  charges  outstanding  or 
not.  If  there  are,  maybe  I  should  not  be 
saying  this. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  are  not  discussing  any 
specific  area. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  might  be.  I  might  have 
issued  a  writ  before  we  came  into  the  House, 
who  knows? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right,  we  are 
talking  about  generalities  anyway.  I  have  not 
got  a  specific  case  in  mind,  in  any  event, 
so  I  am  speaking  quite  honestly  about  it. 

But  it  is  simply  that,  in  all  cases,  I  have 
been  informed  warnings  are  given  to  the 
clerks  far  in  advance,  like  days  in  advance 
of  the  police  returning.  The  books  complained 
about  are  pointed  out  to  them  and,  there- 
fore, they  certainly  stay  on  and  they  certainly 
work  in  the  full  knowledge  of  what  may 
befall  them.  Now,  my  friend  may  indicate 
that  this  is  a  harassment  of  the  innocent.  I 
do  not  think  so.  Is  there  no  other  way  to 
attack  the  problem  than  to  get  after  the 
employees'  share— you  know  jobs  are  not  that 
scarce  today^who  must  share  at  least  some 
of  the  blame.  There  have  been  cases,  I  am 
told,  where  some  of  these  books  have  been 
right  on  the  persons  of  the  clerks  who  have 
been  charged. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  charging  them 
for  reading,  in  that  case? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No— you  know,  extra 
pockets  full  of  the  things,  so  that  I  am  afraid 


that  plea  really  falls  on  deaf  ears  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  reached  the  hour 
for  adjournment.  I  should  have  a  motion  to 
rise  at  this  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and 
asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr,  Speaker,  before 
moving  the  adjournment  of  the  House,  on 
Thursday  I  should  like,  as  the  first  part  of 
the  business  after  the  question  period,  to  call 
certain  second  readings  and  I  think  the  third 
readings  which  appear  on  the  order  paper 
can  be  disposed  of.  If  the  hon.  members  are 
desirous  of  knowing  the  bills  I  have  in  mind, 
they  would  be  items  on  the  order  paper  22, 
23,  24  and  25.  Item  16- 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
Seventeen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  Attorney  General 
is  anxious  to  break  from  his  estimates  and 
perhaps  do  some  of  bis  bills. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Stabbed  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Seventeen  and  18  would 
follow,  and  then  we  would  continue  with  the 
estimates  of  The  Department  of  Justice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  in  mind  that  there  is 
a  private  bill— the  City  of  Toronto  bill— on 
the  order  paper  for  second  reading  and  1 
would  like  to  dispose  of  that  on  Thursday 
too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:35  o'clock, 
p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  note  that  we  do  have  cer- 
tain visitors  with  us  in  the  galleries,  although 
I  have  not  been  informed  as  to  who  those 
visitors  might  he. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  I  would 
like  to  welcome  a  very  special  group  this 
afternoon;  the  executive  of  the  Scarborough 
East  provincial  youth  committee,  who  are 
sitting  in  the  east  galleiy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 
The  hon.  Minister  of  Health. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Health):  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  House  will  allow, 
the  typed  and  more  formal  statement  I  wished 
to  give  at  this  time  is  not  in  my  hands,  but  I 
will  make  it  informally  because  I  think  the 
public  generally— and  I  know  the  hon. 
member  for  Peel  South  (Mr.  Kennedy),  as 
a  result  of  a  question  the  other  day— is  con- 
cerned with  the  application  of  our  new  swim- 
ming pool  regulations. 

Approval  was  obtained  at  cabinet  this 
morning  to  certain  modifications  and  amelior- 
ations of  the  regulations  that  were  brought 
forward  earlier  this  year. 

I  received  in  the  department  a  number  of 
delegations  from  several  parts  of  the  province 
suggesting  that,  to  a  degree,  the  restrictions, 
insofar  as  they  related  to  supervision  of  pools, 
were  too  stringent.  To  paraphrase  what  my 
stateanent  will  have  in  it,  and  presumably  it 
will  be  distributed  in  a  few  minutes,  we  are 
going  to  add  persons  over  the  age  of  25  who 
are  capable  swimmers  to  the  -  class  of  those 
qualified  to  supervise  under  the  present  regu- 
lations. 

My  hope  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  we  will 
not  only  broaden  the  number  of  people 
available  for  supervision  of  pools,  but  that  we 
will  also  be  underlining  the  importance  of 
maturity,  insofar  as  supervision  is  eoncerned, 
and  not  allowing  ourselves  to  be  hung  up,  as 
it  were,  on  the  technical  classifications  of 
how  many  grades  of  lifeguard  certificates  the 
person  has.    So  that  is  number  one. 
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The  second  modification  or  amelioration 
relates  to  what  I  would  describe  as  adult 
apartment  buildings,  in  other  words  apart- 
ment buildings  where  the  landlord  as  a  matter 
of  policy  has  as  tenants  adults  and  those  over 
the  age  of  16  years.  Insofar  as  such  apart- 
ment buildings  are  concerned,  the  owner  may 
apply  to  the  Minister  of  Health  for  an 
exemption  from  the  supervisory  restrictions  if 
he  can  show  the  reasons  for  the  exemption, 
the  reasons  why  he  needs  it;  and  in  addition 
can  demonstrate  how  and  in  what  way,  from 
a  practical  point  of  view,  he  intends  to  en- 
sure that  persons  under  the  age  of  16  will 
not  be  permitted  within  the  pool  enclosure  as 
a  whole. 

There  will  be  an  exception  provided,  even 
in  those  adult  apartments  if  we  can  use  the 
term,  where  the  person  under  16  is  person- 
ally accompanied  by  someone  who  is  25  years 
or  older  and  is  a  capable  swimmer. 

Thank  you,  Mr,  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 


LAYOFFS  AT  DE  HAVILLAND 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  the  Minister  of 
Trade  and  Development  can  now  report  to 
the  House  some  further  information  on  the 
layoff  of  700  workmen  from  the  plant  of 
de  Havilland  Aircraft  in  Downsview? 

Can  he  tell  the  House  why  neither  him- 
self nor  his  colleague  the  Minister  of  Labour 
(Mr.  Carton),  were  aware  of  this;  and  what 
steps  he  has  taken  since  he  became  aware  of 
it  to  reverse  the  decision  by  way  of  the 
Ontario  Development  Corporation  or  a  special 
loan  of  the  type  that  was  granted  to  McClel- 
land and  Stewart? 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  know 
where  that  impression  comes  from.  In  fact, 
I  do  not  think  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Oppos- 
ition has  the  impression  that  we  were  not 
aware  of  what  was  happening. 

Mr.   Nixon:   I   do,  definitely. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  read  the  clipping  in 
the  newspaper  yesterday— I  do  not  have  it 
with  me;  well  maybe  I  have  got  it,  but  it  is 
not  important  now— where  the  hon,  member 
for  Downsview  said  he  was  shocsked  that  we 
knew  nothing  about  this,  and  then  went  on 
to  state  that  he  was  shocked— 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  Minister  of  Labour  did  not 
know  a  thing  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —because  he  asked  me 
a  question  about  the  phasing  out  of  the 
operation,  the  phasing  out  of  de  Havilland. 
I  had  told  him  at  that  time  my  information 
was  that  the  plant  was  not  being  phased  out- 
Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  said  it  was  all 
Ottawa's  fault,  I  think. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  A  few  days 
later,  when  the  minister  found  it  was  not 
Ottawa's  fault,  he  said  it  was  not  happening. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  is, 
I  hope  not  deliberately,  confusing  the  issue. 

On  the  one  hand  we  are  talking  about  the 
layoffs  which  are  going  on  now,  on  the  other 
occasion  we  were  talking  about  the  statement 
which  was  in  the  papers  about  the  nunour 
that  the  plant  was  going  to  be  phased  out 
and  moved  to  Montreal.  At  that  time  I 
answered  that  our  information  was,  after 
talking  to  the  de  Havilland  people,  that  they 
were  not  concerned,  that  they  were  not  going 
to  be  phased  out  at  all  and  moved  into 
Montreal. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  makes  it  clear 
he  knew  all  about  it  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  situation  exists 
at  the  moment  as  far  as  de  Havilland  is 
concerned  and  as  far  as  we  are  aware.  The 
question  about  the  present  layoffs  is  nothing 
new;  we  knew  this  was   going  on. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  did  the  minister  not  tell 
the  Minister  of  Labour? 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  Minister  of  Labour  cer- 
tainly said  he  did  not  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  spent 
a  good  portion  of  the  day  again  yesterday 
\vith  the  officials  of  the  company  and  the 
representatives  of  the  union.  They  went  over 
this  thoroughly.  They  all  agreed,  not  only 
those  who  are  in  charge  of  the  operation 
but  the  representatives  of  the  union,  that 
there  is  nothing  that  can  be  done  to  stop 
the  layoffs  at  the  moment  because  it  has 
to    do    with   the    cessation    of   the    assembly 


and  the  manufacture  of  the  planes  that  they 
have  been  presently  manufacturing. 

There  is  nothing  can  be  done  about  that 
because  in  fact  they  are  already  stocking. 
They  are  building,  for  stock,  the  Twin  Otters 
\\'hich  they  have  been  manufacturing. 

The  question  at  this  moment  is  whether 
they  can  proceed  with  plans  for  the  DHC-7, 
which  is  known  as  a  STOL  aircraft  as  well. 
They  are  looking  for  some  assistance  from 
the  two  governments  to  carry  on  the  re- 
search and  design  for  this  programme  which 
runs  into  many  millions  of  dollars,  so  that 
they  can  proceed  with  this  in  the  knowledge 
that  they  do  not  have  to  lay  off  any  more 
people  at  the  end  of  the  year.  Those  who 
are  presently  laid  off  will  be  able  to  be 
phased  in  as  they  are  able  to  proceed  on 
the  DHC-7. 

That  is  what  the  situation  is  at  the 
moment  and  we  have  great  hope— in  fact, 
there  is  every  reason  to  believe  that  between 
the  company,  the  federal  government  and 
perhaps  ourselves— we  will  be  able  to  assure 
them  that  they  can  proceed  with  the  research 
and  the  design  and  development  of  the 
DHC-7.  This  is  all  that  anyone  can  expect 
anyone  to  do  at  the  present  time,  because 
they  cannot  keep  the  number  who  are  being 
laid  off  presently  busy  on  manufacturing  a 
plane  which  is  going  out  of  production. 

Obviously  they  have  to  design  and  tool 
up  for  a  new  aiiplane  and  this  is  what 
they  are  talking  about,  so  let  us  get  that 
clear.  We  are  talking  about  the  ones  that 
are  presently  being  laid  off  over  a  period 
of  months  until  the  end  of  the  year.  Hope- 
fully, we  can  come  to  some  terms  in  respect 
of  the  new  operation  to  provide  the  company 
Avith  sufficient  financial  assistance  so  they 
can  proceed  immediately  on  the  research 
and  design  necessary  for  the  DHC-7.  The 
company  feels,  and  we  have  reason  to  agree 
with  them,  as  I  mentioned  earlier  on  another 
occasion,  that  de  Havilland  has  the  know- 
how,  it  has  the  engineering  staff— probably 
without  equal  in  the  North  American  con- 
tinent, particularly  in  respect  of  STOL  air- 
craft—and we  hope  to  be  able  to  put  them 
in  a  position  where  they  will  not  suffer 
from  too  much  competition  in  this  field  by 
the  very  fact  that  we  are  able  to  get  them 
into  production  as  early  as  possible. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Can  the  minister  make  it  clear  that  he  was 
formally  informed  by  the  company  of  their 
intention  of  laying  off  the  700  workmen; 
and  when  did  he  receive  that  information? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  On  the  previous 
occasion  they  told  us  that  there  were  some 
employees  being  laid  off.  Yesterday  they 
gave  me  the  information.  They  showed  me 
the  chart  of  the  number  who  would  probably 
be  laid  off  each  month  over  a  period  of 
the  next  few  months  because  of  the  cessa- 
tion, as  I  say,  of  the  production  of  the  Twin 
Otters. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  previous  occasion  the 
minister  refers  to,  is  that  when  he  got  in 
touch  with  the  company  as  to  the  possibility 
of  the  plant  being  moved  out  of  Downsview? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  would  be  about  three 
weeks  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   Something  like  that. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  did  inform  the  Minister  of 
Labour  at  that  time  of  the  plans  that  the 
company  had  to  lay  off  the  700  workmen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  At  that  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  were  not  talking  in  terms  of 
any  particular  number.  We  were  talking 
in  general  terms  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  the  minister  did  not 
know? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  knew  they  were 
going  to  start  laying  people  off.  We  did 
know  that  and  I  did  not  say  we  did  not 
know.  If  the  hon.  member  will  read  Hansard, 
he  will  find  that  what  I  am  telling  him  today 
is  precisely  what  I  said  at  that  time  in  re- 
spect of  the  information  I  had. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary: Why  did  the  minister  not  take 
his  colleague  the  Minister  of  Labour  into  his 
confidence  and  why  were  arrangements  not 
made  so  that  some  alternative  method  of 
employment  might  have  been  ascertained 
for  these  people?  Because  is  it  not  an  abys- 
mal shame  that  the  two  responsible  ministers 
really  did  not  know  anything  about  it  until 
yesterday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Again,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  hon.  member  keeps  repeating  we  knew 
nothing  about  it  until  yesterday- 
Mr.  Nixon:   The   Minister  of  Labour  did 
not  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  question  of  what 
we  can  do  with  these  people  in  respect  to 
training  them  for  some  other  work  is  another 


matter.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  if  the  plan  that 
I  have  just  mentioned  comes  to  fruition— 
and  I  expect  it  will  be  in  a  very  short  while 
—these  people  probably  will  be  gradually 
phased  in  again  over  a  period  of  time. 

Mr,  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  fur- 
ther supplementary:  If  the  minister  even  had 
a  hint  about  it  three  weeks  ago,  would  it 
not  have  been  wise  for  this  government  to 
have  got  all  the  details  and  made  alternative 
plans  well  in  advance,  and  is  not  the  only 
reason  that  the  minister  did  not  make  alter- 
native plans  because  he  did  not  know  any- 
thing about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Will  the  hon.  mem- 
ber suggest  what  alternative  plans? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes!  One  is  that  hopefully  the 
minister  could  have  announced  today  some 
loan  programme  under  ODC  or  a  loan  pro- 
gramme similar  to  the  programme  that  he 
initiated  for  the  printing  company,  for  a  re- 
training programme,  or  if  the  minister  had 
been  listening  to  the  news,  some  method  of 
liaison  with  the  industry  in  British  Columbia 
that  is  quoted  today  as  saying  they  would 
like  to  employ  as  many  as  300  of  these  work- 
ers if  they  can  be  moved  out  to  British  Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr.  Nixon:  That  answers  the  question. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  the  kind  of  initiative 
that  the  minister  should  exercise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  is  still  confused. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  yes! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  If  we  gave  the  com- 
pany $100  million  today  they  could  not  em- 
ploy these  people  who  are  being  laid  off  at 
the  present  time- 
Mr.  E.  W.  Sopha  (Sudbury):  What,  with 
$100  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  thought  I  had  ex- 
plained that;  they  cannot  be  employed  put- 
ting out  a  plane  which  is  going  out  of  pro- 
duction. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That  is 
fairly   rash;    even    de   Havilland   with    $100 
million- 
Mr.  Sopha:   Give  me  $100  million  and  I 
will  employ  theml 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  De  Havilland  could 
not  employ  them  because,  as  I  said,  they 
are  taking  out  of  production  the  plane  which 
these  people  were  employed  to  assemble.  As 
a  matter  of  fact  they  do  not  have  orders  for 
a  number  which  are  now  being  finished  up. 
So  giving  them  money  is  not  going  to  help 
at  all  in  respect  of  the  members  of  the  staff 
who  are  presently  being  laid  ojff. 

And  I  said  it  is  going  to  take  a  consider- 
able amount  of  money  to  provide  the  re- 
search and  development  of  the  new  plane. 
As  I  mentioned  earlier,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
doing  everything  we  can  to  make  sure  that 
this  will  come  about. 

If  there  are  300  jobs  available  in  British 
Columbia  for  these  kind  of  employees,  we 
will  certainly  see  to  it  that  we  do  everything 
possible  to  get  them  out  there.  At  the  mo- 
ment, all  I  have  is  the  hon.  member's  word 
that  is  the  case. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  final 
supplementary- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  on  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  it  after  this  one, 
Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  it  not  correct  then  that 
neither  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment, nor  the  Minister  of  Labour,  nor  any- 
body on  the  front  benches  knows  what  in  the 
heck  to  do  about  this  problem  at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  not  correct. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  supple- 
mentary: What  does  the  minister  mean  when 
he  talks  to  this  House  about  the  STOL  air- 
craft and  about  design  and  about  production 
and  about  possible  provincial  participation? 
It  has  been  under  discussion  now  for  four 
years  in  the  continuing  pattern  of  de  Havil- 
land layoffs.  This  is  not  a  new  phenomenon. 
What  specifically  does  the  hon.  minister 
mean  when  he  says  these  things  to  the 
House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  yesterday  or  the  day  before,  for  the 
first  time,  the  company  presented  to  us  a 
firm  proposition.  Prior  to  that  they  had  sug- 
gested— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  proposition  was  to  lay 
off  600  people. 


Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —what  we  might  be 
able  to  do;  at  that  time  we  asked  them  to 
put  it  down  in  detail.  I  have  just  had  that 
delivered— as  I  say,  I  cannot  recall  it  was 
yesterday;  I  think  it  was  the  day  before— 
and  it  is  presently  being  studied.  It  involves 
a  great  deal  of  money- 
Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  It  was 
Tuesday  between  6  and  8  o'clock. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —and  obviously  we 
do  not  just  write  cheques.  We  want  to  make 
sure  about  the  facts  and  figures  and  the  po- 
tential. That  is  what  I  mean. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Has  the  department  not  been 
aware  for  more  than  two  years  of  the  raging 
debate  over  STOL?  Did  the  department  have 
to  wait  until  yesterday  before  a  first  initia- 
tive was  taken— after  700  men  are  laid  off? 
Is  that  the  way  the  department  operates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  again  I 
refer  the  hon.  member  to  the  statement  I 
made  here  two  or  three  weeks  ago,  that  at 
that  time  the  company  assured  me  they  were 
in  consultation  with  the  federal  government 
and  were  concluding  what  they  thought 
would  be  a  plan  which  would  resolve  this 
problem.  They  asked  us  at  that  time,  if  the 
hon.  member  would  read  Hansard— it  has 
just  been  handed  to  me,  I  do  not  think  I 
need  to  repeat  it— at  that  time  I  said  that 
the  company  had  informed  us  that  they 
felt  it  would  be  better  if  we  did  not  get 
involved  at  that  stage  because  the  negotia- 
tions with  the  federal  government  were  com- 
ing along  fine. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  walked  away  and 
put  his  hands  over  his  eyes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  in  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  think,  as  a  respons- 
ible government,  if  the  people  involved  tell  us 
that  they  feel  at  that  stage  it  would  be 
better  not  to  interfere,  I  think  it  was  our 
duty  to  make  sure  we  did  not  do  any  harm 
to  whatever  negotiations  were  going  on  be- 
tween themselves  and  the  federal  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Singer:  Sure  did  not  do  any  harm; 
did  not  do  any  good  either! 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  have  been  wrong  for 
two  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  fact  that  they  were  able- 
yesterday  or  the  day  before,  I  cannot  recall 
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as  I  say— they  were  able  to  then  present 
us  with  what  they  thought  was  a  proper 
proposition  for  us  to  consider,  is  evidence  of 
the  fact  that  it  was  probably  just  as  well  that 
we  handled  it  that  way,  that  we  did  not 
interfere.  We  do  not  want  to  get  involved 
in  any  conflict  with  the  federal  government 
in  respect  of  a  programme- 
Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  perish  the  thought! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   —with  a  programme 
which  deals- 
Mr.    Lewis:    The    minister    is    really    irre- 
sponsible with  the  Ontario  work  force. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  I  do  not  think 
the  hon.  member  is  at  all  concerned  with 
the  workmen;  he  is  only  concerned  with 
making  a  political  issue  of  the  fact  that 
people  are  being  put  out   of  work. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  come  on! 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  That  is  a  good 
way  to  brush  it  off. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  final  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker,  why,  when  the  minister  was 
aware  more  than  two  years  ago  that  Hawker 
Siddeley  was  prepared  to  abandon  de  Havil- 
land— it  was  an  expendable  plant  in  the  multi- 
national activities  of  Hawker  Siddeley— why 
did  the  Ontario  government  not  move  in  with 
an  effort  to  subsidize  and  participate  in  the 
STOL  programme  on  an  equity  basis?  The 
minister  knew  it  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
Minister  of  Correctional  Services  two  years 
ago,  I  was  not  particularly— 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  That  was  in 
the  old  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  was  not  particularly 
aware  of  that.  The  hon.  member  has  raised- 
Mr.  Lewis:  He  has  had  six  months  already! 

Mr.  Singer:  Nobody  was  awaare  of  any- 
thing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Why  do  members  not 
wait  and  listen? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Not  even  six  months! 

Mr.  E.  W.  Mattel  (Sudbury  East):  Is  the 
minister  part  of  the  government? 


Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  has 
raised  the  question  that  if  the  government 
was  aware,  why  did  it  not  do  something. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  go  into  the  records,  I  will 
find  out  what  happened  two  years  ago— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  not  done 
that!  Why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  will  find  out;  be- 
cause I  was  concerned  with  the  immediate 
needs,   not   going  back  into  history. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  and  the  government's  con- 
clusion was  to  do  nothing.  That  was  the 
answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know 
the  hon.  member  is  somewhat  annoyed  be- 
cause he  sees  action  being  taken  and  does 
not  like  it. 

Mr.   Singer:   Certainly  action;   do  nothing! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Speak  to  the  700  unemployed 
men  about  action. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  will  search  the  files  of  the  department  and 
I  will  find  out  what  happened  at  that  time, 
so  that  we  are  speaking  about  facts  and  not 
hearsay,  and  find  out  what  action  the  govern- 
ment took;  or  if  it  did  not  take  any  action 
why  it  did  not.  At  that  time  I  shall  be  in 
a  position  to  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  there  has  been  a 
sufficient  number  of  supplementaries  to  this 
question.  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition have  further  questions? 


OFFTRACK  BETTING  POLICY 

Mr.  Nixon:  On  another  subject,  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Attorney  General, 
Can  he  explain  to  the  House  why,  if  the 
government  policy  on  offtrack  betting  was 
fixed  some  weeks  ago,  he  delayed  in  an- 
nouncing it  until  after  the  federal  PaxHament 
had  recessed  and  so  there  is  no  possibility 
to  change  the  Criminal  Code  in  order  to 
make  the  offtrack  betting  proposition  legal 
until  a  considerable  delay,  at  least  three 
months? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  (Minister  of  Justice): 
No;  certainly  the  federal  government,  Mr. 
Speaker,  was  well  aware  of  our  interest,  our 
concern,  our  attitude  and  our  policy  in  this 
matter.  It  was  not  made  public  simply  out 
of  deference,  as  I  thought  I  indicated  the 
other  night  to  the  House,  to  the  traditional 
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lines  of  communication  and  closeness  and  co- 
operation that  have  always  existed  between 
the  federal  Minister  of  Justice  and  the  provin- 
cial Attorney  General. 

There   can   be   absolutely   no   reason,    and 
I   am  sure  my  hon.   friend  is  not  trying  to 
imply  that  there  is  any  reason- 
Mr.  Nixon:  That  is  right.  Why? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Just  a  minute— there 
is  any  reason  for  the  federal  government  not 
moving  into  the  matter  simply  because  we 
had  made  no  public  announcement,  because 
privately  the  federal  minister  was  well  aware 
of  our  attitude. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would  die 
minister  make  it  clear  that  his  former  state- 
ments and  the  statements  of  his  predecessor 
in  this  House,  were  that  when  the  Ontario 
policy  had  been  formed  a  request  would  be 
made  of  the  government  of  Canada  for 
amendments  that  would  fit  into  Ontario  pohcy 
and  that  this  was  the  position  that  had  been 
made  clear  at  the  federal  level?  Why  was 
there  this  delay  that  resulted  in  the  announce- 
ment just  a  couple  of  days  ago,  rather  than  a 
full  month  ago  at  least— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  A  year  agol 

Mr.  Nixon:  —which  was  the  date  when  the 
minister  indicated  the  policy  had  been 
formed? 

Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  minister  agree  that 
he  implied  in  his  speech  three  nights  ago  that 
if  we— and  I  quote  him— were  able  to  read 
between  the  lines— the  policy  had  been  for- 
mulated considerably  before  that? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  the  policy  was 
made  considerably  before  that. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Why  did  the  minister  not  make 
it  public? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  saying;  simply 
out  of  deference  to  the  fact  that  the  federal 
minister  was  attempting  to  obtain,  I  would 
hope,  similar  expressions  of  opinion  from  the 
rest  of  the  provinces.   He  knew  our  attitude. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Why  did  the  minister  lose  this 
deference  then? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  lost  this  deference 
simply  because  it  was  indicated  in  this  House 
the  night  before  last,  by  a  leading  member 
of  the  opposition,  that  he  had  been  in  con- 
tact about  this  matter  with— 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  indeed  I  did. 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —one  who  is  politic- 
ally aflBliated  with  him  and  who  happens  to 
be  the  federal  Minister  of  Justice. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  rightl 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  I  indicated  at  the 
time  I  was  quite  chagrined  about  that  and  I 
still  am. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  the  minister  was  chagrined? 
I  will  ask  the  Attorney  General's  permission 
the  next  time. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Surely  the 
minister  recalls  that  his  statement  in  the 
House  was  that  the  government  policy  would 
be  known  within  hours  before  the  event  that 
the  ministers  refers  to  in  connection  with  the 
breakdown  of  confidence.  The  minister  will 
find  that  is  so  and  that  his  story  simply  does 
not  hold  water.  The  reasons  are  not  accept- 
able. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, does  the  minister  not  recall  his  re- 
mark that  prior  to  his  going  to  Victoria  the 
government  had  formulated  no  policy,  and 
it  was  only  after  he  had  gone  to  Victoria  and 
spoken  verbally  to  the  Minister  of  Justice  and 
written  to  him,  that  for  the  first  time  there 
was  the  indication  of  any  pohcy? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  in  Hansard  and  the  minis- 
ter is  misleading  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  hon.  member  is 
misleading  the  House  when  he  says  that;  he 
is  100  per  cent  absolutely  wrong.  The  pohcy 
was  formulated.  The  m^nber  is  wrong  again. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister's  memory  is  as 
bad  OS  his  knowledge  of  the  law. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  a  matter  of  fact 
the  letter  I  received— I  will  expect  a  full 
apology  from  the  member  for  that— because 
the  letter  I  received  from  Mr.  Turner  was 
received  in  my  office  on  Jime  7,  and  on  June 
8,  the  very  next  day,  I  wrote  back  to  Mr. 
Turner.  That  was  well  before  the  constitu- 
tional conference  at  Victoria. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  waiting  for  an 
apology  from  the  member  for  Downsview. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Do  not  hold  your 
breath! 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  do  not  hold  your  breath, 
that  is  right.    I  think  maybe  he  is  right. 

Mr.  Singer:  Maybe?   There  is  no  question. 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Go  ahead, 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  can  apologize  for 
him;  he  can  take  care  of  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Would  the  minister  advise  if 
this  policy  will  embrace  all  types  of  betting 
—football,  hockey,  the  whole  gamut  of  betting 
—or  just  one  policy  covering  racetracks  only? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  At  the  moment  we 
are  looking  into  the  question  of  bookmaking 
and  offtrack  and  onitrack  betting  as  far  as 
horse-bracing  only  is  concerned.  On  the 
other  hand  the  study  groups  that  have  been 
set  up  are  not  limited  to  that  at  all;  but  again 
I  would  imagine  the  final  mechanics  that  will 
be  devised  would,  in  the  first  instance  any- 
way, relate  to  oflFtrack  and  ontrack  betting  in 
relation  to  horses  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  I 
would  still  hesitate  to  bet  on  the  government 
surviving  an  election  anyway! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Does  the  member 
want  to  make  book  on  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  M.  Shubnan  (High  Park):  Could  the 
minister  clarify  for  me  whether  the  govern- 
ment, if  it  does  go  into  the  business  of 
setting  up  ofi^track  betting  shops,  will  then 
attempt  to  close  the  other  shops  that  would 
be  operating  in  competition  with  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  if  we  have  the 
legislative  jurisdiction  to  do  so;  very  much  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Attorney  General's 
scheme  envisage  adequate  compensation  to 
those  persons  presently  operating  that  busi- 
ness? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  further  questions? 


Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  is  a  legitimate  business 
the  government  is  going  to  expropriate. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  that  part  of  the  NDP  policy? 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  do  not  expropriate 
over  here  without  compensation. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  glad  that  is  part  of  the 
NDP  policy;  we  will  make  that  known. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  leader  of  the 
NDP  should  tell  him  that  is  a  real  "boo- 
boo." 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  nothing  safe  in  the 
private  sector  from  this   government! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please! 


PAYMENTS  TO  FISHERMEN 

Mr.  Nixon:  Is  the  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests  aware  of  the  problems  faced  by  the 
1,200  freshwater  fishermen  in  northwestern 
Ontario  in  receiving  payment  through  the 
fisheries  companies  and  from  the  Freshwater 
Fish  Marketing  Corporation?  Has  he  got  a 
programme  which  will  speed  up  these  pay- 
ments, and  in  fact  secure  the  financial  basis 
of  the  two  main  fish  companies,  Shoal  Lake 
Fisheries  and  Kemp  Fisheries?  Has  he  a  pro- 
gramme which  will  assist  the  freshwater 
fishermen  in  northwestern  Ontario,  particu- 
larly around  Lake  Nipigon? 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  lands  and 
Forests):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  r^ly 
to  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition.  There 
are  several  programmes,  all  of  which  have 
been  announced,  to  assist  commercial  fisher- 
men who  are  having  difiBculties  due  to  fish 
contaminated  with  mercury. 

First,  The  Fisheries  Loans  Act  1970.  Under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act,  loans  payable 
on  demand  and  bearing  no  interest  were 
made  last  year  and  will  be  made  again  this 
year  to  fishermen  whose  fishing  areas  are 
closed  by  regulations  because  of  mercury 
levels  in  the  fish.  May  I  add,  Mr.  Speaker, 
these  loans  are  being  made  this  year  at  100 
per  cent  cost  to  the  Ontario  government; 
there  is  no  federal  participation. 

Second,  loans  from  Ontario  Development 
Corporation  and  Northern  Ontario  Develop- 
ment Corporation:  These  loans  are  partially 
forgivable  and  interest  is  either  deferred  or 
at  a  very  favourable  rate.  Loans  under  this 
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programme  have  the  objective  of  assisting 
fishermen  or  processors  to  relocate,  restruc- 
ture or  refinance  their  operatioiLS  where  mer- 
cury problems  have  interfered  with  their 
normal  operations. 

Third  Mr.  Speaker,  payments  for  fish  found 
unsalable  because  of  mercury  levels:  A  pro- 
vincial-federal programme  has  been  arranged 
under  which  fishermen  and  dealers  will  be 
paid  regular  prices  for  fish  which  have  to 
be  destroyed.  This  programme  is  intended 
to  allow  fishermen  to  fish  lakes  in  which 
mercury  levels  are  not  yet  known  or  lakes 
in  which  only  a  small  percentage  of  fish  are 
unfit  for  food.  It  is  intended  to  encourage 
the  maximum  harvest  without  losses  to  fisher- 
men. As  soon  as  certain  species  in  a  lake 
are  known  to  be  unacceptable,  the  fishermen 
will  stop  taking  them  and  direct  thsir  efforts 
to  the  fish  having  safe  levels  of  mercury. 

With  reference  to  the  Shoal  Lake  Fisheries, 
the  delay  in  payment  for  certain  fish  was 
due  partly  to  the  delayed  decision  by  the 
government  of  Canada  to  go  ahead  with  the 
shared  programme  of  paying  for  fish  found 
unsalable  becaase  of  mercury  and  the  re- 
sultant uncertainties  on  the  part  of  dealers. 
The  other  reason  lay  in  the  difficulties  of 
the  Fresh  Water  Fish  Marketing  Corpora- 
tion in  coming  to  agreement  with  Ontario 
agents  whose  profits  had  been  reduced  by  the 
mercury  problems. 

I  am  now  informed  that  two  Ontario 
dealers  have  signed  agreements  for  this  year 
—they  are  Shoal  Lake  Fisheries  at  Keewatin, 
and  Armstrong  Fisheries— and  that  active 
negotiations  are  going  on  between  the  corp- 
oration and  Kemp  Fisheries  at  the  Lakehead. 
These  three  dealers  have  been  the  corpora- 
tion's only  Ontario  agents  during  the  past 
two  years.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  optimistic  that 
the  fishermen  and  the  agents  are  being 
properly  looked  after. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  the  minister  aware  that  the  loans  are  not 
the  problem?  It  is  the  regular  payments  for 
fish  deliveries  to  the  companies  that  are 
the  problem.  These  fishermen  have  regular 
commitments  that  they  must  meet  and  the 
moneys  have  not  been  delivered  to  them 
in  payment  for  the  fish  that  they  have 
delivered  to  the  companies,  because  of  the 
complications  that  the  minister  has  ex- 
plained. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  These  payments,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  believe— is  the  member  referring 
to  the  payment  by  the  Fresh  Water  Fish 
Marketing    Corporation    to    these    fishermen? 


Mr.  Nixon:  Yes,  and  by  the  fisheries  com- 
panies directly  to  the  fishermen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  fish  marketing 
group,  as  the  hon.  member  knows,  is  an 
independent  corporation  with  headquarters 
in  Winnipeg.  I  would  be  pleased  to  look 
into  it.  We  have  a  director;  I  am  not  aware 
if  there  have  been  delays  but  I  would  be 
pleased   to  look  into   it. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  A 
supplementary  question,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the 
minister  not  aware  that  the  big  problem 
is  in  getting  the  fish  inspected  to  pass  the 
required  levels  of  mercury?  That  is  causing 
the  big  problem,  where  fishermen  have  to 
wait  for  weeks  in  order  for  an  inspection 
to  take  place.  The  fish  have  to  be  sent  all 
the  way  to  Winnipeg,  and  they  have  to  be 
frozen  so  that  the  quahty  of  the  fish  has 
deteriorated,  and  the  delays  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  mentioned,  obviously  and 
of  necessity  have  to  ensue. 

A  second  question:  Is  it  right  that  some 
of  the  fish  that  are  normally  processed  by 
the  present  agents  of  the  fish  marketing  board 
are  now  being  processed  in  Wiruiipeg  and 
some   of  them   down  here  in  Wheatley? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  to  the 
first  part  of  the  question,  it  is  my  under- 
standing that  a  lot  of  the  smaller  fish  are  not 
being  detained.  Most  of  the  fish  that  have 
mercury  are  the  larger  fish.  It  is  my  under- 
standing that  the  smaller  fish— and  most 
of  our  fish  is  exported  to  the  United  States 
—are  under  federal  inspection  and  I  have 
been  advised  that  this  year  that  there  would 
be  less  delays  than  last  year,  but  there 
has  to  be  a  certain  amount  of  delay  be- 
cause the  fish  apparently  have  to  be  frozen; 
but  these   things    are   being  looked   into. 

The  second  part  of  the  question  was  con- 
cerning whether  the— 

Mr.  Stokes:  Some  of  the  processing  that 
was  formerly  done  by  the  two  agents  of 
the  fish  masrketing  group,  namely  Shoal 
Lake  and  Kemp,  is  being  processed  in 
Manitoba  and  some  of  it  is  coming  down 
here  to  Wheatley. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  As  I  just  indicated, 
this  recent  report,  which  I  received  in  the 
last  couple  of  days,  is  that  Shoal  Lake 
Fisheries  are  staying  open  and  the  other 
fisheries  also  are  continuing  operations,  the 
one  located  at  Armstrong,  and  Kemp  Fish- 
eries at  the  Lakehead.  We  are  optimistic 
they  will  be  able  to  remain  open. 
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These  matters  are,  I  do  not  need  to  tell 
the  member,  very  complicated  but  the  Fresh- 
water Fish  Marketing  Board,  which  is  the 
main  agency  for  purchasing  fish,  is  trying 
to  keep  these  agents  at  a  financially  sound 
operating   level. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Supplementary:  Is  it  not  true 
that  it  is  the  federal  Department  of  Fisheries 
that  is  the  fly  in  the  ointment,  inasmuch  as 
the  provincial  government  has  no  say  at  all 
with  regard  to  what  fish  will  be  allowed 
for  market?  Is  it  not  solely  the  responsibility 
of  the  federal  Department  of  Fisheries  to 
say  which  fish  go  to  the  market  and  which 
are  rejected?  Is  that  not  the  problem? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  most  of 
the  fish  is  exported  and  this  comes  under 
federal  jurisdiction.  The  inspection  of  fish 
is  done  by  federal  Fisheries;  and  they  are 
very  concerned  that  the  fish  exported  to 
the  United  States  and  to  Europe  is  at  a 
safe  level,  so  we  are  limited  in  what  we 
can  do  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition   any   further   questions? 

The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 


DEATH  AND   DISABILITY 
INSURANCE  PACKAGE 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercisd 
Affairs:  Do  I  understand  it  correctly  that 
the  $7  package  policy  for  death  and  dis- 
ability insurance  to  cover  personal  injury  is 
mandatory  on  all  in  the  province  regardless 
of  age— mandatory  in  every  policy  regardless 
of  age  of  the  policy  holder? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  That  is  my  under- 
standing, yes.  A  $9  item  will  be  part  of  the 
policy,  a  mandatory  part. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
then  why  does  the  legislation  specifically, 
by  regulation,  exclude  from  benefit  the  large 
numbers  of  those  under  21  years  of  age  and 
those  over  65  years  of  age  if  they  do  not 
fit  the  specific  definition  of  employment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  They  would  be  de- 
pendants of  an  insured  who  is  the  head  of 
the  household  or  a  parent  of  children  who 
would  not  be  insured.  I  think  this  is  clear 
from  the  legislation.  I  feel  it  is  quite  clear 
that  that  is  the  case.  If  there  are  provisions- 


Mr.  Sopha:  Well,  surely  this  will  be 
debated  at  the  proper  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  It  will  be  debated  on 
second  reading  and  in  committee. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Another  supplementary  or 
related  question,  Mr,  Speaker:  Is  the  min- 
ister aware  that  his  $7  package  which  covers 
up  to  $5,000  of  death  and  disability  insur- 
ance, is  available  at  $1.25  per  $1,000  down 
to  90  cents  per  $1,000  from  almost  any 
insurance  company  in  the  province?  And 
that  he  is  therefore  giving  to  the  automobile 
insurance  companies  one  million  or  more 
dollars  a  year  and  that  it  is  a  very  expensive 
package? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  I  am 
aware  of  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  I  do 
not  believe  it  is  a  fact. 


DUMPING   OF   FILL 
IN   HAMILTON   BAY 

Mr  Lewis:  I  will  document  it  for  the 
minister,  but  I  will  not  do  it  now  in  ques- 
tion period. 

May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management,  is  there  any  law  or 
regulation  or  otherwise,  through  the  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Commission,  which  pro- 
hibits the  dumping  of  fill  indiscriminately 
into  Hamilton  Bay? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  No.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  dumping  of  fill  per  se  is  not  prevented 
by  the  provisions  of  The  OWRC  Act.  There 
has  to  be  some  relation  to  contamination 
of  the  water  or  some  other  ecological  effect 
such  as  that. 

The  Hamilton  harbour— Hamilton  Bay— 
this  particular  area  to  which  the  hon.  mem- 
ber refers,  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Hamilton  Harbour  Commission,  and  this  is 
where  permission  for  filling  in  by  a  company, 
for  example,  has  to  be  obtained.  Apparently 
in  this  case  it  has  been  obtained  and  the 
work  is  going  on  under  their  supervision. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a  sup- 
plementary question:  What  check  is  made  by 
OWRC  to  determine  the  quality  of  the  fill 
that  is  being  dumped  in  any  waterway  in 
order  to  determine  whether  or  not  is  it  con- 
taminating the  water? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  generally  any 
fill  or  any  addition  to  waters  such  as  the 
filling  in  of  Hamilton  Bay  is  monitored  by 
OWRC.  In  this  particular  instance,  OWRC  is 
aware  of  the  project  and  has  been  there  con- 
tinuously. 

Our  regional  people  are  there  continuously, 
mainly  because  of  complaints  regarding  this 
operation  and  the  debris  and  litter  that  has 
resulted  and  the  mess  in  the  bay.  Both  waste 
management  and  OWRC  have  been  there  and 
have  been  consulting  with  the  harbour  com- 
mission officials. 

As  well,  I  might  say,  our  air  management 
branch  has  been  on  the  site  because  of  dust 
from  the  operation.  OWRC  is  satisfied  that 
it  is,  in  fact,  landfill;  it  is  fill  mainly  from 
some  construction  site  and  the  fill  itself  is  all 
right  as  far  as  being  clean  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  further  supplementary  ques- 
tion: When  did  OWRC  become  aware  and 
when  did  they  start  -checking  into  the  filling 
of  water-lot  sites?  Secondly,  is  it  the  policy 
of  the  government  to  permit  the  filling  of 
water-lot  sites  indiscriminately  without  con- 
sideration for  other  property  holders  in  the 
area,  people  who  have  already  held  water-lot 
properties  and  waterfront  properties? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  re- 
emphasize  that  the  actual  operation  and  the 
control  of  such  operations  as  far  as  Toronto, 
Hamilton  and  Windsor  are  concerned,  for  ex- 
ample, are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
-local  harbour  commissions. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  the  filling  of  water-lots? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  the  filling  in  of  the 
bay,  the  giving  of  permits  for  filling  in  of  the 
bay  or  extending  the  waterfront,  in  these 
instances,  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
harbour  commission.  Unless  those  operations 
in  some  way  contravene  the  provisions  of  our 
Act,  we  really  have  no  control  over  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  My  final  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Is  it  not  a  policy  or  is  there  not  a  portion 
of  The  OWRC  Act  that  prohibits  the  dis- 
charging or  placing  of  any  materials  into  the 
waters  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  without  the 
receipt  of  prior  permission  of  OWRC? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  only  those  materials 
that  are  likely  to  contaminate  water. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Did  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  a  further  question? 


REASONS  FOR  SEARCH  WARRANT 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  very  short; 
I  recognize  the  time.  Has  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral yet  found  out  the  reasons  and  the  nature 
of  the  search  warrant  which  was  used  in  the 
case  of  Ivan  Hillier  in  Samia? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  our  investigation 
is  still  proceeding  on  this  matter.  As  soon  as 
I  have  a  report,  I  will  give  it  to  the  House, 
and/or  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 


SPADINA  EXPRESSWAY  DECISION 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  further  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications, as  he  has  come  into  the  House: 
In  the  variation  of  the  order-in-council  on  the 
Spadina  decision,  is  Metropolitan  Toronto,  as 
they  are  arguing,  capable  of  using  the  $10 
million  not  dealt  with  to  extend  the  express- 
way south  if  they  wish? 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  matter  was  discussed  with  the 
chairman  of  the  Metro  council  yesterday  and 
certain  members  of  his  staff  in  terms  of  the 
intent  and  purpose  of  the  order-in-council.  I 
would  think  that  that  is  quite  clear  to  them; 
in  terms  of  the  wording,  it  very  could  be  an 
applicable  situation.  The  matter  has  not  been 
resolved.  We  are  having  discussions  with 
staff  now.  But  the  intent  and  purpose  was 
quite  clear,  I  think,  so  we  are  reviewing  this. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now,  just  a  second— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  suppose— 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  government  is  not 
changing  its  mind? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  No,  I  am  not 
changing  my  mind. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Fine,  I  could  not  tell. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  said  the  intent 
and  purpose  of  the  order-in-council  was  quite 
clear  to  all  concerned.  Now  I  suppose  it  is 
fair  to  say,  in  specific  terms  if  it  requires 
an  amendment  to  make  it  more  clear  to 
Metro,  that  is  not  a  difficult  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right! 

Then  by  way  of  supplementary,  I  take  it 
that  if  there  is  an  effort  to  use  the  $10  million 
to  extend  the  expressway  south  of  Lawrence, 
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the    government   will,    in    fact,    amend    the 
order-in-council  to  prohibit  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
do  not  know  that  I  require  to  be  as  categori- 
cal as  that.  I  say  that— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker, 
maybe  the  member  would  be  interested  in 
what  I  have  to  say;  is  that  a  possibility? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Mr.  Randall:  The  minister  should  quit 
while  he  is  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  one  way 
of  dealing  with  it,  nothwithstanding  that 
there  are  other  ways  of  dealing  with  it. 
There  is  certain  discretionary  authority  avail- 
able to  the  minister  under  the  Act.  It  could 
be  dealt  with  that  way,  so  it  is  not  difficult 
to  deal  with  the  matter.  |   %^<  ^t     . 

Mr.  Sargent:  Much  better  in  the  evening! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see.  By  way  of  supplemen- 
tary, the  results  will  be  the  same;  the  ex- 
pressway will  not  be  extended  further? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  see  no  reason 
to  contemplate  any  further  extension  of  the 
expressway. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, does  the  minister  or  the  govern- 
ment have  the  legal  power  to  prohibit  the 
municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  from 
expending  money  that  has  already  been  ap- 
proved under  the  existing  legislation? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  had  better  say 
yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  would  sup- 
pose, to  be  as  honest  as  I  know  how  to  be, 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  they  are  prepared  to  use 
their  own  funds  for  these  purposes,  it  is  one 
thing;  but  we  certainly  have  no  intention  of 
subsidizing  it  to  go  beyond  Lawrence 
Avenue. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  further  supplemen- 
tary, if  the  municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  should  choose  to  use  its  own  funds 


for  which  debenture  approval  has  already 
been  obtained,  would  the  province  move  to 
stop  this  action? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
province  might  even  take  that  into  consider- 
ation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 


ROCKHOUNDS  GIVE  SUDBURY 
LUNAR  LANDSCAPE   IMAGE 

Mr.  Sopha:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  House  leader,  in  the  absence  of  the 
head  of  the  government,  whether  the  gov- 
ernment might  not  consider  asking  the  fed- 
eral government  to  make  representations  to 
the  space  exploration  authorities  in  the 
United  States  to  relieve  Sudbury  of  the  pres- 
ence of  the  astronauts  masquerading  as  rock- 
hounds,  so  as  to  eliminate  the  quite  errone- 
ous impression,  erroneous  and  unjustified, 
that  Sudbury  resembles  a  lunar  landscape. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  does. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure 
that  if- 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawence:  I  am  sure  they  get 
that  impression  in  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  —the  space  travellers 
remain  in  the  area  of  Sudbmy  for  any  length 
of  time,  they  will  be  so  enamoured  of  the 
beautiful  landscape  that  they  will  not  have 
any  thought  of  going  to  the  moon.  If  they 
really  wanted  to  be  transferred  to  paradise, 
we  might  bring  them  over  to  Sault  Ste. 
Marie  and  they  would  be  glad  to  remain 
there  forever. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Lands 
and  Forests  has  the  answer  to  a  question 
previously  asked.  I  might  say  that  I  have  an 
accumulation  of  nine  answers  from  various 
ministers  to  questions  that  have  been  previ- 
ously asked.  The  hon.  Minister  of  Lands  and 
Forests. 

Hon  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
ber   for    Peterborough    (Mr.    Pitman)    is    not 
in  the  House- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  okay. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  agreeable  to  the  New 
Democratic  Party  to  accept  the  answer? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  They  will  accept  the 
answer?  If  I  can  find  the  answer.  Wait  until 
the  member  for— 

Mr.  Lewis;   The  minister  had  better  find 

it.  -1  tori  J    ■ 


OWNERSHIP  AND  SALE  OF 
CROWN  LAND 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  was 
a  question  asked  me  last  week  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Peterborough  about  the  sale  of 
Crown  land.  I  would  hke  to  reply  that  the 
moratorium  on  sales  and  the  adoption  of  a 
lease-only  policy  was  in  respect  of  only  those 
Crown  lands  which  are  or  will  be  designated 
as  cottage  lots  for  private  uses. 

It  did  not  and  does  not  extend  to  the  many 
and  varied  other  purposes  for  which  Crown 
land  may  be  required.  These  purposes  in- 
clude sites  for  commercial  or  industrial  en- 
terprises, including  agriculture,  rights  of  way 
for  roads,  railways,  power  lines,  or  pipelines, 
lands  for  schools,  churches,  or  children's 
camps,  and  lands  required  for  public  pur- 
poses by  other  government  agencies,  munici- 
pal, provincial  or  federal. 

In  some  of  these  cases,  the  lands  are  first 
leased  and  option  to  purchase  may  be  exer- 
cised by  the  lessee  upon  fulfilment  of  stated 
conditions,  such  as  the  completion  of  im- 
provements to  a  certain  value. 

With  regard  to  the  recent  sale  of  76  acres 
in  Tyendinaga  township,  this  park  lot  is  com- 
pletely surrounded  by  patented  land  and 
had  been  used  for  agricultural  purposes  by 
the  purchaser  and  his  predecessors  since  1872 
—for  99  years.  In  fact,  the  purchaser  is  the 
great-grandson  of  the  original  claimant  to 
the  property. 

A  similar  offer  to  purchase  was  made  by 
the  applicant's  mother  in  1930.  The  purchase 
price  for  the  land  was  $190  plus  $81  for 
timber  value,  making  a  total  of  $271.  The 
frontage  on  the  Salmon  River  is  not  suitable 
for  cottages,  and  it  is  accessible  to  the  public 
only  by  crossing  privately  owned  land. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  period  has  now 
expired. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order,  I  thought  that  the  Attorney  General 
would  like  to  have  the  record  straight.  And 
I  refer  to  page  2938  of  Hansard,  on  June  18, 
1971,  where  the  Attorney  General,  in  answer 
to  a  question  of  mine,  said  this: 


Mr.  Speaker,  while  in  Victoria  this  week,  I  had 
the  opportunity  of  further  discussions  with  the  Min- 
ister of  Justice.  The  Minister  of  Justice  now  cer- 
tainly knows  our  opinions  and  our  policies  in  respect 
of  this  matter. 

Now,  if  that  does  not  mean  what  I  said  it 
does,  I  do  not  know  what  it  means. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes.  I  sure  do.  I  also 
hope  the  hon.  member  will  apologize. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
point  of  order,  I  can  well  remember  the  con- 
versation that  I  had  in  Victoria- 
Mr.  Singer:  What  Hansard  says  and  what 
the  Attorney  General  told  the  House— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —with  the  Minister 
of  Justice.  It  was  in  relation  to  my  letter  back 
to  him.  There  was  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  does  not  have  to 
defend  himself. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  speaks  for  itself. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  do  not  know 
what  the  problem  of  the  hon.  member  is.  He 
was  extremely  vicious  in  his  language  the 
other  night.  He  called  us  gutless  for  not  hav- 
ing a  policy;  he  asked  for  the  policy  and  now 
he  has  got  it  and  he  is  sorry  he  asked.  That 
is  all. 

Mr.  Nixon:  We  do  not  accept  that  as  an 
apology.  The  minister  will  have  to  do  better. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  do  not  accept 
that  as  an  apology. 

Mr.    Sargent:    Right.    Mr.    Speaker,    on    a 

matter  of  public  importance- 
Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  such- 
Mr.   Sargent:   Mr.   Speaker,  this  is   a  very 

important  public  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  provision  for  the 
hon.  member  to  introduce  any  such  topic  at 
this   time. 

An  hon.  member:  He  is  not  introducing 
anything. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  is  a  matter  of  public  im- 
portance. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  will  be  unique  for 
him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  do  you  mean  there  is  no 
chance  of  introducing  it? 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon,  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Stop 
embarrassing  your  party. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  I  am  betting  on  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  is  a  matter  of  very  seri- 
ous public  importance.  I  want  to  know— on 
a  point  of  order! 

Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  my  point  of  order. 
When  can  I  speak  about— 

Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Tell  him  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  point  of  order  is  this,  Mr. 
Speaker:  This  morning,  the  Minister  of  Cor- 
rectional Services  (Mr.  Apps)  and  I  toured 
the  Owen  Sound  jail- 
Mr.  Speaker:  That  has  nothing  to  do  with 
any  point  of  order  in  this  Legislature. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  do  you  know  until  you 
hear  it? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  please 
resume  his  seat.  He  is  out  of  order. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Were  they  trying  to 
keep  the  member  in  or  keep  him  out? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Well,  I  could  be— 

Mr.   Speaker:  Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Allan  from  the  standing  public  ac- 
counts committee  presented  the  committee's 
report  which  was  read  as  follows  and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  without  amendment: 

Bill  73,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Audit  Act. 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  a  certain  amendment: 

Bill  74,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Financial 
Administration  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Pursuant  to  the  report  of  the 
standing  committee  is  it  agreed  that  Bill  73 
and  Bill  74  go  to  third  reading?  Committee 
of  the  Whole? 


Agreed  that  Bills  73  and  74  go  to  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole,  in  the  absence  of  unani- 
mous consent  for  third  reading. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

The.  Hon.  Minister  of  Social  and  Family 
Services. 


DAY  NURSERIES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Day  Nur- 
series Act,  1966. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  in  introduc- 
ing this  bill  with  amendments  to  The  Day 
Nurseries  Act,  I  would  like  to  emphasize 
that  the  importance  of  daycare  today  cannot 
be  overestimated.  Good  daycare  helps  the 
child  in  his  development;  provides  a  valuable 
service  to  parents,  whether  working  or  not; 
plays  a  special  role  for  families  where  there 
are  many  small  children,  little  money  and 
few  opportunities  for  enrichment;  and  pro- 
vides handicapped  children,  such  as  the  men- 
tally retarded,  with  activities  to  meet  their 
special  needs. 

Today  The  Department  of  Social  and 
Family  Services  supervises  more  than  800 
nurseries  providing  half-day  and  full-day 
programmes.  This  is  double  the  number  of 
only  five  years  ago.  The  department  spends 
about  $5  million  today  on  day  nursery  pro- 
grammes; this  is  double  the  amount  of  only 
two  years  ago  and  $1  million  more  than 
the  budget  last  year. 

To  encourage  further  the  development 
of  Ontario's  daycare  programme,  I  have  in- 
troduced the  following  amendments  to  The 
Day  Nurseries  Act.  In  the  past  the  govern- 
ment has  provided  an  80  per  cent  grant  to 
municipalities  which  renovate  existing  build- 
ings to  make  them  suitable  as  daycare  centres. 
Now  that  many  communities  have  ex- 
perienced the  benefits  of  day  nurseries  and 
incorporated  them  into  their  long  range 
social  service  planning,  the  need  for  assistance 
with  capital  costs  has  become  apparent. 

An  amendment  to  the  Act  enables  the 
department  to  share  with  the  municipalities 
the  cost  of  buying  or  building  premises  for 
the  first  time  where  the  nursery  occupies  the 
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full  building  or  only  part.  Capital  grants  of 
up  to  50  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  erection 
of  new  buildings,  an  addition  to  an  existing 
building  or  the  purchase  or  acquisition  of 
an  existing  building  are  available  to  munici- 
palities or  to  Indian  bands.  The  capital  grant 
provisions,  which  will  exist  in  addition  to 
the  previous  renovation  grant  provision,  will 
enable  municipalities  to  incorporate  daycare 
facilities  in  the  planning  of  community 
projects. 

Another  new  direction  the  province  is 
embarking  upon  is  the  provision  of  subsidies 
for  family  daycare.  Family  or  private  home 
daycare  involves  a  person  looking  after  five 
or  fewer  children  under  10  in  a  private  home. 
This  programme  is  particularly  helpful  for 
families  with  infants  or  children  of  various 
ages  and  in  areas  where  transportation  to 
day  nurseries  is  not  available. 

For  the  first  time  municipahties  will  be 
eligible  for  an  80  per  cent  subsidy  from  the 
province  for  their  costs  in  using  family  day- 
care as  they  are  now  with  public  or  private 
nurseries.  The  amendments  to  this  bill  en- 
able a  municipality  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment with  a  person  or  organization  for  the 
provision  of  private  home  daycare.  The  mu- 
nicipality may  make  expenditures  as  are 
necessary,  such  as  supervisory  staff  costs  and 
training,   to  provide  this  care. 

By  providing  subsidies  to  municipalities 
they  can  provide  supervision  of  daycare 
homes  themselves  or  purchase  this  service 
from  a  private  nursery  or  agency.  This 
amendment,  Mr.  Speaker,  will  encourage 
municipalities  to  provide  daycare  in  a  private 
home  for  families  who  cannot  pay  the  full 
costs  of  such  a  service.  This  has  important 
implications  in  areas  such  as  northern  On- 
tario where  more  formal  daycare  facilities 
may  be  rare. 

We  feel  it  is  important  that  such  a  pro- 
gramme have  certain  safeguards  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  children.  Homes  which  are 
approved  for  subsidy  will  be  expected  to 
meet  certain  basic  requirements  such  as 
health,  safety,  fire  and  nutritional  standards. 
We  will  encourage  municipalities  to  offer 
courses  of  instruction  for  persons  providing 
family  daycare  in  their  homes.  These  per- 
sons would,  where  possible,  be  closely  linked 
to  day  nurseries  in  existence  in  their  com- 
munity or  municipality,  for  continuous  guid- 
ance and  stimulation  and  for  enlarging  play 
opportunities    for    children    in    their    care. 

Mr.  Speaker,  with  these  amendments,  On- 
tario introduces   capital   grants   to   day   nur- 


series and  subsidies  for  family  daycare.  This 
is  the  government's  recognition  of  the  essen- 
tial importance  of  daycare  as  part  of  today's 
social  services,  both  in  the  formal  daycare 
centres  and  in  private  homes.  These  pro- 
visions, Mr.  Speaker,  will  give  increased  im- 
petus to  this  province's  rapidly  acceleratiag 
programme   of   daycare. 


CORPORATIONS   TAX  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Corp- 
orations   Tax   Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  explanation,  for  the 
purposes  of  The  Corporations  Tax  Act,  sec- 
tion 4(a),  machinery  and  equipment  that 
is  acquired  in  one  year  but  not  used  in  that 
year  is  deemed  to  have  been  acquired  and 
used  in  the  year  in  which  it  is  first  used. 


REGIONAL  AND  MUNICIPAL 
GRANTS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Re- 
gional   and    Municipal    Grants    Act,    1970. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  provision  is  made 
in  this  bill  whereby  additional  financial 
assistance  can  be  provided  to  various  re- 
gional municipalities  and  the  areas  within 
those  regions. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
OTTAWA-CARLETON  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Regional 
Municipality  of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act,    1968. 

Motion  agreed  to:  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
YORK  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  Regional 
Municipality  of  York  Act,   1970. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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DISTRICT  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
MUSKOKA  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  The  District  Muni- 
cipality of  Muskoka  Act,  1970. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
NIAGARA  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Regional 
Municipality  of  Niagara  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  biU. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  these  bills 
covering  the  various  regions  include  a  number 
of  amendments  requested  and  required  by  the 
various  regional  governments  to  facilitate 
local  administration. 


EXPLORATION,  DRILLING, 

PRODUCTION,  STORAGE  OF  OIL 

AND  GAS 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  regulate  the  Exploration 
and  Drilling  for  and  the  Production  and 
Storage   of  Oil  and  Gas. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of 
explanation,  in  1970  the  responsibility  for 
regulating  the  exploration  and  drilling  for  and 
the  production  and  storage  of  oil  and  gas 
was  transferred  to  The  Department  of  Mines 
and  Northern  Affairs. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  Act  to  ensure  the 
proper  and  equitable  development  of  the 
province's  petroleum  resources.  The  bill  sets 
forth  licensing  requirements  for  all  aspects  of 
exploration,  drilling  and  production,  and 
provides  for  the  making  of  regulations  re- 
specting oil  and  gas  conservation  and  the 
safe  operation  of  drilling  and  production 
facilities. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  I  move, 
seconded  by  the  member  for  Essex-Kent— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Just  a  moment,  until  I  am 
sure  there  are  no  further  government  bills. 

The  member  for  Scarborough  East. 


SECONDARY  SCHOOLS  AND 
BOARDS  OF  EDUCATION  ACT 

Mr.  T.  Reid  moves  first  reading  of  the  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Secondary 
Schools  and  Boards  of  Education  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of 
the  bill  is  to  enable  all  children  enrolled  in 
schools  for  trainable  retardable  children  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  board  of  education  to 
attend  both  morning  and  afternoon  classes 
without  regard  to  age  restriction. 

At  the  present  time  provincial  legislation 
discriminates  against  such  handicapped  chil- 
dren by  forbidding  them  to  attend  school 
full  time  even  if  qualified  medical  personnel 
believe  that  it  would  be  in  their  best  interest 
to  do  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  the  orders  of  the  day, 
I  would  once  again  have  the  pleasure  to  ad- 
vise the  members  of  the  names  of  the  young 
ladies  and  young  lads  who  have  served  so 
well  these  past  weeks  as  pages  for  the  mem- 
bers of  this  Legislature  and  to  have  them  re- 
corded in  Hansard. 

It  is  my  hope  that  in  the  days  to  come 
more  than  one  of  these  names  will  appear  on 
the  roster  of  members  of  this  august  assembly. 
Some  of  this  group  have  already  left  us;  some 
will  be  leaving  tomorrow  and  some  will  be 
serving  us  until  the  House  recesses. 

Those  who  are  presently  completing  their 
tour  of  duty  are  as  follows:  Lome  Cook  of 
Toronto  from  the  riding  of  Parkdale;  Jay 
Donnelly  of  Dundas  from  the  riding  of  Went- 
worth  North;  Joan  De  Monte,  of  Toronto, 
from  the  riding  of  Humber;  Beverley  Down, 
of  Toronto,  from  the  riding  of  York  South; 
Paul  Eraser,  of  Fonthill,  from  the  riding  of 
Welland;  Peter  Fulda,  of  Milton,  from  the 
riding  of  Halton  West;  Peter  Gellman,  of 
Toronto,  from  the  riding  of  York-Forest  Hill; 
Robert  Lavery,  of  Agincourt,  from  the  riding 
of  Scarborough  North;  Scott  MacLerman,  of 
Kincardine,  from  the  riding  of  Huron-Bruce; 
David  McCaig  of  Cobourg,  from  the  riding 
of  Northumberland;  John  McGregor,  of 
Toronto,  from  the  riding  of  York  East;  John 
O'Callaghan,  of  Sudbury,  from  the  riding  of 
Sudbury  East— 

An  Hon.  member:  He  is  going  to  be  an 
astronaut.    He  is  picking  moonstones. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  He  is  picking  moonstones! 
Paul  Patterson,   of  Merrickville,   from   the 
riding   of   Grenville-Dundas;    Brent   Stief,   of 
Listowel,  from  the  riding  of  Perth- 
Mr.  Sopha:  He  is  going  to  be  an  astronaut. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Tim  Strome,  of  Hanover, 
from  the  riding  of  Grey  South;  Leslie  Stewart, 
from  Guelph,  from  the  riding  of  Wellington 
South;  Ann  Van  Vliet,  from  Brampton,  from 
the  riding  of  Peel  North;  Don  Weaver  of 
Don  Mills,  from  the  riding  of  York  Mills; 
Chris  Westcott,  of  Scarborough,  from  the 
riding  of  Scarborough  West;  Simon  White,  of 
Kemptville,  from  the  riding  of  Grenville- 
Dundas;  and  Stephen  Wilson,  of  Etobicoke, 
from  the  riding  of  York  West. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Before  the  orders  of 
the  day,  1  would  like  to  table  answers  to  the 
following  questions  on  the  order  paper;  ques- 
tions No.  2,  3,  6,  18,  19,  25,  26  and  28.  [See 
appendix,  page  3683.1- 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order,  sir,  before  tlie  orders  of  the  day,  re- 
verting to  a  theme  which  has  been  raised 
before  in  this  Legislature  and  appealing 
directly  to  the  House  leader:  The  business  of 
the  House  has  now  reached  proportions,  since 
legislation  is  being  called  in  these  latter  hours, 
that  the  conflicts  for  members  are  really  be- 
coming quite  untenable. 

It  is  perhaps  legitimate  to  have  one  com- 
mittee sitting  in  conjunction  with  the  House. 
We  now  have  two  very  major  committees 
sitting  in  conjunction  with  the  House,  and  it 
makes  for  very  diflBcult  discussion  of  legisla- 
tion. There  are  a  number  of  members  who 
must  be  at  the  human  resources  committee 
because  they  are  taking  rather  critical  votes 
on  the  clause-by-clause-analysis  of  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  bill.  The  minister  will 
appreciate  the  full  import  of  that.  The  esti- 
mates of  The  Department  of  Trade  and  De- 
velopment are  on  at  the  same  time. 

We  are  now  moving  into  a  number  of 
second  readings,  some  of  them  in  very  im- 
portant legislative  areas.  I  am  sure  it  is  true 
of  all  caucuses  that  there  are  members  who 
have  portfolio  responsibilities  at  least,  who 
cannot  possibly  be  in  two  places  at  one  time, 
particularly  when  there  are  specific  votes  be- 
ing taken. 

I  do  not  quite  know  how  to  resolve  this 
problem,  Mr.  Speaker,  except  to  appeal  to 
the  minister  that  we  should  not  be  dealing 
with  legislation  when  there  are  two  com- 
mittees meeting.    As   a  matter   of  fact,   we 


should  not  have  two  committees  meeting  con- 
currently with  the  House. 

At  the  most  there  should  be  one  committee 
and  when  we  are,  in  fact,  dealing  with  legis- 
lation on  principle,  I  suppose  in  committee  or 
any  other  time,  the  House  leader  must  surely 
give  serious  consideration  to  absolving  the 
committee  of  its  work,  to  be  convened  at 
4:30  or  5  o'clock,  whenever  the  legislative 
debates  are  over  and  start  then.  I  really  think 
that  it  is  making  it  quite  untenable  for  mem- 
bers of  the  House  to  participate  adequaitely. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  appre- 
ciate the  points  raised  by  the  hon.  member 
and  I  share  his  views  actually.  I  think  we 
wall  shortly  come  to  the  point  where  only  one 
committee  at  least  will  be  sitting;  and  that, 
perhaps,  for  not  too  much  longer. 

The  rules  of  the  House  at  present  do  allow 
the  business  of  the  House  to  proceed  along 
with  the  work  of  committees.  I  do  not  think, 
perhaps,  it  is  the  best  arrangement  when  cer- 
tainly many  committees  are  sitting;  two  of 
our  several  committees  happen  to  be  sitting. 
I  realize  that  it  hinders  some  members  in 
taking  as  full  a  part  as  they  might  wish  in 
some  of  the  debates  here,  and  I  hope  that 
situation  will  shortly  resolve  itself. 

In  the  meantime,  I  just  have  to  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  think  all  members  desire  us 
to  get  on  with  the  work  and  we  shall  have 
to  proceed  for  the  moment  in  that  way.  I 
will  take  the  matter  up  with  my  colleagues 
and  the  Prime  Minister  (Mr.  Davis),  and  see 
if  anything  could  be  done  to  alleviate  the 
situation,  which  I  appreciate. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  similar 
point  of  order,  is  the  House  leader  con- 
sidering changing  the  hours  of  sitting  so 
that  we  might  fit  in  these  committees  and 
consideration  of  bills? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
under  consideration.  One  matter  has  definitely 
been  resolved;  I  do  propose  to  move  that 
next  Wednesday  be  a  sitting  day,  and  at  the 
moment  I  am  considering  sitting  through 
the  mornings  of  at  least  some  of  the  days 
next  week.  I  shall  be  able  to  inform  the 
House  as  to  that  decision,  I  would  hope, 
later  today,  certainly  not  later  than  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  the  war  of  attrition 
in  the  last  week,  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  it  is  an  effort  to 
get  work  done,  and  it  is  important  work.  I 
am  sure  the  hon.  member  shares  my  attitude. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  I  do  not  mind  sitting  in  the 
House  but  it  will  take  time  getting  stuff 
through,  and  if  it  cannot  be  done  in  the 
afternoons  and  evenings- 
Hen.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  all  members  are  anxious  to  work  the 
whole  day,  if  necessary,  in  order  to  get  the 
work  done. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  ask  the  minister  this  question:  I  do 
not  know  why  the  Premier  need  necessarily 
be  consulted— it  is  presumptuous  on  my  part, 
Mr.  Speaker— but  would  have  thought  that 
enough  authority  was  vested  in  the  House 
leader  that  he  could  make  an  autonomous 
decision  about  the  ordering  of  the  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  like  doing 
business  that  way. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  does  not.  His  position  as 
House  leader  is  purely  to  do  that  which 
the  Premier  instructs  him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No,  not  quite. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  may  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  it  would  be  very  reasonable  if  the 
House  leader  agreed  today  to  the  disband- 
ment  of  at  least  one  of  the  committees, 
if  not  both,  while  we  were  discussing  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  can  I  give  a  very  obvious 
and  particular  example  which  I  think  is 
quite  reasonable?  We  have  three  people  on 
the  human  resources  committee;  we  are  not 
allowed  the  right  to  change  those  people 
unless  we  register  it  in  advance  in  the 
House,  and  because  we  do  not  know  what 
legislation  is  coming  up  when,  that  is  not 
registered.  One  of  those  people  happens  to 
be  the  critic  in  a  department  where  a  major 
bill  is  coming  before  us  and  should  lead  off. 

At  the  same  time,  there  are  very  serious 
votes  being  taken  in  that  committee  this 
afternoon  where  every  vote  counts— student 
parity.  University  of  Toronto  bill,  etcetera 
—where  the  minister  has  asked  that  all 
members  vote. 

How  do  we  manage  to  reconcile  the  kind 
of  competing  interests  which  are  thrust  upon 
us  by  having  all  these  committees  concur- 
rent? I  really  think  it  would  make  very 
good  sense  if,  starting  with  today  as  a 
precedent,  we  discussed  the  legislation,  got 
it  out  of  the  way  and  then  went  into 
estimates  here  and  estimates  there.  We  will 
live  with  that,  but  on  legislation  it  is  really 
quite  impossible. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
only  say  again  I  appreciate  the  point  the 
member  has  raised  and  I  realize  the  diffi- 
culty. I  would  only  hope  he  might  have 
raised  this  question,  which  I  think  he  could 
have  foreseen,  some  little  time  ago. 

Mr.  MacDonald:   How?  Why? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  raised  a  few  days  ago. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  surely  the  House 
leader  realizes  that  I  raised  the  matter  of 
concurrent  sessions  a  full  week  ago  and 
longer,  and  at  the  same  time  the  minister 
said  that  he  had  some  appreciation  for  the 
difficulty.   Really,  that  is  no  excuse. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  with  respect,  on  the 
point  of  order,  the  legislation  for  today  was 
announced  at  10:29  Tuesday  night  and  there 
has  been  no  other  opportunity  to  raise  it. 
The  committees  sit  quite  arbitrarily.  There 
is  something  inherently  confused  about  the 
way  the  business  of  the  House  is  ordered 
in  these  latter  days  of  the  session,  and  I 
urge  upon  the  House  leader  that  he  take 
it  under  control  because  it  is  simply  defeat- 
ing the  purpose  of  being  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  will  take  it  under 
consideration,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  hope  I  may 
say  this  as  a  last  word,  that  the  rules  under 
which  I  and  all  members  of  the  House  work 
were  achieved  by  discussion  and  agreement. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Lewis:   This   was   never  envisaged. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  were  imposed  in 
violation  of  the   rules   of   the   House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  this  point  of  order 
has  been  sufficiently  discussed.  Of  course 
there  is  one  view  which  is  held  by  everyone 
but  the  method  of  dealing  with  it  has  not 
been  established.  I  think  we  will  have  to 
leave  it  with  the  House  leader  because 
certainly  Mr.  Speaker  has  no  authority  with 
respect  to  the   committees. 

Orders  of  the  day. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third 
reading  upon  motion: 

Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Securities 
Act,  1966. 

Bill  62,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Trustee 
Act. 
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Bill  66,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Venereal 
Diseases    Prevention   Act. 

Bill  67,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Nursing 
Homes  Act,  1966. 

Bill  71,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor  Li- 
cence Act. 

Bill  72,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor  Con- 
trol Act. 

Bill  75,  The  Tile  Drainage  Act,  1971. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  just  briefly  on  third 
reading.  The  point  was  perhaps  overlooked 
that  this  bill  comes  into  effect  on  the  date 
it  be  proclaimed,  and  meanwhile  the  funds 
in  the  financial  limit  have  already  been  ex- 
hausted. I  think  the  problem,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  it  appears  that  unless  there  is  a 
proclamation  and  some  considerable  amend- 
ment of  the  financial  commitment  the  estab- 
lishment of  new  tile  drains  during  the  sum- 
mer will  not  be  funded. 

This,  should  have  been  raised  earlier,  per- 
haps, but  I  thought  on  third  reading  it  should 
be  brought  before  you,  sir. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  That  is 
not  the  same  thing.  It  is  my  intention,  sir, 
to  ask  for  royal  assent  in  the  next  few  days 
and  it  will  be  proclaimed  as  soon  after  that 
as  we  can. 

We  are  very  conscious  of  the  problem 
pointed  out  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  I  would  hope  within  the  next  couple  of 
weeks  the  funds  would  start  to  flow  again. 


THIRD  READINGS 
(continued) 

Bill  76,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising  of 
Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Bill  77,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Ontario  Uni- 
versities Capital  Aid  Corporation  Act,  1964. 

Bill  78,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Public  Serv- 
ice Superannuation  Act. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  ask,  on  a  point  of  order, 
why  the  11th  order  remains  on  the  order 
paper.  Why  do  the  people  of  Burlington  have 
to  wait  the  pleasure  of  the  Ontario  govern- 
ment in  order  to  inaugurate  the  things  that 
the  private  bills  committee  passed  on  their 
behalf? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  My  advice,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is   that  there  are  some  matters  in 


the  bill  that  are  under  consideration  by  the 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr.  Bales) 
that  have  not  yet  been  solved;  and  for  that 
purpose— for  further  consideration— the  third 
reading  is  being  delayed. 


CITY  OF  TORONTO 

Mr.  Price  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 
PR30,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  do  not  wish  to  speak  with  refer- 
ence to  the  full  spectrum  of  this  bill  because 
it  covers  a  great  range  of  things,  but  I  do 
want  to  make  some  remarks  with  regard 
to  section  16— section  17  in  the  original  bill, 
section  16  in  the  reprinted  bill.  My  concern 
with  regard  to  this  section  is  that  it  seems 
to  me  it  is  granting  powers  which  are  going 
to  make  it  possible  for  the  city  of  Toronto  to 
avoid  most  of  the  normal  protections  .-^nd  re- 
quirements with  regard  to  new  developments. 
It  is  rather  significant  that  some  years  ago- 
some  two  or  three  years  ago— by  request  of 
the  former  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs, 
there  was  included  in  the  city  of  Toronto 
oflBcial  plan  a  section  known  as  8.4  which 
reads  as  follows: 

Notwithstanding  any  other  provision 
of  this  plan,  council  will  consider  large 
scale  development  proposals  such  as  the 
proposed  Harbour  City  or  Metro  City  de- 
velopment which  have  a  major  impact  on 
the  structure  or  character  of  the  city  only 
in  light  of  the  study  of  the  area  under- 
taken for  the  purpose  or  recommended 
policies  for  adoption  in  part  2  of  this 
plan.  Council  will  not  make  any  amend- 
ment to  any  zoning  bylaw  to  permit  such 
development  without  first  adopting  such 
policies  as  appear  necessary  in  light  of 
the  study  in  part  2  of  the  plan. 

In  short,  the  minister  himself,  the  pre«3nt 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs*  predecessor 
(Mr.  McKeough)  made  a  point  of  having  in 
the  city  of  Toronto  official  plan  the  re- 
quirements for  the  kind  of  study  which 
would  involve  all  of  the  possible  ramifications 
of  a  development  of  the  proportions  that 
Metro  City  is  going  to  involve. 

When  one  bears  the  spirit  of  that  in  mind 
and  takes  a  look  at  section  17,  I  am  puzzled 
as  to  exactly  why  this  government  and  this 
minister,  presumably  carrying  on  policies 
that  have  some  continuity,  would  contem- 
plate passage  of  a  bill  including  all  of  these 
subsections. 
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1  draw  to  your  attention,  for  example,  sec- 
tion 16.  I  do  this  by  way  of  illustrating  the 
principle— we  will  get  into  the  detail  when 
we  get  into  committee.  Section  16  subsection 
1  says  "the  corporation  may  enter  into  agree- 
ments with  any  person,"  and  then  it  con- 
tinues. Well,  there  is  no  obligation  that  there 
should  be  a  bylaw  for  authorization  of  those 
agreements.  The  city  solicitor,  I  am  told, 
assures  us  that  it  will  not  be  done  without 
bylaw  but  it  can  be  done  without  bylaw. 

What  you  are  doing  is  circumventing  the 
normal  assurance  that  there  is  going  to  be  a 
bylaw  and  that  bylaw  will  have  to  come  be- 
fore the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  for  ap- 
proval and,  in  coming  before  the  Ontario 
municipal  board,  that  there  will  be  an  oppor- 
tunity for  all  interested  parties  to  make  their 
representations. 

There  is  one  rather  serious  area  of  circum- 
vention. Secondly,  there  is  nothing  in  this 
section  that  precludes  the  council  availing 
itself  of  what  strikes  me  as  a  very,  very 
strange  section  in  The  Municipal  Act,  namely, 
section  335.  Section  335  of  The  Municipal 
Act,  if  I  may  just  inform  the  House,  reads  as 
follows: 

The  determination  of  a  council  as  to  the 
time  when,  the  manner  in  which,  the  price 
for  which,  or  the  person  to  whom  any 
property  of  the  corporation  that  the  council 
may  lawfully  sell  shall  be  sold  is  not  open 
to  question,  review  or  control  by  any  court, 
if  the  purchaser  is  a  purchaser  who  may 
lawfully  buy  and  the  council  acted  in  good 
faith. 

In  short,  once  again,  the  wraps  are  oflF.  The 
council  can  do  as  it  happens  to  see  fit. 

Thirdly,  if  you  take  a  look  at  subsection  4 
of  section  16,  it  reads: 

Notwithstanding  any  general  or  special 
Act,  when  an  agreement  has  been  entered 
into  pursuant  to  subsection  1,  the  corpor- 
ation may  by  bylaw  provide  that  subsection 

2  of  section  26  of  The  Planning  Act  does 
not  apply  to  all  or  any  part  of  the  land 
described  in  schedule  B  hereto. 

In  short,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  the  city  of  To- 
ronto is  seeking,  and  what  this  section  is 
going  to  grant,  is  the  right  to  circumvent  all 
of  the  normal  obligations  under  The  Plan- 
ning Act.  They  are  going  to  get  out  from 
all  of  the  subdivision  requirements.  The 
Legislature  passed  The  Planning  Act  so  that 
we  would  have  the  necessary  safeguards  to 
make  certain  that  all  of  the  public  interests 
were  going  to  be  met.  Why,  in  the  instance 
of  a  development  of  the  massive  proportions 


of  this  proposal,  is  private  legislation  being 
entertained  which  is  going  to  make  it  possible 
for  them,  in  effect,  to  circumvent  the  normal 
legislation? 

In  short,  what  I  want  to  say  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  bill— and  we  can  get  to  the  detail 
of  it  when  we  come  to  the  committee  stage- 
is  that  on  a  development  which  is  going  to 
involve  ma&sive  amounts  of  money,  some  of 
it  public,  some  of  it  private,  a  development 
which  is  going  to  have  an  impact  on  the 
whole  central  downtown  core  of  Toronto, 
most  of  the  normal  requirements  of  legisla- 
tion are  going  to  be  circumvented.  They  are 
going  to  be  legally  circumvented  by  the 
powers  that  are  being  conceded  in  this  private 
bill. 

In  my  view  this  is  not  in  the  public  inter- 
est and  I  would  like  to  solicit  from  the  min- 
ister why,  in  the  view  of  the  government, 
this  kind  of  thing  should  be  tolerated. 

Hon.  D.  A.  Bales  (Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  looked  in  my  legis- 
lative book,  but  there  is  not  a  copy  of  the 
bill  as  amended.  This  came  before  the  private 
bills  committee,  and  at  that  point  in  time 
there  was  an  amendment  to  the  bill.  I  have 
asked  the  pages  to  bring  me  a  copy,  because 
I  think  the  amendment  there  dealt  with  the 
problem  that  the  hon.  member  is  raising. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  the  amended  one 
right  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Thank  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  At  the  private  bills  com- 
mittee an  amendment  was  added  which  pro- 
vided that  prior  to  entering  into  such  agree- 
ment there  be  a  further  amendment  to  the 
oflBcial  plan  relating  to  such  lands  as  con- 
templated or  herein  approved  under  The 
Planning  Act. 

The  hon.  member  referred  to  some  remarks 
of  my  predecessor  in  reference  to  the  oflBcial 
plan  amendments  for  Toronto.  This  envisages 
a  secondary  plan  coming  forward  and  it  will 
have  to  come  to  me  as  minister  before  any 
agreement  is  completed  in  reference  to  the 
Metro  centre. 

By  reason  of  a  secondary  plan  coming  for- 
ward, it  will  have  to  go  through  the  normal 
processes  of  council  and  be  dealt  with  there, 
and  so  those  who  wish  to  make  submissions 
and  be  heard  will  have  that  opportunity  be- 
fore it  comes  to  the  department  and  before 
agreements  are  completed  in  reference  to 
this  matter. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  By  way  of  a  question,  if  I 
might,  Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  clarify  this.  Is 
there  anything  in  this  Act  that  insists  that  it 
will  be  done  by  bylaw  so  that  there  will  be 
an  opportunity  for  a  review  of  it  by  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board,  and  therefore,  in 
any  hearings,  permit  representations  by  all 
interested  parties? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  When  it  is  done  under  the 
ofiBcial  plan  arrangement  of  The  Planning 
Act,  then  there  must  be  a  public  meeting  in 
reference  to  that  matter  before  the  council, 
wherever  it  is  done  under  the  official  plan, 
not  necessarily  by  a  bylaw,  though  there  may 
be  a  bylaw  involved  with  part  of  it. 

But  in  any  event  it  is  dealt  with  by  council, 
before  council,  and  the  people  can  make  sub- 
missions at  that  time.  It  comes  to  me  and 
there  is  provision  there  so  it  can  then  be 
referred  to  the  Municipal  Board  if  necessary. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  By  the  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  second  reading  of  the  bill,  the 
Toronto  bill,  Pr30,  there  were  many  things 
in  the  bill  originally,  Mr.  Speaker,  which  did 
not  meet  with  the  approval  of  many  citizens 
in  Toronto,  or  of  many  people  in  responsible 
positions  as  well  as  many  of  us  in  our  caucus 
here.  However,  I  think  the  discussion  in  the 
private  bills  committee  eliminated  the  three 
major  objections  to  the  bill  which  we  in  this 
party  had. 

First  was  the  matter  of  expropriation  by 
the  city  for  private  development.  This  was 
objected  to  very  strenuously  and  was  deleted 
from  the  bill  in  committee.  This,  I  think, 
met  with  the  approval  of  everyone  in  this 
caucus. 

The  second  major  objection  was  the  relief 
of  liability  by  those  dealing  with  pension  and 
trust  funds  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  this 
we  felt  was  going  beyond  the  necessity  and 
beyond  proper  legal  responsibility  to  relieve 
people  who  were  dealing  with  pension  funds, 
to  relieve  theon  even  of  fraud.  So  that  section 
of  the  bill  was  properly  amended  to  permit 
the  city  of  Toronto  to  take  out  insurance  on 
these  and  to  bond  these  persons  instead  of  to 
relieve  them  of  the  liability. 

Then  the  third  section,  the  contentious 
section  of  16,  which  permitted  the  city  of 
Toronto  to  enter  into  agreement  with  de- 
velopers of  the  Metro  core  area  without 
having  to  tie  themselves  down  to  certain 
sections  of  The  Planning  Act  and  The  Mimi- 


cipal  Act,  I  think  was  dealt  with  at  consider- 
able length.  Objections  were  made  by  many 
people  there,  as  well  as  by  the  people  of 
CORA,  the  Confederation  of  Ratepayers 
Associations. 

In  the  final  analysis,  I  think  the  amend- 
ments there,  to  my  mind,  were  interpreted  as 
being  that  when  the  official  plan  is  amended— 
as  it  will  have  to  be  for  this  development— by 
necessity  it  will  have  to  carry  sufficient  detail 
so  that  all  aspects  of  the  agreement  will 
comply;  in  fact  the  two  will  have  to  go  hand 
in  hand,  according  to  my  undersitanding,  so 
that  the  amended  official  plan  will,  in  fact, 
mirror  and  specify  exactly  the  same  as  the 
agreement.  It  will  be  impossible  to  amend 
the  official  plan  without  knowing  prior  to  that 
what  will  be  in  the  agreement  vdth  the  de- 
velopers. That  being  the  case- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  He  nods  affirmatively,  I 
think  we  should  get  tha/t  on  the  record. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Well,  I  was  present  at 
the  private  bills  committee- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  but  you  agree  with 
the  contention?  That  any  amendment  of  the 
official  plan  would  in  eflFect  have  to  incor- 
porate the  details  of  any  proposed  new  plan 
or  development? 

Mr.  Good:  Of  the  agreement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  The  secondary  plan 
would  be  an  amendment  to  the  official  plan 
and  it  will  be  the  kind  of  detail  they  pre- 
sented at  the  private  bills  hearing.  It  was  not 
complete  at  that  time  and  is  still  not  com- 
plete, but  before  they  can  complete  the 
agreement  they  would  have  to  present  that 
amendment  to  their  official  plan  to  me  to  be 
dealt  wdth. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  way  of— 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.   Speaker:   The  hon.  member  for  Wa- 
terloo North. 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  can  reply  at  the 
conclusion. 

Then  my  interpretation  of  the  amendments 
was  that  the  agreement  would  have  to  be 
completed  and  would  of  necessity  almost 
have  to  accompany  the  amendments  to  the 
official  plan,  so  that  the  amendments  could 
be  made  in  such  a  manner  as  to  accommo- 
date the  agreement  that  was  drawTi  up  be- 
tween the  city  and  the  developers. 
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This  being  the  case,  then  as  the  amend- 
ment reads- 
Provided  that  prior  to  entering  into  such 
agreement  there  be  further  amendments 
to  the  oflBcial  plan  relating  to  such  lands 
as  contemplated  therein  approved  by  The 
Planning  Act— 

—this  then  w^ould  simply  mean  that  before 
the  official  plan  would  be  amended,  the 
planning  board  of  the  city  of  Toronto  would 
have  had,  by  experience  and  in  practice, 
sufficient  opportunity  for  public  debate,  so 
that  it  would  be  available  to  the  general 
public  of  the  city  prior  to  the  amending  of 
the  official  plan  to  accommodate  the  agree- 
ment. There  also  would  be  opportunity  for 
public  debate  at  any  OMB  hearing  which 
would  be  held  to  relieve  the  municipality  of 
a  vote  for  the  expenditure  portion  of  the 
agreement.  This  would  be  another  oppor- 
tunity for  official  public  presentation.  The 
municipality  then  being  bound  by  the  agree- 
ment, having  of  necessity  bent  to  comply 
with  the  official  plan  amendments,  also 
would  have  had  numerous  opportunities  for 
a  public  debate  prior  to  the  time  when  it  is 
given  to  the  minister  for  approval. 

Any  objections  to  that  official  plan  amend- 
ment voiced  by  the  public  then,  could  still 
be  heard  at  a  further  date  before  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board,  as  I  understood  the  pro- 
cedures that  would  follow  with  this  amend- 
ment. So,  basically,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  in  our 
caucus  were  satisfied  that  the  amendments 
to  section  16  gave  the  public  not  one  but 
numerous  opportunities  for  public  expression 
•with  the  Toronto  city  planning  board,  the 
Toronto  council  and  later  the  OMB  if  such 
a  hearing  would  be  heard.  So  we  are  satis- 
fied, if  that  is  the  correct  interpretation  of 
this  amendment,  that  the  public  interest  has 
been  served  by  this  amendment. 

Mr.  MacDonald:   Well,   Mr.   Speaker,  just 

a  question- 
Mr,  Speaker:  Yes.  Will  the  minister  accept 

a  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Yes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  the  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North  correct  when  he  states  that 
in  any  proposed  new  amendment  to  the 
Toronto  city  official  plan  the  details  of  an 
agreement  would  be  publicly  available? 
Whether  or  not  they  are  going  to  become 
part  and  parcel  of  the  amendment  to  the 
official  plan,   would   the   details   at   least  be 


fully  available  so  that  the  public  would  not, 
in  effect,  be  buying  a  pig  in  a  poke? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  now  has  the 
floor  to  reply  in  closing  debate  on  second 
reading. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bales:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
dealing  with  two  separate  things  here.  One 
is  the  amendment  to  the  official  plan,  the 
other  is  an  agreement.  It  was  stipulated  that 
the  amendment  to  the  official  plan  would 
have  to  come  forward  from  the  city,  be 
dealt  with  by  them  in  the  normal  procedures, 
be  submitted  to  the  Minister  of  Municipal 
Affairs  and  be  approved  before  any  agree- 
ment as  envisaged  under  this  section  could 
be  completed  in  reference  to  the  Metro 
centre. 

I  am  sure  the  agreement  would  have  to  be 
drafted  and  developed  concurrently  with 
those  amendments,  but  it  could  not  be  com- 
pleted until  such  time  as  the  official  plan 
change  or  amendment  had  been  finalized. 

There  will  be  hearings  in  reference  to  the 
official  plan  and  that  official  plan  has  to  deal 
with  all  of  the  detailed  type  of  arrangements 
envisaged  under  the  Metro  centre,  not  neces- 
sarily all  detail  in  any  agreement  that  they 
might  enter  into,  but  rather  the  public  kiad 
of  arrangement  or  planning  matters  that 
would  be  affected  by  it,  so  that  the  public 
would  be  well  aware  of  those  conditions. 

And  also,  as  is  the  normal  case  with  an 
official  plan  amendment,  objections  can  be 
filed  with  the  minister  and  if  necessary  I  can 
refer  it  to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  for 
hearing.  I  would  not  refer  it  to  the  board 
unless  the  matters  could  not  be  resolved 
satisfactorily. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  does  not  go  to  committee 
unless  it  is  asked  for  by  the  House  in  the  case 
of  private  bills.  And  it  is  not  up  to  Mr. 
Speaker  to  ask  for  the  direction.  It  goes  auto- 
matically to  third  reading  unless  the  House 
otherwise  directs. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  can  that  bill  go  to  committee? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  agreeable  that  it  go  to 
Committee  of  the  Whole? 

Agreed.  ,* 
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HIGHWAY  IMPROVEMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  89,  An  Act  to  amend  The  High- 
way Improvement  Act. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  few  comments  with  re- 
spect to  this  bill.  I  would  say  at  the  outset 
we  support  this  legislation  although  not 
quite  so  enthusiastically  as  the  Premier.  He 
was  almost  ecstatic  on  its  introduction;  he 
could  hardly  contain  himself.  Certainly  we 
do  support  it. 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  He 
contained  himself  pretty  well,  as  he  always 
does. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  There  are  some  things  in  it,  a 
number  of  changes  we  would  like  to  see. 
We  will  deal  with  those  in  committee.  I 
will  perhaps  mention. one  or  two  of  them  in 
the  course  of  my  remarks. 

I  just  say  that  while  we  support  the  legis- 
lation now,  I  think  we  would  have  sup- 
ported this  type  of  legislation  more  vigor- 
ously had  it  been  introduced  some  five 
years  ago  or  perhaps  sooner. 

Mr.  Nixon:  During  the  ministers  first 
tenure. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  During  the  minister's  first  tenure, 
right! 

The  difficulties  which  the  department  has 
gotten  itself  into  in  recent  months  with 
respect  to  transportation  was  the  result  of 
no  clear-cut  policy  in  public  transportation 
other  than  to  build  roads.  This,  of  course, 
implied  that  man  and  his  machine  were 
permanently  wed.  It  implied  that  the  automo- 
bile and  its  use  was  going  to  increase  sub- 
stantially  and   perhaps    disproportionately. 

As  I  said  in  my  estimates  I  think  it  was 
rather  obvious  perhaps  five  years  ago  that 
there  was  a  shift  taking  place  in  the  em- 
phasis. It  was  becoming  obvious  that  people 
were  not  bound  entirely  to  the  automobile, 
but  the  minister  and  the  department  at  that 
time  paid  no  attention.  However,  bygones 
are  bygones  and  we  will  leave  the  past  to 
speak  for  itself. 

Undoubtedly  the  bill  before  us,  Mr. 
Speaker,  places  the  municipal  public  trans- 
portation expenditures  on  a  basis  equal  with 
the  municipal  road  expenditures.  I  think 
that  is  one  of  the  points  of  contention  that 
we  have,  that  the  expenditure  for  public 
transjwrtation   and   subway  construction  and 


other  modes  of  public  transportation  should 
be  more  than  the  50  per  cent. 

This  results,  in  our  view,  from  the  obvious 
shift  in  emphasis  which  this  government  has 
given  to  the  whole  matter  of  pubhc  trans- 
portation, the  fact  that  finally  our  people  in 
authority,  people  who  are  responsible  for 
public  transportation,  have  said:  Look,  we 
realize  that  we  cannot  go  on  this  way  with 
the  congestion  and  the  pollution  and  all 
those  problems  associated  with  tremendous 
urbanization.  The  problems  associated  with 
great  concentration  of  people  in  a  limited 
area  are  too  great,  and  we  have  to  move 
them  from  place  to  place  by  some  other 
fashion. 

The  government  obviously  recognizes  that. 
That  being  so,  I  make  the  point  that  while 
the  expenditure  now  for  public  transporta- 
tion is  on  the  same  basis  as  the  expenditure 
for  road  construction  and  maintenance,  I  am 
suggesting  to  the  minister  that  it  should  be 
more.  This  would  indicate  to  municipalities, 
especially  the  large  urban  municipaUties,  that 
the  government  views  the  use  of  public 
transportation  as  a  very  important  item  and, 
that  being  so,  the  encouragement  would  be 
embedded  in  the  grant  structure  to  see  that 
municipalities  embark  upon  modes  of  public 
tran^ortation  before  they  would  build  ex- 
pressways and  other  road  systems  to  accom- 
modate the  automobile.  That  is  one  point 
I  think  that  the  minister  should  take  under 
consideration  in  the  amending,  if  that  is 
possible,  of  this  bill. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  under  the 
bill,  the  implications  are  far-reaching.  They 
undoubtedly  will  have  a  considerable  impact 
on  our  total  transportation  system.  The 
Premier,  in  his  opening  comments,  indicated 
that  it  would  add  a  new  dimension  to  the 
provincial-municipal  partnership.  That  is  so. 
In  my  view,  I  think  it  is  time  that  a  new 
dimension  was   added. 

Let  me  review  the  parts  of  the  bill  and 
the  principles  involved  in  those  parts  with 
which  I  concur.  I  think  there  are  a  number 
of  them.  It  makes  possible  massive  initiation 
of  public  transportation  systems  on  the  part 
of  the  various  municipalities  across  this  prov- 
ince. 

That  is  good.  As  I  indicated  before,  I 
think  it  should  be  75  per  cent.  But  we  can 
argue  figures  all  day  with  the  minister. 
Perhaps  75  per  cent,  it  could  be  argued,  is 
an  arbitrary  figure;  why  not  80  per  cent  or 
90  per  cent?  I  am  simply  saying  to  the 
minister  that  I  think  there  should  be  more 
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emphasis  on  the  public  transportation  side. 
At  the  moment  it  is  equal. 

The  grants,  I  presume,  will  be  available 
to  help  subsidize  a  transit  system  deficit; 
that  is  my  understanding  of  the  bill.  That 
poses  a  number  of  questions.  As  I  read  the 
bill  and  put  a  certain  construction  on  it, 
it  seems  to  me  that  a  public  transit  system 
that  is  operating  at  a  deficit  now  will  qualify 
for  50  per  cent  of  that  deficit,  providing  of 
course  they  can  maintain  a  certain  level  of 
service,  and  providing  of  course  they  can 
justify  to  the  department  the  fact  that  they 
are  operating  at  that  deficit,  or  indeed  at  a 
deficit  at  all. 

I  am  wondering,  in  view  of  that,  how  this 
would   affect   the    public   transportation    sys- 
tems   in    a    number    of    municipalities    that 
operate  under  private  bills.   For  instance,    I 
can  think  of  one  that  operates  under  a  pri- 
vate  bill,   where   it   is   indicated   in  the   bill 
that  the  system  should— well,  indeed  has   to 
—operate  at  a  breakeven  point  over  a  period 
of  20  years.  I  presume  that  problem  is  met 
under   section    14,    clause   4,   where  it   says: 
Notwithstanding    the   provisions    of    any 
public  or  private  Act,  a  municipality  may 
contribute  toward  the  cost  of  any  public 
transportation  service  provided  within  the 
municipality,    and    the    operators    of    such 
service    shall    apply   such    contribution   to- 
ward such  cost. 

Now  I  presume,  if  I  read  that  correctly, 
Mr.  Speaker,  through  you  to  the  minister, 
I  would  take  that  to  mean  that  any  private 
Act  which  has  set  a  public  transit  system 
in  any  city  across  this  province  is  actually 
nullified  in  so  far  as  the  provisions  to  allow 
it  to  operate  at  a  breakeven  point;  in  other 
words,  any  system  that  is  operating  under 
a  private  bill  and  is  required  to  operate 
at  a  breakeven  point.  Those  provisions  under 
the  private  bill  are  nullified  and  the  new 
provisions  under  this  Bill  89,  sir,  become 
operative  and  apply  under  those  circum- 
stances. If  that  is  not  so,  I  would  like  the 
minister  to  clarify  that  point. 

I  think  we  can  be  thankful  for  small 
mercies,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  bill  does  double 
—in  some  cases,  it  more  than  doubles— the 
capital  assistance  provided  for  the  construc- 
tion of  subway  systems.  I  believe  that  will 
help  immediately  Metropolitan  Toronto,  and 
to  that  extent  it  is  good.  Municipalities  will 
also  get  more  by  way  of  advanced  payments 
for  road  and  transportation  spending.  This 
is  good  too,  in  my  view,  because  I  think  it 
will  lessen  the  borrowing  that  municipalities 
will    have   to    do.    The    advances    come    on 


April  1  and  July  1,  hence  the  requirements 
of  the  municipalities  for  money  will  be 
lessened,  and  in  all  likelihood  this  will  re- 
move a  large  burden  they  have  borne  for 
a  number  of  years  in  that  in  many  cases 
they  had  to  borrow  large  sums  of  money 
to  keep  operating.  So  it  does  have  a  very 
important  impact  on  that  point.  Indeed,  it 
will  affect  the  operating  costs  of  the  muni- 
cipalities. In  effect,  it  is  really  providing  a 
subsidy  beyond   the  percentage  indicated. 

I  am  very  much  attracted  also  to  the 
provision  in  this  Act  which  means  that  the 
method  requiring  municipalities  to  approve 
bylaws  for  road  and  street  expenditures  in 
order  to  qualify  for  a  provincial  grant  has 
been  eliminated.  I  think  that  is  a  good 
provision;  it  will  certainly  cut  the  red  tape 
as  far  as  the  department  is  concerned,  and 
it  will  cut  the  red  tape  as  far  as  the  muni- 
cipalities are  concerned.  So  that  is  a  good 
provision. 

The  other  thing  which  I  mention  in 
passing  is  the  fact  that  there  is  now  no 
need  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act  to 
have  ministerial  approval  for  bylaws  appoint- 
ing county  or  township  road  superintendents 
or  altering  their  salaries  or  allowance.  I 
think  that  is   good. 

We  have  had  a  number  of  cases,  not 
many,  but  I  can  think  of  two,  where  the 
municipality  wanted  to  make  some  adjust- 
ment either  by  way  of  employment  with 
respect  to  the  road  superintendent  or  in 
altering  a  salary  of  a  road  superintendent, 
and  they  were  not  allowed  to  do  so.  That 
was  not  in  the  hon.  minister's  time,  but 
really  the  townships  and  counties  are  big 
boys  now  and  I  think  they  can  look  them- 
selves. They  are  responsible  people  who 
should  have  the  jurisdiction  to  hire  and,  if 
the  case  may  be,  fire  road  superintendents 
and  to  alter  and  adjust  their  salaries  accord- 
ingly. I  think  this  is  a  reasonable  and 
sensible  approach  for  the  department  to 
take. 

In  summing  up,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
reiterate  again  that  we  support  the  bill. 
There  are  one  or  two  points  in  it— I  have 
mentioned  one  in  particular,  the  75  per  cent 
subsidy  to  rapid  transit  systems  rather  than 
the  50  per  cent— there  are  a  number  of  other 
minor  points  which  perhaps  could  be  dealt 
with,  but  that  is  the  main  point  that  I 
would  like  the  minister  to  consider. 

Finally,  it  is  hoped  that  the  bill  will  move- 
forward  the  intentions  of  the  government  to 
spur  municipalities  into  the  public  trans- 
portation field,   and  in  that  regard   perhaps 
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it  is  one  step  forward,  certainly  by  no  means 
the  final  one,  toward  evolving  a  transpor- 
tation system  of  excellence.  I  am  sure  that 
is  what  we  all  desire. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  few 
remarks  to  make  in  regard  to  the  principles 
in  this  bill.  I  am  sure  that  every  municipality 
in  Ontario  will  be  happy,  of  course,  to  receive 
the  additional  funds  and  to  be  taken  out 
from  under  the  thumb  of  government  where 
those  things  are  going  to  occur. 

On  pages  1  to  9  of  the  bill,  the  govern- 
ment deals  with  a  number  of  changes, 
changes  that  are  long  overdue.  Those  are 
changes  that  ought  to  have  been  brought 
in  some  years  ago,  as  were  mentioned  by 
the  member  for  Grey- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):   Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.    Deans:    Huron-Bruce! 

I  do  not  intend  to  deal  with  those  because 
we  agree  substantially  with  everything  in 
tliose  sections  of  the  bill.  But  under  parts 
12a  and  12b  we  find  ourselves  in  some 
disagreement  with  the  manner  in  which  the 
government  has  determined  its  policy. 

I  want  to  say  to  begin  with  that  we  feel 
and  I  think  the  government  probably  would 
agree— that  in  the  area  of  financing  public 
transportation,  be  it  above  or  below  surface, 
it  is  time  that  the  federal  government  be- 
came involved.  It  is  time  that  some  additional 
financing  was  made  available  from  the  federal 
government  level  for  the  purposes  of  pro- 
viding public  transportation.  And  I  hope 
that  the  government  of  Ontario  will  be 
pressing  continuously  at  Ottawa  to  have 
The  Department  of  Urban  Affairs  involve 
itself  more  directly  in  making  moneys  avail- 
able to  municipalities  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  in  reasonable  and  acceptable  public 
transportation  systems. 

I  also  want  to  suggest  in  that  regard, 
while  those  consultations  are  going  on,  that 
it  might  not  be  a  bad  idea  if  the  provincial 
government  were  to  press  home  the  point 
that  it  is  time  the  railroad  rights  of  way 
were  made  public  and  that  the  Province  of 
Ontario  should  not  be  required  to  lease  or 
rent  the  use  of  the  rail  space  from  the  two 
railroad  companies  involved.  It  is  time  that 
just  as  highways  are  public,  railroad  rights 
of  way  should  become  public  also  and  they 
should  be  available  for  use  by  the  various 
levels  of  government  in  whatever  way  they 
see  fit  in  order  to  move  their  people  and 
goods. 


On  section  2  of  the  bill,  I  want  to  turn  for 

a  moment  to  the  introductory  remarks  made 

by  the  Premier;  he  said: 

The  introduction  of  this  bill  will  have  far-reaching 
eflFects  for  the  transportation  needs  of  this  province. 
They  will  shape  transportation  systems  in  the  final 
decades  of  this  century  and  have  a  profovmd  impact 
on  our  lives  and  those  of  our  children. 

A  gross  exaggeration,  if  I  might  say  so, 
when  consideration  is  given  to  the  contents 
of  this  bill.  It  is  fairly  obvious  in  section  12a 
that  this  was  hastily  conceived  to  try  to  pull 
the  government  out  from  underneath  the 
problems  it  had  found  itself  in  with  regard 
to  the  Spadina  Expressway.  It  is  quite 
evident  that  not  nearly  enough  thought  was 
given  to  this. 

A  50  per  cent  grant  for  the  purpose  of 
building  subways  is  not  nearly  adequate;  the 
municipalities,  even  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
will  have  considerable  difiiculty  in  raising  the 
additional  50  per  cent  required  in  order  to 
proceed  with  any  kind  of  reasonable  subway 
transportation  system.  And  while  it  is  a 
move  in  the  right  direction,  one  might  say, 
from  the  previous  position  where  the  only 
grants  available  were  for  the  beds  themselves, 
it  is  time  that  we  began  to  recognize  that 
the  municipalities  are  facing  financial  crises 
the  hke  of  which  have  never  been  faced 
before  and  that  the  more  progressive  means 
of  raising  taxation  that  is  available  to  the 
provincial  government  ought  to  be  used  to 
provide  the  necessary  funds,  if  we  are  serious 
about  changing  the  mode  of  transportation  of 
the  people  of  this  province,  if  we  recognize 
the  need  for  that  kind  of  change. 

We  have  suggested,  and  in  line  with  what 
was  suggesited  by  the  hon,  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  that  75  per  cent  would  have  been  a 
more  realistic  figure  in  dealing  with  making 
moneys  available  to  municipalities  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  subway  transportation 
methods.  We  realize  that  the  50  per  cent  is 
an  improvemenit,  probably,  in  the  total  ex- 
penditure, up  from  around  18  per  cent  that 
was  previously  given  in  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
recognizing  that  the  50  per  cent  that  was 
previously  given  was  only  on  the  bed. 

That  it  is  an  improvement,  a  decided  im- 
provement, no  question!  But  we  feel  in  this 
day  and  age  it  is  not  adequate.  That  if  you 
are  serious,  if  this  government  is  serious, 
about  altering  the  transportation  methods  in 
this  province,  and  if  in  fact  the  statements 
of  the  Premier  in  introducing  the  bill  are  not 
exaggerations  then  we  must  be  prepared  to 
put  up  even  more  subsitantial  amounts  of 
money  in  order  to  ensure  that  MetropoHtan 
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Toronto  in  particular,  and  other  major  centres 
in  general,  will  be  able  to  embark  upon 
programmes  that  will  enable  them  to  have 
the  kind  of  subway  transportaition  at  a  cost 
that  the  people  who  live  in  that  area  can 
a£Ford. 

One  would  like  to  think  that  the  govern- 
ment's attitude  and  view  is  that  we  will  be 
moving  away  from  the  expensive  building  of 
highways  that  has  been  going  on  over  the 
last  10,  15  or  20  years,  and  that  some  of 
the  money  that  is  now  used  in  that  area  will 
be  channelled  into  the  area  of  providing 
rapid  transit  within  municipalities.  Well  I 
suspect  that  will  not  be  the  case.  I  suspect 
v/e  will  find  that  we  will  spend  just  as  much 
money  on  highways  in  the  coming  years  as 
we  have  spent  in  previous  years  and  the 
money  that  is  going  to  be  spent  here  will  be 
additional  moneys. 

And  the  reason  will  be  that  in  actual  fact 
the  municipalities  will  have  to  continue  the 
building  of  highways  and  roads  to  carry  the 
vehicular  traflRc  simply  because  the  grant  that 
will  be  made  available  by  this  government 
will  not  be  sufficiently  enticing  to  get  them 
into  the  area  of  mass  and  rapid  transit.  In 
particular,  one  area  of  this  that  is  disturbing 
is  that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  government 
has  made  allowances  for  any  form  of  grant 
for  parking.  The  acquisition  of  and  the  avail- 
ability of  parking  for  people  who  will  have 
to  travel  by  automobile  to  the  terminus  points 
of  the  subway  transit  systems,  will  have  to 
be  borne  entirely  by  the  municipahty,  from 
what  I  can  glean  from  the  Act. 

1  suggest  that  this  is  a  deficiency,  if  it  is 
indeed  true.  The  minister  should  be  pre- 
pared either  to  spell  it  out,  so  that  it  is 
easily  understood,  or  to  make  an  adequate  or 
suitable  amendment,  in  order  to  ensure  that 
there  will  be  moneys  made  available  for  that 
very  costly  undertaking.  The  acquisition  of 
property  for  parking  is  as  costly  as  the 
acquisition  of  property  for  any  other  purpose 
associated  with  the  providing  of  a  subway 
system,  and  that  must  be  included  in  this 
bill. 

In  addition  to  thaJt,  there  ought  to  be 
some  move  under  way  by  the  government  to 
encourage  regional  governments,  in  particular, 
to  set  up  transportation  authorities  that  will 
be  co-ordinated  with  the  transportation 
authority  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  This 
should  be  one  of  the  prerequisites  in  regional 
areas  of  the  receipt  of  grants  for  these  pur- 
poses. We  need,  in  fact,  an  overall  policy 
statement  by  the  government  in  regard  to  its 
aims  and  objedtives  over  the  next  decade,  or 


perhaps  the  next  20  years,  and  of  what  it 
intends  to  see  happen  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario with  regard  to  the  movement  of  people 
by  way  of  public  transportation. 

We  need  it  clearly  defined  so  that  it  will 
be  easily  understood.  There  is  no  ix)int  in 
saying  to  a  municipality  to  go  ahead  and 
build  or  to  develop  a  rapid  transit  system, 
if  the  government's  policy  is  in  another  di- 
rection and  it  continues  to  build  super  high- 
ways. I  feel  that  there  has  to  be  a  very  clear, 
definitive  statement,  particularly  dealing 
with  the  Toronto- centred  region,  but  in 
general,  dealing  with  the  province  as  to 
how  moneys  will  be  allocated  within  the 
province's  responsibility  for  the  determination 
of  what  kind  of  transportation  programme 
and  system  we  are  going  to  have. 

We  suggest  also  that  in  the  case  of  major 
metropolitan  areas,  that  if  the  government 
were  to  move  to  the  75  per  cent  level,  which 
we  think  is  more  realistic,  that  there  ought 
to  be  set  up  a  fund,  at  either  low  or  no 
interest,  that  municipalities  can  avail  them- 
selves of  on  a  loan  basis  for  the  remaining 
25  per  cent.  We  think  this  makes  some  sense. 
It  eliminates  the  problem  of  the  municipali- 
ties having  to  borrow  and  to  debenture.  I 
think  that  this  could  be  accomplished  reason- 
ably easily. 

We  have  to  recognize,  and  I  am  sure 
the  minister  does  recognize,  that  in  regard 
to  the  development  and  building  of  sub- 
ways, that  50  per  cent  of  the  total  subway 
cost  is  considerably  more  than  50  per  cent 
of  the  cost  of  building  a  road.  It  might  have 
been  adequate  to  provide  a  50  per  cent 
subsidy  for  road  building.  It  certainly  is  not 
adequate  to  provide  a  50  per  cent  subsidy  for 
the  building  of  subways. 

Under  section  part  XII-B,  we  have  a  num- 
ber of  objections,  ranging  in  a  number  of 
diff^erent  ways.  To  begin  with,  we  feel  that 
there  is  far  too  much  ministerial  discretion 
permitted  in  this  section.  There  is  no  way 
that  a  municipality  can  reasonably  start  to 
plan  a  transportation  system  or  to  expand 
the  transportation  system  or  to  plan  for  the 
future  development  of  an  existing  system 
under  these  ambiguous  clauses.  There  is  no 
guarantee  here  of  any  moneys,  let  alone  guar- 
antees of  sufficient  moneys  to  assist  munici- 
palities. This  whole  section  2,  subsection  2 
of  part  XII-B  section  91c  reads: 

The  minister  may,  having  regard  for 
the  expenditures  made  by  a  municipality 
in  respect  of  public  transportation,  includ- 
ing where  applicable  expenditures  in 
respect  of. 
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He  goes  on  to  state  then: 

And  having  regard  for  the  revenue  pro- 
duced by  the  operation  of  the  public  trans- 
portation service,  determine  the  extent  to 
which  such  expenditures  are  eligible  for 
financial  assistance. 

Surely  it  would  make  more  sense  to  establish 
on  a  per  capita  basis  a  grant  structure  where 
they  would  know  in  advance  what  they  could 
reasonably  expect  to  get  under  any  given 
set  of  circumstances.  Then  they  could  prop- 
erly plan,  not  only  the  existing  operation, 
but  future  expansion  of  their  transportation 
system.  Surely  it  would  make  more  sense 
to  say  right  at  the  outset  that  a  municipality 
of  a  certain  size,  perhaps,  or  a  municipality 
with  a  particular  kind  of  transportation  sys- 
tem would  be  eligible  for  a  grant  on  a  per 
capita  basis,  and  that  they  could  then  apply 
for  that  grant  and  they  would  know  that  they 
would  receive  it.  They  could  then  undertake 
a  fairly  extensive,  if  they  wish,  or  a  limited 
if  they  wish,  expansion  programme  that 
would  enable  them  to  provide  transportation 
for  all  of  the  people  in  that  particular  mimi- 
cipality. 

What  we  are  suggesting  to  you  is  that 
you  should  have  established  a  $5  per  capita 
grant— that  there  should  have  been  established 
a  $5  per  capita  grant  structure,  rather  than 
this  ambiguous  structure  that  you  have,  and 
then  municipalities  could  have  understood 
exactly  what  they  could  expect  to  receive 
from  the  government,  based  on  whatever 
regulations  are  set  up;  that  this,  if  calculated 
across  the  Province  of  Ontario,  would  have 
amounted  to  something  between  $25  million 
and  $30  million,  which,  if  this  government 
is  serious  about  promoting  transportation,  is 
a  rather  small  sum. 

If  this  government  is  serious,  considering 
that  we  spend  something  in  excess  of  $500 
million  each  and  every  year  in  The  Depart- 
ment of  Highways,  it  does  not  seem  to  be 
a  particularly  large  sum  to  offer  to  munici- 
palities on  a  $5  per  capita  basis— $25  million 
or  $30  million— to  change  the  mode  of  trans- 
portation of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  do 
not  think  that  the  government  is  too  serious 
in  its  pronouncement  about  its  desire  to 
change  the  transportation  means.  I  do  not 
see  any  indication  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  But  then  the 
member  is  a  susiMcdous  fellow,  as  I  say. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well,  I  cannot  help  but  be  sus- 
picious. Having  been  here  now  for  3V2 
years,  one  cannot  help  but  be  suspicious 
about  the  government. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  The  confusion  in  which 
they  exisit  at  the  moment  leads  to  suspicion. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  for 
York  South  has  been  confused  ever  since  1 
have  known  him. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  seems,  if  we  took  a  look  at 
what  this  would  mean  to  some  major  munici- 
palities, we  would  find  that  in  Ottawa,  with 
a  population— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member  for 
York  South  has  not  come  very  far  in  the 
time  he  has  been  here. 

Mr.  Deans:  In  Ottav/a,  with  a  population 
of  450,000,  a  grant  of  $2.25  million  would 
be  received.  This  would  turn  their  1969 
deficit  of  $850,000  into  a  $1.4  million  surplus. 

Now  if  it  is  the  government's  intention 
to  promote  public  transportation  and  to  en- 
courage the  development  of  public  transpor- 
tation, then  it  should  be  prepared  not  only 
to  absorb  a  portion  of  the  deficit— which 
makes  sense— but  also  to  put  up  some  money 
so  that  the  municipalities  can  enlarge  on 
the  systems  that  are  already  there,  and  to 
provide  a  better  transportation  for  the  people 
of  that  municipality.  This  $1.4  million  that 
would  be  a  surplus  to  Ottawa  could  then 
be  applied  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a 
better  transportation  system  in  keeping  with 
the   pronouncement   of   this    government. 

But  what  has  the  government  done?  Very 
little.  It  has  agreed  to  absorb,  or  purxx)rted 
to  agree  to  absorb,  50  per  cent  of  the  deficit, 
so  that  in  actual  fact  they  will  still  be  oper- 
ating at  a  loss,  they  will  still  not  have  the 
money  to  enlarge  on  the  system,  they  will 
still  not  have  the  money  to  make  the  system 
viable,  and  therefore  will  end  up  with  per- 
haps a  little  less-poor  system,  but  certainly 
not  a  system  that  will  be  in  any  way  chang- 
ing ths  face  of  the  nation,  as  the  Premier 
stated  in  his  opening  remarks. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Landmark  legislation. 

Mr.  Deans:  Right! 

In  Thunder  Bay,  with  a  population  of 
100,000,  they  would  widi  a  $5  per  capita 
grant,  receive  a  half  a  million  dollars.  This 
would  turn  the  1969  deficit  from  $400,000, 
to  a  $100,000  surplus.  It  would  provide 
$100,000  for  Thunder  Bay  to  spend  to 
improve  and  enlarge  the  system  that  they 
presently  have,  and  this  apparently,  from  the 
Premier's  statement,  is  the  intent  of  this 
legislation. 
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In  St.  Catharines,  another  municipality 
facing  some  rather  serious  financial  difficul- 
ties, they  also  would  receive  a  half  a  million 
dollars  and  would  turn  their  deficit  of 
$165,000  into  a  surplus  of  $335,000,  and  it 
would  enable  them  to  provide  the  kind  of 
transportation  system  that  the  government 
dreams  about  in  its  legislation  but  for  which 
it  does  not  provide  any  concrete  evidence  of 
financial  backing  to  achieve. 

You  know,  the  dream,  the  concept  as  put 
forward  by  the  Premier  is  a  reasonable  con- 
cept and  we  have  been  suggesting  this  for 
a  number  of  years.  Of  course  we  should  be 
encouraging  the  development  of  public  trans- 
portation for  a  number  of  reasons,  including 
the  protection  of  the  environment  and  of 
course  we  should  be  as  a  province  engaged, 
directly  engaged,  in  ensuring  that  we  move 
toward  mass  transit. 

We  are  not  going  to  do  it  with  this  kind 
of  piecemeal,  willy-nilly,  toothless  legislation 
that  provides  so  much  discretion  for  the 
minister;  that  provides  no  opportunity  for 
proper  planning  at  the  municipal  level;  that 
provides  inadequate  sums  of  money  used 
simply  to  salve  the  conscience  of  the  Ontario 
government  for  its  total  and  complete  failure 
to  come  to  grips  in  the  earlier  stages  with 
the  Spadina  expressway  debacle.  It  is  pretty 
evident  to  everyone  in  this  House  that  it 
is  an  attempt  by  the  government  to  ease 
its  own  conscience  in  regard  to  Metroxx)litan 
Toronto  and  to  try  to  slough  off  to  some 
extent  or  to  a  major  extent  the  needs  of 
the  major  areas  and  the  remainder  of  the 
province.  It  is  not  nearly  enough— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  But  the  member 
will  vote  for  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  not  nearly  enough- 
Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  The  minister 

is  not  going  to  be  able  to  sell  half  a  loaf. 

It  will  not  wash. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  But  tlie  member 
is  going  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  basic  criticisms  of  it  will 
come  back  to  haunt  you.  The  minister,  in- 
stead of  easing  the  burden  of  the  portfolio, 
will  be  faced  with  a  continuous  barrage 
of  requests  which  he  will  be  unable  to 
deal  with  because  the  finances  will  not  be 
available. 

He  will  be  forced,  as  other  ministers  are 
forced  on  a  day-to-day  basis,  to  say  "I  would 
like  to  help  you  but  we  do  not  have  the 
money,"   which  is    typical,    rather   than    set- 


ting out  in  clear  form  what  money  will  be 
made  available  and  then  allowing  the  munici- 
palities to  plan  their  affairs  independently 
and  properly.  I  suggest,  while  saying  that  the 
principle  is  reasonable  and  while  saying  that 
we  will,  with  some  reluctance,  accept  it,  that 
if  the  minister  were  prepared  to  accept  these 
kinds  of  reasonable  changes- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  The  minister  can  throw  out 
those  half  loaves. 

Mr.  Deans:  —this  would  provide,  at  least 
in  half  measure,  for  the  kind  of  transportation 
and  for  the  kind  of  changes  that  the  Premier 
stated  were  going  to  come  and  which  cannot 
possibly  come  within  the  terms  of  this  legis- 
lation. 

Mi*.  Pilkey:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased 
that  we  do  have  this  Act,  but  I  wish  I  could 
be  more  enthusiastic  about  it.  Frankly,  I  was 
so  appalled  by  the  many  omissions  in  the  Act 
and  the  concepts  that  I  have  some  reluctance 
in  supporting  it.  But  I  have  gone  along  with 
the  view  that  a  little  crumb  is  better  than 
nothing  at  all. 

One  of  the  facts  that  the  minister  seems  to 
miss  in  this  legislation  is  the  fact  that  at  this 
time  public  transportation  is  not  being  given 
an  equal  share,  an  equal  opportunity,  by  just 
giving  it  50  per  cent.  The  property  taxpayers 
of  this  province  now  are  subsidizing  the 
motorists  to  a  great  extent  and  the  percen- 
tage of  subsidy  that  is  moved  toward  the 
public  transit  field  should  be  higher  and 
greater  to  overcome  that. 

The  two  areas  where  we  now  have  a  sub- 
stantial subsidy  given  the  motorists  by  the 
property  taxpayer  are,  in  relation,  first  of  all, 
to  the  fact  that  the  road  allowances  which  are 
vast  now,  are  becoming  greater  all  the  time 
as  these  swathes  of  concrete  are  being  laid 
across  the  province.  They  are  tax  exempt; 
they  do  not  contribute  in  any  way  to  munici- 
pal revenues  whereas  major  portions  of  our 
public  transportation  system— the  railways  in 
particular— make  substantial  contributions  to 
the  tax  revenues  of  municipalities. 

The  other  thing  is  that  in  a  city  such  as 
Metro  Toronto,  some  $10  million  or  in  excess 
of  $10  million  a  year  is  paid  by  the  property 
taxpayers  toward  the  maintenance  of  roads 
which  are  primarily  used  by  the  private 
motorist.  This  is  snow  removal  and  for  traffic 
control  and  for  repair  of  the  streets  over  and 
above  the  grants  that  are  made  by  The  De- 
partment of  Highways.  Because  of  this  hid- 
den type  of  subsidy  that  the  motorist  receives, 
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the  province  should  be  offsetting  that  subsidy 
by  making  the  grant  for  public  transportation 
higher.  Only  in  that  way  are  we  going  to 
move  the  planning  of  transportation  over  to 
emphasize  much  more  the  public  transit  side. 
Toronto,  Metropolitan  Toronto,  in  the  last 
several  years  has  been  spending  $2  on  public 
transit  for  every  $1  on  expressways  mainly 
because  of  this  grant  deficiency.  This  will 
improve  it  somewhat  but  I  understand  from 
people  at  city  hall  this  morning  that  the 
actual  improvement  resulting  from  this  Act, 
in  the  form  of  assistance  to  subway  construc- 
tion, will  not  be  as  great  as  we  hoped  it  to 
be.  It  will  nearly  be  doubled  by  this,  whereas 
it  should  be  increased  to  a  much  greater 
figure. 

For  example,  the  minister  should  realize 
that  in  the  design  of  the  Spadina  project 
which  has  now  been  shelved,  one  of  the 
aspects  and  serious  deficiencies  with  regard 
to  the  public  transit  side,  is  that  of  providing 
a  means  to  public  transit  riders  of  getting  to 
their  buses  or  cars.  It  is  the  total  interface 
problem.  If  the  minister  studies  the  situation 
at  either  Warden  station,  or  Islington  station 
on  the  Bloor  subway  line,  he  will  see  that 
there  is  complete  chaos  in  traflBc  close  to 
those  stations,  which  results  in  the  public 
transit  vehicles  being  slowed  down  materially 
and  making  use  of  the  subway  much  less 
attractive  than  it  otherwise  would  be. 

It  is  important  that  there  be  important 
subsidy  assistance  so  that  there  is  justification 
for  the  municipality  to  construct  special  lanes 
for  public  vehicles  such  as  buses,  and  per- 
haps taxis  or  mini  buses,  or  whatever  the 
minister  and  the  municipalities  in  the  future 
want  to  do  to  replace  the  motor  car  in  mov- 
ing commuters.  I  think  that  the  member  for 
Wentworth  has  a  good  point  when  he  says 
that  we  should  be  working  towards  an  annual 
allocation  of  money  towards  transportation 
rather  than  the  percentage  grants,  but  at  this 
time  I  am  disappointed  that  in  the  percen- 
tage grant  the  minister  has  not  recognized, 
and  his  advisers  have  not  recognized,  the  fact 
tliat  they  have  to  overcome  by  the  grant  the 
present  deficiency  in  assistance  to  public 
transportation  because  of  the  hidden  subsidies 
the  motorist  now  gets  from  the  property  tax- 
payers. 

A  second  item  I  was  sorry  not  to  see 
brought  up  in  this  bill  is  the  deletion  of  fuel 
taxes  for  public  transit  vehicles.  It  seems  to 
me  ridiculous  that  vehicles  which  are  oper- 
ating under  municipal  franchise  should  have 
to  pay  fuel  taxes  when,  as  I  have  already 
mentioned,  the  property  taxpayers   are  pro- 


viding a  hidden  subsidy  through  the  fact 
that  they  do  have  tax  exempt  road  allow- 
ances amd  they  are  providing  50  per  cent, 
and  in  some  cases,  more  than  50  per  cent 
of  the  cost  of  maintaining  the  streets  that 
the  motorists  use.  I  think  in  this  legislation 
we  should  definitely  have  removed  the  fuel 
taxes  which  are  a  major  cost  in  the  operation 
of  these  municipal  public  transportation  sys- 
tems. 

The  third  point  is  the  fact  that  there  are 
such  costs  as  the  fuel  taxes  which  should 
not  be  borne  by  the  public  transportation 
systems.  We  are  considering  a  subsidy  to 
cover  the  deficits  only.  This  does  not  encour- 
age municipalities  to  operate  efficiently  be- 
cause they  know  that  they  are  going  to  get 
their  deficit  covered  regardless  of  that.  Be- 
cause of  this  it  could  encourage  poorer  ser- 
vice. They  could,  if  the  minister  would  have 
this  whole  matter  of  assistance  conditional 
upon  integration  with  provincial  scheduling 
of  public  transportation,  whether  it  be  rail, 
or  fitting  in  with  bus  schedules,  and  have 
certain  standards  of  scheduling,  such  as  even 
publication  and  posting  of  schedules,  having 
certain  standards  as  far  as  fares  are  concern- 
ed. These  are  things  that  could  be  done  not 
only  to  encourage  municipalities  to  operate 
better  but  I  think  with  a  different  type  of 
assistance  they  could  even  be  working  to- 
ward operating  the  system  at  a  break  even, 
or  better  than  break  even  basis.  I  do  not 
think  there  is  anything  wrong  with  public 
transportation  beiaig  given  operating  assist- 
ance. I  think  it  is  good  providing  capital  for 
replacements;  but  I  think  the  minister  should 
reconsider  the  method  of  just  giving  assist- 
ance where  there  is  a  deficit,  because  deficits 
sometimes  arise  because  of  poor  operating 
procedures.  This  has  been  well  illustrated  by 
a  study  of  the  operations  of  the  CN  and  the 
CP  when  they  have  brought  forward  their 
proposals  for  abandonment  of  service. 

So  I  suggest  that  in  those  areas  the  minis- 
ter and  his  advisors  have  shown  considerable 
lack  of  imagination  and  understanding  of  the 
basic  problems  required  to  introduce  a  well 
integrated  public  transportation  network 
that  is  so  badly  needed  by  this  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker, 
some  time  ago  the  Prime  Minister  arose  in 
this  House.  He  promised  us  a  brand  new  day 
in  transportation.  We  saw  the  fireworks  and 
the  bursting  rockets  and  all  the  rest  of  it, 
glorious  to  behold  for  the  future,  but  when 
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the  minister  brought  in  the  legislation  it 
turned  out  to  be  a  firecracker  and  perhaps 
a  damp  one  at  that,  and  we  are  disappointed 
that  the  vision  which  the  Prime  Minister 
gave  to  us  and  showed  us,  has  resulted  in 
this  kind  of  legislation.  It  is,  I  suppose,  par 
for  the  course  for  this  government  but  at  the 
same  time  it  is  the  kind  of  thing  which  the 
people  of  Ontario  hardly  deserve  in  view  of 
the  promise  that  was  given. 

Now,  as  we  plan  for  viable  cities  of  the 
future,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  to  think  in 
terms  of  services  for  those  cities.  Up  to  the 
present  time  we  have  thought  that  when  we 
put  in  a  city,  or  a  new  section  of  a  city,  or  a 
subdivision,  we  plan  that  the  people  have 
roads,  they  have  sewers,  they  have  water- 
mains,  they  have  light  and  other  things  of 
that  nature.  Up  to  this  time  we  have  not 
insisted  that  transportation  of  a  public  na- 
ture be  provided  for,  mainly  because  our 
thinking  has  been  that  the  people  who  move 
in  will  have  cars  and  if  no  public  transporta- 
tion is  provided  they  will  have  two  cars  and 
they  will  get  around  somehow.  Only  in  re- 
cent years  have  we  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  that  just  does  not  work  any  longer,  that 
what  we  are  doing  is  destroying  our  cities 
with  this  kind  of  thinking,  that  if  we  are 
going  to  have  cities  of  the  future  for  people 
and  designed  around  people,  civilized  cities, 
then  we  have  to  have  something  better  than 
that.  We  have  to  look  in  terms  of  public 
transit  being  a  viable  and  integral  part  of 
the  planning  for  every  subdivision  and  for 
every  new  area  and  for  every  new  city,  if  we 
ever  come  around  to  the  point  where  we  are 
going  to  build  new  satellite  cities  around 
the  metropolitan  areas. 

What  this  government  has  done,  in  fact, 
is  opted  out  of  the  choice.  Instead  of  giving 
us  leadership,  instead  of  showing  us  exactly 
how  we  are  going  to  reach  this  future  that 
the  Prime  Minister  talked  about,  they  are 
now  saying:  we  will  give  you  50  per  cent 
for  public  transit  or  50  per  cent  for  roads, 
take  your  choice.  And  since  high  priced 
transit  is  needed  the  municipality  will  look 
at  it  and  say:  well  now  we  will  not  get 
quite  as  much  if  we  build  the  sophisticated 
rapid  transit  as  we  will  if  we  build  the  high- 
ways. Then  they  are  apt  to  go  for  the  high- 
ways. 

My  colleague  from  Wentworth  mentioned 
certain  things  which  I  also  mentioned  in 
the  committee  some  time  ago  when  we  were 
discussing  estimates.  There  is  no  question 
that  a  $5  per  capita  grant  to  our  municipal- 
ities for  this  purpose  would  be  a  much  bet- 


ter plan  than  the  50  per  cent  which  the  gov- 
ernment now  proposes.  It  would  be  an  incen- 
tive for  efficiency;  the  municipality  would 
know  what  it  is  going  to  have  for  the  future; 
it  would  know  how  to  plan  and  anything  that 
is  left  over  after  expenses  are  paid  could  go 
right  into  improving  the  transit  system.  And 
as  the  member  for  Wentworth  has  so  well 
shown  by  examples,  this  could  result  in  a 
great  deal  of  assistance  that  could  result  in 
more  eflBciency  all  round. 

As  far  as  the  situation  in  the  one  area  of 
Ontario  is  concerned  which  is  now  facing  the 
problem  of  immediate  action  in  public  transit, 
that  is  Metropolitan  Toronto,  speed  is  the 
word. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Whose 
word?    Not  the   government's? 

Mr.  Young:  No,  bult  speed  is  the  word  as 
far  as  the  people  are  concerned  and  as  far 
as  the  people's  needs  are  concerned. 

When  the  Spadina  Expressway  was  stopped 
then  we  had  a  brand  new,  as  I  said  before, 
a  brand  new  concept  of  what  this  government 
was  going  to  do,  but  it  did  leave  tremendous 
confusion,  in  the  minds  of  all  the  people  in 
the  metropolitan  area  I  think,  as  well  as  in 
the  minds  of  this  government.  What  is  going 
to  happen?  Nobody  knew.  The  government 
did  not  say  and  the  government  is  not  yet 
giving  leadership  as  to  what  is  going  to  take 
the  place  of  the  Spadina  Expressway,  which 
was  stopped  by  the  action  of  the  Prime  Min- 
ister and  his  cabinet. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  and  his  colleagues 
thought  it  was  a  great  decision;  they  said  so. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Wiadsor-Walkerville): 
The  member  voted  for  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  A  change  of  heart 
now! 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scai^borough  West):  No,  no 
change  of  heart. 

Mr.  Young:  That  is  another  matter.  It  is 
another  matter. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  No,  it  is  a  good  statement. 

Mr.  Young:  We  believe  in  the  long  run 
that  public  transportation  is  what  is  needed, 
that  rapid  transit  must  come  but  this  govern- 
ment, this  government,  instead  of  giving 
leadership  immediately— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
We  have  not  got  a  candidate  tied  down  in 
St.  George  yet. 
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Mr.  Young:  —and  having  a  plan  of  action- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  know,  they  have  not.    They 
cannot  convince  him  to  run. 

Mr.  Young:  —the  government  is  still  with- 
out that  plan.  It  still  has  not  had  these  meet- 
ings that  have  been  talked  about  and  we  are 
still  in  the  dark  as  far  as  the  government  is 
concerned. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  been  extended. 

Mr.  Young:  Now  I  have  suggested  to  the 
government,  and  have  been  suggesting  for 
some  time,  that  it  should  take  immediate 
action  in  establishing  a  GO  Transit  line  up 
the  west  alignment  to  Woodbridge  and  to 
Weston,  on  out  to  Malton,  and  as  far  north 
above  Woodbridge  as  needed  and  the  minis- 
ter says  that  is  being  seriously  considered. 
That  will  help  and  the  faster  it  gets  there, 
the  better  for  the  people  of  northwest  Metro. 
But  the  other  matter,  is  that  there  is  despera- 
tion in  the  minds  of  people  to  know  what  the 
government  is  putting  in  the  place  of  the 
"Stop  Spadina"  in  order  that  people  can  get 
downtown  and  out  again  with  reasonable 
speed.  Now  what  they  want  is  for  the  gov- 
ernment to  get  going. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Walk  on 
air! 

Mr.  Young:  I  think  a  lot  of  people  simply 
want  to  know  what  the  government's  plans 
are  and  how  fast  they  are  going  ahead  with 
them.  Now,  this  50  per  cent  is  not  going  to 
do  the  job  and  if  Metropolitan  Toronto  coun- 
cil starts  to  move,  they  still  face  a  very  big 
fiscal  responsibility. 

What  has  been  suggested  by  both  oppos- 
ition parties  makes  some  sense  if  the  govern- 
ment is  not  going  to  go  for  the  per  capita 
grant— that  is  a  75  per  cent  grant  instead  of 
the  50  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Oh  that  is  over- 
simplification; it  is  an  arbitrary  figure. 

Mr.  Young:  That  will  help.  This  means 
that  we  can  start  with  some  real  speed.  It 
means  that  the  metropolitan  council  knows 
that  the  financing  is  available  to  get  con- 
tractors to  work,  contractors  to  work  not 
starting  from  downtown  gradually  working 
out  to  the  north,  but  contractors  working 
from  both  ends  and  from  several  points  along 
the  alignment  so  that  rapid  transit  can  be 
rapid  transit  in  fact  as  well  as  in  theory  and 
that  the  people  who  need  transit  can  get  it 
soon.    It  is  all  right  to  talk  about  building 


a  mile  of  transportation  each  year  for  the 
next  10,  15,  20,  25  years  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto.  That,  Mr  Minister,  is  not  fast 
enough. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  But  nobody  has 
ever  talked  about  it. 

Mr.  Young:  I  beg  pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Nobody  has  ever 
talked  about  it,  except  the  member  in  this 
House. 

Mr.  Young:  Well  this  grant  might  speed 
that  up  a  little  bit,  not  too  much.  I  would 
hope,  as  I  have  said  before,  I  would  hope 
that  the  new  Department  of  Urban  Affairs 
in  Ottawa  is  going  to  take  its  job  seriously, 
that  it  is  going  to  set  up  some  sort  of  a  grant 
or  a  loan  arrangement  so  that  municipalities 
can  have  enough  funds  that  they  can  hurry 
this  job  along. 

But  if  the  federal  government  fails,  as  it 
has  failed  so  often  in  so  many  things,  then 
the  provincial  government  should  do  as  my 
colleague  has  suggested  and  set  up  some 
kind  of  low  interest  loan  fund  for  the  rest 
of  this  so  that  speed  can,  in  fact,  be  the 
word  for  the  future.  Speed  of  construction, 
speed  in  getting  these  facilities  into  opera- 
tion. This  is  the  kind  of  thing  that  is  needed 
and  the  minister  knows  it  and  knows  it  well. 
I  would  hope  we  will  have  this  kind  of 
action  soon,  that  this  bill  can  be  amended 
in  the  light  of  events  so  that  is  a  practical 
bill.  I  would  bring  to  the  minister's  atten- 
tion that  delay  in  this  regard  is  costly  too. 
He  may  say  that  this  75  per  cent  plus  the 
loan  fund  is  going  to  cost  this  province 
money.  It  is,  but  what  is  it  going  to  cost 
if  we  delay?  What  is  the  social  cost  of 
delay;  the  social  cost  of  the  frustration  of 
the  kind  of  experience  that  people  have  to 
go  through  day  after  day  in  getting  to  work 
and  getting  from  work  all  around  areas  like 
Metropolitan  Toronto  and  others  in  this 
province?  And  so  the  social  cost  has  to  be 
weighed  against  the  financial  cost  and  we 
have  to  face  up  to  the  fact  that  sooner  or 
later,  that  cost  has  to  be  paid  in  some  kind 
of  coin.  And  I  say  far  better  to  pay  it  in 
the  coin  of  the  realm  and  get  this  job  done 
and   done  speedily. 

The  only  way  it  can  be  done  is  for  an 
increase  in  the  kind  of  aid  which  the  prov- 
ince is  going  to  give  to  the  municipalities 
in  getting  rapid  transit  started  in  this  prov- 
ince, and  so,  I  appeal  to  the  minister  to 
make   these   changes   and   to   bring  this   bill 


JULY  8,  1971 


3667 


back.  Reprint  it  with  a  more  practical 
approach  to  the  whole  matter  of  rapid 
transit  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  listened 
with  some  interest  to  the  various  members 
in  relation  to  this  bill.  The  comments  already 
made  relative  to  grants  to  road  construction 
speak  for  themselves.  I  wanted  to  deal  par- 
ticularly with  those  parts  of  the  bill  that  deal 
with  subway  construction  and  with  public 
transportation. 

As  the  member  for  Yorkview  mentioned  a 
few  moments  ago,  there  was  a  great  deal  of 
clanging  of  cymbals  and  ringing  of  bells 
preceding  the  introduction  of  this  bill  and  it 
was  part  and  parcel  of  the  new  wave  that 
was  being  introduced  in  keeping  with  a  brave 
and  bold  decision  to  stop  Spadina.  And  some- 
where along  the  line,  Mr,  Speaker,  the  im- 
pression got  abroad,  I  would  suggest  it  is 
found  in  the  remarks  of  the  Premier,  that  in 
stopping  Spadina  and  in  favouring— and  his 
wonderful  phrase  was  "people  instead  of 
automobiles"— it  is  a  rather  fascinating  con- 
cept. I  wonder  who  dreamt  that  up.  Is  that 
a  Marty  Goldfarb  phrase? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Never  have! 

Mr.  Singer:  "People  instead  of  automo- 
biles." Marty  Goldfarb— I  understand  he  was 
fired. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Seen  the  highway 
statistics  lately? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  just  have  a  great  picture  of 
the  dis>embodied  automobile  taking  over  all 
by  itself  and  the  kind  of  mind  that  brings 
itself  to  making  that  sort  of  the  clarion  call 
to  action,  the  sign  of  the  new  wave.  We  do 
not  like  automobiles.  We  like  people.  And 
who  runs  automobiles  if  it  is  not  people? 

Well,  that  is  very  obvious,  but  nevertheless, 
this  brave,  bold  move  took  place  and  we 
stopped  Spadina  and  somewhere,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  had  to  be  some  kind  of  an 
alternative.  Some  members  of  this  House- 
many  members  of  this  House— thought  it 
was  a  great  plan.  Let  us  stop  Spadina,  And 
it  was  hailed  and  applauded  inside  the  House 
and  by  very  few  people  outside  the  House, 
but  it  was  hailed  and  applauded  as  a  great 
advanced  step  until  a  little  later,  we  began 
to  look  at  how  much  had  been  thrown  away 
in  dollars. 


I  note  today  that  there  was  tabled  in  the 
House,  in  answer  to  a  question  as  to  costs, 
the  government  seems  to  indicate  that  $74 
million  has  been  wasted,  which  is  non-recov- 
erable. They  do  include  a  note  a  little  later  on 
about  Metro  quoting  a  charge  of  $9  million  in 
interest  which  would  make  it  $83  million.  I 
have  done  some  research  in  this.  My  figures 
would  indicate  that,  in  fact,  $140  million 
has  been  thrown  away,  and  I  do  not  accept 
the  answer  that  was  given. 

But  I  think,  just  for  the  edification  of  the 
minister,  perhaps,  he  should  note  that  Metro 
advises  that  their  expenses  for  debentures 
already  approved  and  sold  are  $35  million. 
There  is  an  equivalent  provincial  commitment 
of  $35  million.  There  would  have  been  a 
saving,  if  the  expressway  was  finished  to- 
gether with  rapid  transit,  of  $20  million,  and 
the  evidence  for  that  is  quite  clear  in  the 
testimony  given  by  Mr.  Day  and  other  TTC 
officials  before  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board. 
The  Department  of  Highways  cost  on  the 
interchange  is  $10  million.  That  is  more  or 
less  in  a  weaselly  fashion  confirmed  in  the 
answer  to  question  19  that  was  tabled  here. 

And  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  debenture 
interest  charges  of  six  per  cent.  The  deben- 
tures will  run  for  20  years  and  they  will  cost 
the  citizens  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  some 
$44  million. 

That  is  a  grand  total  of  $144  million,  but 
that  is  not  all  lost,  because  there  are  145 
properties  that  Metro  still  owns.  I  am  ad- 
vised that  the  best  estimate  of  salvage  will 
be  some  $4  million.  So  the  next  loss  would 
appear  to  be  in  nice  round  figures,  $140 
million,  the  substantial  portion  of  which  is 
going  to  be  borne  by  the  municipal  taxpayers 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  whose  plan  of  a 
balanced  scheme  of  road  and  rapid  transit 
has  been  destroyed  at  one  fell  swoop  in  the 
desire  to  create  this  new  impression,  to  build 
up  this  new  wave,  to  show  tliat  the  govern- 
ment is  really  different.  Different  it  is;  on 
planning  it  is,  wasteful. 

But,  hopefully,  people  thought  that  there 
was  going  to  be  an  alternative.  Bill  89  appar- 
ently was  supposed  to  be  that  alternative.  So 
let  us  look  at  Bill  89,  This  was  going  to  do 
what  the  government  had  stopped  being  done 
in  other  ways  and  was  going  to  compensate 
to  some  extent  the  taxpayers  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto,  For  subway  construction,  there  are 
going  to  be  grants  on  something  called  the 
Bloor-Danforth  subway  and  the  Yonge  Street 
subway. 
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That  is  fascinating  by  itself,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because,  to  my  knowledge,  the  Bloor-Dan- 
forth  subway  has  been  completed  some  years 
ago,  and  is  in  operation.  There  are  no  pres- 
ent plans  that  I  know  in  existence  to  change 
or  extend  it  or  to  rip  it  up  and  put  it  down 
again,  or  to  stop  cars  from  going  on  it  with- 
out people.  They  have  trains  that  carry  people 
and  it  is  all  there.  So  the  government  in  its 
usual  way  is  going  to  make  a  substantial 
grant  available  apparently  to  the  Bloor-Dan- 
forth  subway  in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  if  we 
build  it  all  over  again.  I  would  like  the 
minister  to  tell  me  why  you  have  included 
under  the  definition  of  subway,  the  Bloor- 
Danforth  subway. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is  not  yet  fin- 
ished. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  were  a  little  late  on  the 
Yonge  Street  subway.  They  are  going  to  give 
some  grants  on  that.  The  Yonge  Street  sub- 
way was  completed  to  Eglinton  many  years 
ago.  There  is  an  extension  now  being  built 
from  Eglinton  to  Finch.  The  substantial  por- 
tion of  that  is,  again,  being  paid  by  taxpayers 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto.  They  have  come 
into  the  picture  very,  very  late.  There  are 
maybe  two  years  of  construction  yet  to  go. 
So,  to  some  very  minor  extent,  there  may  be 
some  kind  of  a  benefit.  But  I  can  recall,  Mr. 
Speaker,  not  too  many  years  ago,  when  we 
started  to  build  subways.  We  had  already 
exhausted  the  funds  set  aside  by  the  TTC 
and  the  first  subways  were  built  in  Toronto 
solely  out  of  money  that  the  TTC  had  been 
able  to  put  aside  by  reason  of  its  good  man- 
agement. They  built  the  first  subway,  and 
then  when  we  wanted  more  subways  we 
had  to  build  them  on  our  own. 

I  can  recall  very  well  coming  into  this 
House  and  asking  the  gentlemen  who  inhabit 
the  front  row  whether  or  not  there  was  going 
to  be  any  money  given  for  subways;  and  chal- 
lenging the  Toronto  cabinet  ministers,  one 
after  the  other— the  member  for  St.  Andrew- 
St.  Patrick  (Mr.  Grossman)  and  the  member 
for  St.  George  (Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence),  and  the 
member  for  Bellwoods  (Mr.  Yaremko)— to 
stand  up  in  their  place  and  say:  "Let  us  have 
some  money  for  subways  in  Toronto." 

Each  one  of  them  said:  "Oh,  that  is  not 
government  policy.  If  we  gave  money  for 
subways  in  Toronto  we  might  have  to  give 
money  for  subways  in  Owen  Sound  or  in 
Goderich  or  in  Wingham  or  somewhere  else. 
That  is  a  terrible  thing.  We  cannot  give 
money  for  subways  in  Toronto." 


Now,  suddenly,  the  government  has  crossed 
the  Rubicon. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  member 
never  heard  any  of  that  other  garbage- 
Mr.  Singer:  Garbage  or  not,  now  suddenly 
the  the  government  has  crossed  the  Rubicon. 
If  by  any  chance.  Metropolitan  Toronto  is 
going  to  rebuild  the  Bloor-Danforth  subway, 
it  can  count  on  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications  to  give  a  grant.  That  is 
about  what  this  bill  is  worth. 

What  alternative  has  the  minister  brought 
forward  for  the  two  million  people  who  live 
in  Metropolitan  Toronto  who  want  action 
and  want  action  now?  One  would  think  that 
with  what  is  supposed  to  be  the  collective 
intelligence  that  resides  in  the  minds  of  the 
cabinet,  and  with  all  the  expert  advice  that 
is  available  to  it,  that  at  the  same  time  as  it 
was  reaching  this  ridiculous  conclusion  to 
cancel  Spadina,  it  would  have  been  able  to 
say,  "At  least  here  is  the  plan  we  are  going 
ahead  with  and  here,  citizens  of  Metropoli- 
tan Toronto,  are  the  dollars  that  are  going  to 
replace  the  dollars  that  we  let  you  spend, 
that  we  encouraged  you  to  spend,  that  we 
forced  you  by  contract  to  spend." 

You  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  you 
recall,  the  day  when  a  gentleman  named  Mr. 
Goodfellow  was  the  Minister  of  Highways, 
and  Mr.  Goodfellow  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Guardhouse  the  clerk  of  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto saying,  in  1962,  signed  by  his  own 
hand,  and  I  have  a  copy  of  the  letter  here, 
saying: 

The  department  will  undertake  to  pro- 
vide an  interchange  at  401  and  proposed 
Spadina  providing  the  following  conditions 
are  met,  ( 1 )  that  the  metropolitan  council 
agrees  irrevocably  that  the  expressway  will 
be  built  from  401  to  Bloor  Street  as  a 
fully  controlled  access  expressway. 

That  is  what  Mr.  Goodfelow  said,  he  was  the 
then  Minister  of  Highways,  and  he  followed 
that  up  with  another  letter.  I  am  sorry,  that 
was  the  second  letter  from  which  I  just  read 
a  quotation  followed  logically  from  a  letter 
dated  December  28,  1961,  also  signed  by  Mr. 
Goodfellow  and  addressed  to  the  clerk  of  the 
metropolitan    council. 

Well  perhaps  one  could  argue  that  Mr. 
Goodfellow  came  from  another  era,  and  per- 
haps we  could  not  rely  on  Mr.  Goodfellow. 
What  happened  after  that?  Mr.  Goodfellow 
went  on  his  way  and  then  there  happened  to 
be  an  agreement  dated  November  5,  1963 
between    the    municipality    of    Metropolitan 
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Toronto  and  Her  Majesty  the  Queen  in  the 
right  of  the  province  of  Ontario,  represented 
by  the  Minister  of  Highways  for  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  and  I  have  a  copy  of  that  agree- 
ment here.  You  will  never  guess,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, who  signed  that  agreement  on  behalf  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Come  on,  tell  us! 

Mr.  Singer:  Right  here  on  page  8,  here  is 
the  signature.  I  am  not  sure  about  the  ini- 
tials, but  the  last  name  certainly  is  Mac- 
Naughton. C  something  MacNaughton,  and 
I  would  presume,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  must  be 
the  gentleman  who  is  now  the  Minister  of 
Transportation   and   Communications. 

An  hon.  member:  Charlie  MacNaughton. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  He  is  the  fellow  who 
signed  the  agreement.  The  agreement  mind 
you,  results  from  Mr.  Goodfellow's  insistence 
that  Metropolitan  Council  irrevocably  agree 
to  building  the  expressway  from  401  to— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Why  does  the 
member  not  go  on  the  stage? 

Mr.  Singer:  -Bloor  Street.  Well,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Very  dramatic! 

Mr.  Singer:  —the  clause  that  the  corpora- 
tion, and  this  is  clause  2,  on  page  13— 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  little  embarrassing  to 
the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Very  little! 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  sorry;  subclause  2  of 
section  13,  on  page  6,  which  says: 

The  corporation  further  undertakes  to 
proceed  with  the  orderly  and  the  expedient 
construction  of  the  expressway,  so  as  to 
ensure  warrant  for  the  department's  ex- 
penditures for  the  interchange. 

What  could  be  more  clear  than  that?  The 
insistence  in  writing  in  letters,  in  correspon- 
dence and  in  a  contract  signed  by  no  less  a 
person  than  the  minister  himself.  Metropoli- 
tan Toronto  council  was  irrevocably  com- 
mitted legally,  to  embark  on  this  programme 
of  expenditure  that  has  cost  the  taxpayers  of 
Ontario  $144  million,  and  cost  the  taxpayers 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  much  more  than 
half  of  that.  And  with  one  stroke  of  the  pen 
that  is  all  wiped  out;  the  contract  is  abro- 
gated; there  is  no  compensation. 


The  hon.  member  for  Riverdale  is  a  great 
believer  in  compensation,  and  I  am  sure  he 
would  argue  that  there  should  be  some  com- 
pensation as  well  as  for  the  oflFtrack  betting 
shop  operators,  for  the  people  of  Metropoli- 
tan Toronto.  But  there  was  no  compensation 
and  in  lieu  thereof  we  get  Bill  89,  which  is 
going  to  give  us  some  grants  for  the  Bloor- 
Danforth  subway.  We  do  not  get  the  govern- 
ment into  this  at  all.  We  do  not  get  the 
government  offering  any  alternatives.  There 
are  a  few  sops  that  are  handed  out,  yes. 

We  get  some  more  meetings  and  some 
more  committees,  yes.  But  we  get  no  answer 
to  the  people  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  who 
at  least  through  their  elected  representatives 
made  definitive  decisions  that  were  con- 
curred in  and  endorsed  and  insisted  upon  by 
the  government  of  Ontario,  and  we  get  a 
whole  quadrant  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
which  is  going  to  be  denied,  for  the  foresee- 
able future,  any  reasonable  means  either  of 
public  transit  or  of  alternative  road  transpor- 
tation. 

What  does  the  government  offer?  A  grant 
for  the  Bloor- Danforth  subway.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  whole  thing  is  ludicrous.  The  whole  thing 
shows  the  shallowness,  the  ineptness  of  this 
government  and  one  has  to  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  there  just  really  is  no  think- 
ing behind  any  of  the  so-called  important 
decisions  that  they  make. 

Yes,  we  will  support  the  bill  as  my  col- 
leagues have  said,  but  this  bill  is  another 
chapter  in  the  series  of  tragedies  that  this 
government  inflicts  on  the  people  of  Toronto. 
Its  word  is  meaningless,  its  statutes  are  very 
little  help,  and  it  continues  to  take  advan- 
tage of  the  people  who  have  to  depend  on 
it— at  this  moment  there  is  no  alternative, 
when  the  election  is  called  there  will  be- 
without  providing  any  reasonable  method  to 
assist  them  in  their  planning,  in  their  devel- 
opment, and  in  their  need  for  organized 
transportation,  both  by  public  transit  and  by 
road. 

I  would  like  to  hear  the  minister  get  up 
and  begin  to  justify  this  kind  of  decision.  I 
would  like  to  hear  him  explain  the  reasons 
why  the  government  has  so  lightly  thrown 
aside  the  letters  written  by  Mr.  Goodfellow 
and  the  contracts  signed  by  the  present  Min- 
ister of  Transportation  and  Communications. 
And  if  he  has  time,  I  would  like  to  hear  him 
say  whether,  in  the  opinion  of  his  legal  ad- 
visers or  in  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown,  he 
would  believe  that  perhaps  the  citizens  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto  have  an  action  for 
breach  of  contract  against  the  government  of 
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Ontario— because  the  contract  is  here,  it  is 
signed— and  to  what  extent  the  government 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  would  be  pre- 
pared to  defend  such  an  action. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Hamil- 
ton East. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  going  to  be  very  brief  in  speak- 
ing on  the  principle  of  this  bill.  I  want  to 
try  and  just  assure  myself  that  there  is  not 
an  inequity  in  the  bill,  in  the  principle  of 
the  bill,  that  I  have  noticed  over  the  many 
years  I  have  been  in  the  House  and  the  fact 
of  the  bringing  about  of  this  bill  has  been 
revealed,  I  think,  ever  since  the  government 
made  its  decision  to  cancel  the  extension  of 
the  Spadina  Expressway. 

Its  decision  was  made,  I  believe,  in  a 
different  way  than  this  government  usually 
operates.  One  can  usually  anticipate  actions 
that  are  important  and,  where  there  is  a  well 
of  public  opinion  prior  to  some  action  being 
taken,  one  can  almost  anticipate  in  what  di- 
rection the  government  will  go. 

In  regard  to  the  cancellation  of  the  Spa- 
dina Expressway,  of  course,  it  was  a  deci- 
sion on  everybody's  mind.  The  cabinet  fin- 
ally made  its  decision  to  reverse  the  decision 
of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board,  and,  of 
course,  this  was  supported  by  our  party.  It 
was  applauded  by  many  in  the  Toronto  area 
and,  of  course,  it  was  opposed  by  many. 

But  the  decision,  I  feel,  was  brought  about 
by  a  degree  of  participatory  democracy  that 
this  city  has  never  seen  before  and  the  people 
in  Toronto  became  cognizant  of  their  power 
and  their  desires  to  make  decisions  and  to 
attempt  to  force  government  to  make  deci- 
sions and,  in  some  sense,  we  must  say  they 
won  their  point. 

Then  it  seems,  in  the  political  sense,  that 
the  government,  to  make  some  appeasement 
I  feel  for  the  position  it  took— after  they  took 
what  they  felt  was,  or  admitted  to  be,  a 
courageous  stand  in  reversing  the  position 
of  the  Municipal  Board— they  went  back  and 
said  to  themselves,  "Well,  we  have  to  face 
a  lot  of  strong,  powerful  flak  in  this  great 
metropolitan  city  of  Toronto,  there  is  no 
doubt  about  that." 

When  we  get  people  such  as  the  council 
and  the  mayor  and  certain  long-time  experts 
in  the  field  of  municipal  development  feeling 
very  bad  about  the  decision  and  claiming  that 
it  would  spoil  the  whole  public  transporta- 
tion system  in  Toronto  for  many  years  to 
come,  this  must  have  been  considered  a  very 


courageous  decision  to  make.  Nevertheless  it 
was  made  and  now  we  have  this  bill  which  in 
some  sense  has  to  be  considered  as  an  ap- 
peasement to  the  opposition  to  that  decision 
in  the  Toronto  area. 

Fine,  I  am  not  going  to  deal  too  much 
with  the  ramifications  of  the  bill,  but  the 
principle  of  equity  to  which  I  want  to  refer 
is  that  in  my  term  in  this  House,  and  in  the 
spending  of  government  money,  rightly  or 
wrongly,  it  has  been  said  by  many  parts  of 
the  province  that  as  goes  Toronto,  goes  the 
province;  and  as  goes  the  province,  goes 
Toronto. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  as  goes  the  Sault,  goes 
nothing. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  And  just  to  reach  the  point 
of  equity  in  the  spending  of  the  moneys,  I 
understand  that  it  has  been  mooted  that  some 
$14  million  is  involved  in  the  carrying  out  of 
the  principle  of  this  bill;  I  do  not  know  what 
the  financing  of  this  programme  is  on  a 
yearly  basis  or  what  the  term  is,  but  the 
figure  of  $14  million  has  been  mooted.  If  the 
50  per  cent  subsidy  to  subway  construction  in 
Toronto  takes  half  of  that,  let  us  say  $7 
million,  it  leaves  another  $7  million  to  dis- 
tribute among  the  other  municipalities  in  the 
province  in  whatever  regard  they  make  their 
application,  whether  it  is  for  continued  road- 
building,  road  maintenance  or  if  they  go 
into  the  other  sphere  of  transit  development 
or  they  want  to  renew  their  present  transit 
facilities.  There  is  maybe  another  $7  million 
left.  It  does  not  seem  fair  that  we  just  say 
that  the  50  per  cent  is  there  for  that  purpose 
on  this  basis. 

Must  we  not  some  time  or  other  come  to 
a  different  dollar  value  position  if  Toronto 
is  going  to  go  ahead,  as  the  Act  says,  with 
the  subway  extensions,  the  completion  of  the 
Bloor-Danforth  subway  and  the  Yonge  Street 
subway?  If  that  is  going  to  take  a  great  part 
of  that  money,  then  there  seems  to  be  an 
inequitable  position  in  regard  to  the  rest  of 
the  province,  and  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
who  is  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  of  this 
province,  might  explain  if  there  is  not  some 
inequity  in  the  distribution  of  funds  in  this 
fashion,  where  a  great  deal  of  the  money 
would  be  spent  on  subway-developed  con- 
struction in  Toronto,  while  other  municipali- 
ties would  be  getting  a  50  per  cent  subsidy 
on  their  transit  expansions  and  their  road 
developments.  There  should  be  some  other 
kind  of  a  formula  that  would  give  them  a 
greater  dollar  value  in  face  of  only  getting 
half  of  the  $14  million  that  has  been  mooted. 
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I  fust  make  that  point  because  it  does  seem 
to  me  that  there  might  be  a  great  inequity  as 
far  as  the  rest  of  the  province  goes  with  re- 
gard to  the  application  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  would  like 
to  make  a  few  comments  on  this  bill  because 
at  one  time,  as  the  critic  of  The  Department 
of  Transport,  I  tried  and  tried  to  emphasize 
and  point  out  to  the  government  the  need 
for  a  better  deal  to  the  other  parts  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  It  seemed  to  be  that 
this  government  was  solely  interested  in 
seeing  that  transportation  was  provided  in 
the  Toronto  area  rather  than  a  fairly  good 
level  of  transportation  provided  throughout 
all  parts  of  the  province. 

The  government  first  in  its  wisdom  came 
along  and  substantially  subsidized  the  GO 
Transit  without  any  regard  for  the  other  areas 
of  the  province  that  sadly  lacked  a  means  of 
transportation.  In  fact,  it  was  such  that  the 
transportation  systems  throughout  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  would  either  have  to  sub- 
stantially curtail  servises  or  if  not  curtail 
services,  had  to  ask  the  municipality  for  a 
sizable  subsidy. 

It  got  to  the  point  in  many  municipalities 
that  the  average  individual  who  did  not  owna 
a  car  and  wished  to  attend  church  on  a 
Sunday,  if  the  church  was  a  little  past 
walking  distance,  he  did  not  even  have  a 
bus  system  by  which  he  could  even  go  and 
attend  church  if  he  so  wished.  In  my  com- 
munity, I  know  exactly  that  was  the  case, 
because  transportation  on  Sunday  is  sub- 
stantially reduced,  and  as  a  result  those  who 
would  like  to  worship  the  Lord  did  not  have 
the  opportunity  to  go  if  they  did  not  have 
some  means  of  getting  to  the  church  of  their 
choice. 

So  we  can  see  that  the  government  did  not 
hesitate  for  one  instant  to  provide  for  those 
who  have  everything,  that  is  in  the  Toronto 
area,  and  it  left  the  extremities  of  the  prov- 
ince to  struggle  on  their  own. 

I  can  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  making  mention 
to  the  government  that  they  should  have 
attempted  a  fare-free  system  in  some  muni- 
cipality on  a  pilot  programme.  They  could 
have  taken  some  smaller  municipality  and 
provided  a  free  transportation  system,  a  bus 
system,  to  see  if  that  was  part  of  an  answer 
to  the  transporatation  problem,  to  the  elim- 
inating of  the  cars  or  minimizing  the  number 
of  vehicles  that  clog  our  main  thoroughfares 
and  roads  in  any  given  community.  I  did  not 


think  they  should  have  gone  into  a  large 
municipality  but  they  could  have  tried  some 
small  municipality  to  see  if  a  fare-free  system 
of  transportation  could  have  been  part  of  an 
answer. 

I  can  recall  likewise,  as  the  critic,  suggest- 
ing that  one  of  the  problems  in  the  transpor- 
tation field,  and  why  bus  system  could  not 
operate  at  a  financial  profit,  was  because  of 
the  heavy  fuel  taxes.  The  suggestion  was 
made,  time  and  time  again,  that  the  least  the 
government  could  have  done  was  to  provide 
a  tax  fuel  tax  rebate  to  enable  transportation 
systems  either  to  survive  or,  if  they  were 
surviving,  to  provide  a  better  type  of  trans- 
portation to  a  community.  Today,  with  the 
lack  of  serviced  land,  and  sometimes  with 
serviced  land  being  quite  far  away  from  the 
core  of  a  city,  the  need  for  transportation  has 
become  that  much  more  acute. 

It  is  nice  to  see  that  the  government  now 
has  seen  part  of  the  light  of  day,  and  is  going 
to  provide  substantial  or  provide  some  finan- 
cial aid  to  municipalities  for  their  transporta- 
tion system.  Even  though  it  may  have  been 
long  in  coming,  we  appreciate  this  little 
gesture.  However,  the  subsidy  that  is  being 
provided  by  this  is  not  substantial  enough. 
The  minister  should  consider  a  substantially 
increased  subsidy,  and  I  would  suggest  that 
it  should  be  in  the  range  of  75  per  cent.  On 
ring  road  construction,  the  subsidy  is  75  per 
cent  to  a  municipality,  so  why  should  not  a 
similar  type  of  subsidy  be  granted  to  the 
municipality  for  a— 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  the  minister  is  it  still  75 
per  cent  for  expressways? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  is  75  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  For  urban  ex- 
pressways. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes,  for  ring  roads,  ex- 
pressways. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  For  urban  ex- 
pressways. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Urban  expressways,  right; 
it  is  75  per  cent.  I  could  not  see  why  the 
minister  could  not  consider  and  would  not 
consider  the  granting  of  a  75  per  cent  sub- 
sidy for  a  transportation  system  in  a  com- 
munity. In  my  own  community  the  urban 
sprawl  has  made  it  extremely  difficult  for  the 
bus  system,  which  is  no  longer  operated  by 
the  province  but  is  operated  by  the  munici- 
pality through  an  organization,  or  a  corpor- 
ation that  is  operating  it  for  the  municipality. 
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It  finds  it  extremely  diflficult  to  provide  the 
services  that  are  needed  to  take  care  of  the 
outlying  areas. 

Novi',  if  there  was  a  good  transportation 
system,  we  would  have  found  that  tliousands 
of  cars  would  not  have  been  brought  into  the 
downtown  area.  Our  downtowns  would  look 
nicer  by  far.  A  lot  of  the  parking  lots  that 
w^e  have  in  the  downtowns  could  be  trans- 
formed into  fairly  nice  parks.  We  could  have 
beautified  our  downtowns;  we  could  have 
attracted  the  shopper  into  the  downtown 
area  whereas,  as  it  is  today,  the  downtowns 
in  some  municipalities  seem  to  be  not  as 
attractive  and  as  appealing  as  they  could  be. 

I  would  like  also  to  bring  to  the  minister's 
attention  that  the  reason  the  busing  of  stu- 
dents to  schools  happens  to  be  such  a  big 
business  in  some  communities  is  because 
there  is  not  a  community  transportation  sys- 
tem that  can  take  care  of  the  students.  It  is 
as  a  result  of  the  lack  of  policy  on  the  part  of 
the  government  in  seeing  or  listening  to  the 
suggestions  of  the  members  in  the  opposition 
when  they  ask  for  years  and  years  for  some 
type  of  subsidy  for  transportation  systems  in 
communities. 

Referring  to  the  city  of  Windsor  we  hap- 
pen to  have  two  rail  hues  and  I  hope  that  in 
the  minister's  consideration  of  giving  financial 
aid  he  would  consider  the  use  of  the  two  rail 
lines  or  have  it  studied  as  to  whether  the  two 
rail  lines  could  be  used  to  provide  commuter 
services  to  those  who  live  along  the  rail  lines 
in  exactly  the  same  fashion  as  is  GO  Transit 
today  in  the  city  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  make  a  few  more 
comments,  but  I  would  like  to  complete  my 
remarks  by  simply  asking  the  minister  that  we 
hope  that  from  now  on  the  outlying  areas  of 
the  province  receive  a  greater  consideration 
than  they  have  in  the  past  and  at  least  be 
treated  the  same  v/ay  as  is  the  megalopolis  of 
Toronto. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  enter  this  debate?  The  hon.  member 
for  Scarborough  West? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  I  would  for  a  couple  of 
moments,  Mr.  Speaker. 

We  have  been  unusually  kind  to  the  min- 
ister on  this  bill.  To  support  it  on  second 
reading  is  an  act  of  very  considerable  will 
on  our  part,  a  concession  to  the  very  minute 
concessions  which  the  bill  makes  primarily  to 
parts  of  the  province  outside  metropolitan 
Toronto  which  have  been  seriously  discrim- 
inated against  hitherto,  and  therefore  we  felt 
that  on  those  grounds  there  was  some  basis 


for  supporting  the  bill  on  second  reading  but 
it  is  without  enthusiasm.  I  do  not  suppose 
the  House  would  be  divided,  but  had  it  been 
divided  on  second  reading  and  we  had  to 
stand  to  support  it,  it  would  have  taken  a 
great  deal  to  get  most  of  us  out  of  our  seats 
because  this  bill  is  hardly  either  a  tribute  to 
the  government  or  a  tribute  to  the  minister, 
haunted  as  he  is  by  constantly  holding  the 
portfolio  which  is  so  largely  deficient  in  pub- 
lic transportation  for  all  of  Ontario  and  the 
Toronto  region  in  particular. 

As  was  pointed  out— I  thought  with  some 
embarrassment— earlier  on,  it  is  the  minister's 
signature  which  is  affixed  to  the  document 
which  enshrines  Spadina  in  contractual  form 
and  it  is  now  the  minister  which  presides 
over  another  bill,  allegedly  to  provide  alter- 
natives which  is  in  its  own  way  so  deficient 
that  many  years  hence  when  it  is  referred  to 
by  the  press  in  historical  terms,  it  will  by 
tlien  have  been  abandoned. 

The  main  fact  I  suppose  about  this  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  it  shows  the  essential 
fragility  of  mind,  the  transparent  superfici- 
aUty  with  which  all  of  transportation  has 
been  viewed  by  this  government.  The  gov- 
ernment came  to  the  conclusion  that  Spadina 
should  be  stopped  and  all  of  us  applauded  it 
for  that.  The  government  obviously  ex- 
hausted its  entire  creative  capacities  in  that 
one  bold  step,  because  having  done  so  you 
then  came  forth  with  this  bill  with  so  many 
modest  provisions  as  some  kind  of  alternative 
to  Spadina. 

What  really  happened  was  that  having 
made  the  decision  to  stop  Spadina,  hoping 
to  inherit  the  kudos  of  the  electorate,  you 
suddenly  realized  on  the  morning  after,  as 
others  had  realized  years  before,  that  there 
had  to  be  an  alternative  to  the  transporta- 
tion system  about  which  you  had  given  no 
thought,  or  to  which  you  had  given  no 
thought,  despite  the  enormous  munbers  of 
plans  and  studies  under  our  own  aegis  which 
preceded  the  decision  to  stop  Spadina.  Then 
frantically  scrambling  for  some  mechanism 
with  which  to  retrieve  what  they  were  wor- 
ried might  turn  into  a  political  shambles 
rather  than  a  political  victory,  as  it  clearly 
should  have  been,  they  emerged  with  this 
bill,  a  bill  clearly  of  little  thought  and  sub- 
stance, the  only  thought  and  substance  we 
are  prepared  to  support,  although  I  say  with- 
out great  enthusiasm  for  it. 

It  has  a  number  of  very  clear  deficiencies. 
The  50  per  cent  that  the  minister  is  giving  to 
public  transit,  to  rapid  transit,  is  not  just  a 
symbohc  figure  as  it  were.  I  think  the  minis- 
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ter  himself  has  indicated  that  by  facial  ges- 
tures through  the  course  of  the  afternoon. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Communicating 
back  and  forth. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right!  I  think  it  is  called  non- 
verbal communication. 

The  50  per  cent  figure  is  in  many  ways  a 
put-on.  Fifty  per  cent  by  way  of  public  tran- 
sit subsidy  now  cannot  begin  to  compensate 
for  the  imbalance  of  the  previous  generation, 
and  any  cabinet  that  thinks  that  it  can  walk 
into  this  Legislature  and  equalize  what  it  is 
prepared  to  pay  for  roadbeds  and  for  some 
subway  construction  and  for  some  highways 
by  suddenly  providing  50  per  cent  to  public 
transportation  and  that  tliat  will  make  up  for 
the  folly  of  the  previous  25  years— does  not 
know  whereof  it  speaks. 

It  may  be  that  the  50  per  cent  which  is 
given  to  Windsor,  to  St.  Catharines,  to  Lon- 
don, to  Oshawa,  to  other  municipalities  may 
defray  their  operating  deficits  or  perhaps 
allow  them  to  contemplate  the  purchase  of 
additional  rolling  stock— although  the  minis- 
ter says  nothing  at  all  of  where  they  will  find 
the  additional  50  per  cent. 

This  kind  of  thing  is  perhaps  a  possibiHty, 
but  in  terms  of  a  meaningful  correction  of 
the  imbalance  the  bill  does  not  give  it.  And 
when  my  colleagues,  the  member  for  Went- 
worth  and  the  member  for  Yorkview  said 
that  it  should  have  been  a  minimum  of  75 
per  cent,  or  that  it  should  have  been  a  $5 
per  capita  basis  for  those  municipalities  with 
public  transportation  systems  then  they,  Mr. 
Speaker,  not  this  cabinet,  have  some  sense  of 
the  vision  of  the  future. 

They  understand  that  if  you  are  then 
going  to  compete  with  a  highway  system 
which  has  sitrangled  urban  life  in  southern 
Ontario  you  have  to  provide  the  kind  of  in- 
centives and  inducements  to  public  trans- 
portation which  make  qualitative  difference. 
And  this  50  per  cent  formula,  while  it  may 
give  a  pittance  to  this  or  that  municipality 
needing  it  desperately,  will  mean  virtually 
nothing  to  the  change  in  emphasis  in  the 
whole  of  urban  southern  Ontario  society,  not 
to  mention  the  resit  of  the  province,  from  the 
preoccupation  with  the  automobile  to  the 
shift  to  public  transportation,  and  we  as  a 
party  applauded  that  Spadina  decision  be- 
cause we  wanted  to  make  that  shift. 

And  this  bill  does  not  begin  to  make  that 
shift;  this  bill  in  fact  is  another  little  song 
of  praise  to  the  automobile.  It  confirms  the 
pattern  that  has  existed  for  the  last  genera- 


tion, and  thait  was  largely  reinforced  by  this 
minister.  It  does  not  really  make  the  qualita- 
tive diff^erence  which  we  have  argued  for  a 
long  time  and  are  prepared  to  support  in 
this  House  any  moment  the  government 
wants  to  introduce  it  in  a  meaningful  way. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  min- 
ister has  intervened  and  other  members  who 
are  more  knowledgeable  than  I  in  these 
matters  have  indicated,  he  is  still  giving  75 
per  cent  to  urban  expressways;  he  is  still 
giving  the  same  additional  incentive  to  the 
expressway  fixation  which  so  much  harasses 
parts  of  southern  Ontario. 

And  1  may  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  that 
itself  is  another  really  critical  liability  in  this 
bill,  and  the  minister  will  have  a  lot  to  ac- 
count for  w*hen  he  tries  to  explain  a  number 
of  years  hence  why  the  transportation  mix  in 
Ontario  has  altered  very  little;  bringing  me 
to  the  second  point  I  wanted  to  make.  There 
is  no  conceptual  plan  which  infuses  or  in- 
forms this  bill  at  all.  This  is  just  a  series  of 
arbitrary  subsidizing  arrangements. 

This  government  to  this  day  has  not  begun 
to  think  of  the  kind  of  transportation  mix  it 
wants  for  the  people  of  Ontario  and  particu- 
larly for  the  people  of  southern  Ontario— if 
my  colleagues  from  the  north  will  forgive  me 
for  putting  eanphasis  on  the  area  of  present 
preoccupation. 

The  minister  has  got  a  Metro-centred  re- 
gion scheme,  a  Metro-centred  region  plan 
which  is  obsessed  with  a  labyrinth  of  express- 
ways, whose  entire  arterial  corridor  running 
from  Bowmanville  to  Kitchener  is  prefaced 
on  homage  to  expressways. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Not  true! 

Mr.  Lewis:  True!  It  most  certainly  is  true. 

They  call  it  a  parkway,  through  which 
they  are  going  to  put  all  their  services,  but 
we  know  what  it  amounts  to.  It  amounts  to 
a  series  of  expressways,  barrelling  their  way 
through  metropolitan  Toronto-centred  region. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  is  all  part  of  the  same 
concept,  eight  million  people  packed  into 
this  part  of  the  province  by  the  year  2000 
in  an  unending  corridor  of  industrial  concen- 
tration, from  Milwaukee  to  Montreal,  rein- 
forced in  their  transportation  systems  by  this 
government's  parkway  grid,  which  is  in  more 
realistic  and  honest  terms  an  expressway 
system,  and  this  bill  shows  nothing  of  a  de- 
parture from  that  mental  frame. 

This  bill  simply  says: 

We  will  give  you  50  per  cent  here  or  60 

per  cent  there.  We  will  continue  to  give 
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you  75  per  cent  for  expressways,  but  we 
are  not  committed  to  a  new  conceptual  de- 
sign for  the  way  in  which  living  patterns 
may  be  refashioned  in  southern  Ontario. 
We  are  not  prepared  to  commit  ourselves 
to  rapid  transit  above  or  below  ground. 
We  are  not  prepared  to  take  the  emphasis 
oflF  the  automobile  in  realistic  terms 
throughout  southern  Ontario.  No,  having 
indulged  ourselves  in  the  exercise  of  stop- 
ping Spadina  for  all  kinds  of  motives— 

i  will  not  even  bother  impugning  them;   it 
was  the  right  decision— 

—for  aU  kinds  of  motives  we  now  are  not 
prepared  to  extend  the  principle  further 
and  to  follow  it  through. 

That  was  perhaps  predictable  with  this 
government,  but  it  required  following 
through,  because  stopping  Spadina  was  only 
the  first  step,  and  therefore  the  government 
is  beginning  to  think  of  a  second  phase.  Its 
second  phase  is  so  deficient  that  one  wonders 
what  they  have  been  doing  for  10  years.  This 
second  phase,  in  fact,  runs  counter  to  the 
historic  quality  of  its  initial  decision,  bringing 
me  to  the  third  deficiency  and  point  I  wanted 
to  make,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  last  section  of  this  extraordinary  bill, 
the  public  transportation  sector,  gives  to  the 
minister,  having  regard  for  the  expenditures 
made  by  a  municipality  in  respect  to  public 
transportation  and  having  regard  for  the 
revenue  produced  by  the  operation  of  the 
public  transportation  service,  the  minister 
determines  the  extent  to  which  such  expendi- 
tures are  eligible  for  financial  assistance.  The 
minister  has  not  even  carefully  worked 
through  the  criteria  upon  which  the  minister 
will  base  his  judgment  on  what  is  eligible  for 
subsidy  for  public  transportation. 

The  minister  includes  a  clause:  "such  other 
equipment,  works  or  services,  required  for  or 
in  connection  with  public  transportation  as 
the  minister  may  approve."  You  know  what 
that  clause  means?  It  means  that  he  turned 
to  his  legislative  draftsman  at  the  11th  hour 
and  said:  "My  God,  we  do  not  even  know 
what  we  mean  by  public  transportation. 
Throw  in  a  catch  as  catch-can  phrase,  so 
that  I  can  pretend  when  the  time  comes  to 
provide  sufficient  moneys"  But  he  has  given  it 
no  substance,  he  has  given  it  no  definition  to 
speak  of.  There  is  no  sense  whatsoever  of 
what  public  transportation  means,  even  out- 
side metropolitan  Toronto,  and  that  is  what 
is  so  extraordinarily  wrong  with  this  whole 
bill.  It  is  informed  with  such  tepid,  incon- 
sequential platitudes  of  mind,  such  an  absence 


of  imagination  about  what  public  transit 
might  really  be  in  southern  Ontario,  how  we 
can  alter  the  condition  of  life  for  people  in 
the  southern  part  of  this  province,  through 
the  province  generally,  if  we  only  had  some 
fortitude  about  it.  All  this  ministerial  discre- 
tion acts  only  as  an  absence  for  any  sub- 
stantial substance. 

The  members  for  Wentworth  and  Yorkview 
and  Hamilton  East,  and  others,  have  pointed 
out  that  the  subway  in  metropolitan  Toronto 
highlights  the  bill.  I  mean,  that  is  what  the 
bill  is  all  about.  I  understand  that,  and  the 
question  the  member  for  Downsview  asked 
about  the  Bloor-Danforth  subway  is  a  very 
good  question.  Those  of  us  who  have  used  it 
from  the  Warden  terminal,  down  to  the 
centre  of  the  city,  have  noticed  that  it  has 
been  there  for  a  while.  I  understand  it  even 
extends  to  Islington.  It  is  a  worthwhile  ques- 
tion to  ask  and  it  is  a  devil  of  a  good  rapid 
transit  system.  Would  that  there  were  more 
of  them!  I  may  say  that  the  minister  has 
obviously  committed  himself,  to  the  extension 
of  the  subway  line  along  Yonge,  which  was 
perhaps  predictable,  but  hardly  legitimizes 
a  bill  with  all  this  falderal,  simply  to  provide 
some  additional  money  to  extend  Eglinton  to 
Finch;  that  does  not  take  14  or  15  pages  of 
a  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  three-quarters  finished. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  three-quarters  already 
finished! 

What  this  really  shows,  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
I  may  make  the  observation,  is  that  the 
electoral  implications  which  so  dominate 
everything  the  government  does  has  it  in  a 
state  of  real  disarray  over  there.  I  want  to 
tell  the  minister  with  all  the  heartfelt  sym- 
pathy I  can  muster  that  everything  the  gov- 
ernment did  that  was  right  and  noble  about 
Spadina,  it  is  undermining  with  much  of 
this  kind  of  legislation. 

The  minister  cannot  break  the  mould 
sufficient  to  give  substance  to  his  programmes. 
He  cannot  take  it  the  whole  way.  Everything 
is  a  half  measure,  and  because  it  is  a  half 
measure  it  will  come  back  to  haunt  the  gov- 
ernment, and  because  it  is  a  half  measure  it 
will  not  be  salable  on  the  hustings.  Because 
it  is  a  half  measure,  the  government  will 
never  persuade  the  public  that  it  is  anything 
more  than  the  old  regime  replete  with  a  few 
new  foibles;  that  is  all. 

In  fact,  the  minister  has  gone  from  high- 
ways to  transport.  I  do  not  mean  that  in  a 
deprecating  way.  I  have  admired  him  as  a 
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minister  in  many  areas,  but  I  suppose  in  his 
own  person  he  encapsules  the  plight  of  the 
government.  He  has  gone  from  one  trans- 
portation portfolio  to  another  over  eight 
years,  which  is,  some  might  suggest,  a  certain 
inertia,  and  not  unlike  what  has  happened  to 
the  government  as  a  whole. 

The  member  for  Downsview  said,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  wasted  $140  million  on 
Spadina.  I  do  not  know  exactly  how  much 
we  wasted  on  Spadina.  I  am  sure  it  was  a 
considerable  sum  of  money.  I  notice  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  spoke  recently.  I 
think  he  substantiated  the  $140  million  figure. 
I  am  sure  the  figures  worked  out  there  are 
as  good  as  the  figures  worked  out  by  the 
government,  and  that  whatever  it  is  it  is  a 
significant  sum. 

We  opposed  the  extension  of  Spadina,  be- 
cause whatever  has  been  wasted  thus  far, 
is  nothing  compared  to  the  dollar  and  human 
waste  impUcit  in  extending  Spadina.  We  were 
not  prepared  to  saddle  the  people  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  with  what  might  have 
amounted  to  another  quarter  of  a  billion 
or  more  dollars  spent  on  this  expressway 
phenomenon,  because  it  would  have  then 
had  the  crosstown;  it  would  have  then  had 
the  Gardiner  and  it  would  have  had  all 
the  things  which  followed  irresistibly  from 
Spadina,  not  only  destroying  the  whole  of 
the  urban  core,  iDut  also  spending  so  much 
money  in  such  ways  of  folly  that  it  was 
unconscionable. 

Surely  if  the  government  has  now  shifted 
ground,  since  it  signed  that  initial  contract, 
and  the  angels  have  shone  upon  its  coun- 
tenance and  it  suddenly  glimpses  what  might 
be  done,  surely  it  can  do  it  in  a  fashion 
somewhat  more  imaginative  and  relevant  to 
what  public  transportation  in  Ontario  re- 
quires. The  government  is  picking  up  some 
of  the  cost  of  the  operating  deficit  for  some 
m^umcipalities,  and  I  suppose  in  certain 
areas  it  may  provide  an  incentive  or  two. 
I  suppose  in  its  own  way  it  reflects  at  least 
the  impression  that  there  is  room  to  move. 

For  those  reasons,  not  entirely  invigorating, 
we  decided  to  support  this  bill  on  second 
reading,  but  will  amend  it  or  will  try  to 
amend  it  clause  by  clause.  Let  me  say,  in 
closing,  it  is  not  a  bill  of  which  the  minister 
need  be  proud.  It  is  a  bill  which  reflects  the 
absence  of  government. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  whether  the  hon. 
minister  admits  it  or  not,  this  must  be  a  very 
difficult  afternoon  for  him,  a  deep  valley, 
I  would  say,  as  criticisms  of  this  legislation 
are   levelled    at   him   rather  personally. 


There  have  been  occasions,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  you  might  recall  them,  when  I  have  re- 
ferred to  the  minister,  the  former  Treasurer, 
as  a  hard-nosed,  seed  dealer  from  Exeter, 
and  rather  than  be  annoyed,  as  he  sometimes 
is,  he  was  pleased  at  that.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  must  say,  I  have  always  meant  it  as 
a  compliment,  feeling  that  in  government 
of  this  province  spending  $5  billion  this 
year— not  $4.2  billion  but  $5  billion— that  a 
man  who  had  made  it  as  a  businessman  in 
a  small  town  dealing  with  farmers  who  are 
good  businessmen  too,  had  risen  to  the 
position  where  he  was  the  major  financial 
spokesman    for    a   period    of    his    career. 

It  must  be  a  substantial  embarrassment 
to  such  a  minister,  who  is  prepared  to  take 
that  description  as  a  compliment,  to  be  the 
author  of  legislation  which  admits  a  sub- 
stantial personal  misjudgement  over  the 
years.  It  admits  something  even  more  than 
that.  It  admits  a  political  capacity  to  accept 
a  change  in  concept  which  in  some  ministers 
would  have  led  to  their  withdrawal  from  the 
cabinet.  It  has  already  been  put  on  the 
record  this  afternoon  this  minister's  personal 
responsibflity  as  the  former  Minister  of  High- 
ways for  the  development  of  urban  transpor- 
tation and  specifically  the  Spadina  Express- 
way. 

It  is  interesting  to  hear  people,  as  well- 
informed  and  knowledgeable  and  as  sincere 
as  anyone  in  this  House,  say  that  in  fact  the 
stopping  of  Spadina  saved  the  province  and 
the  people  of  this  province  from  tremendous 
expenditure.  They  are  prepared  to  say  ad- 
mittedly $140  million  is  a  lot  of  money  but 
nothing  compared  to  what  the  losses  might 
have  been. 

I  am  sure  almost  everyone  in  this  House 
has  gone  up  to  see  the  fantastic  excavation 
scratched  out  of  the  heart  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto,  which  is  now  growing  weeds.  Sev- 
eral bridges  cross  empty  space  where  no 
cars  wiU  ever  go,  and  there  are  many  who 
say  it  is  a  good  thing  that  no  cars  will 
ever  go.  The  cost  of  the  construction  which 
will  never  be  used  is  substantial. 

The  minister,  in  the  answer  to  the  question 
on  the  order  paper  made  available  today, 
indicates  that  $9  million  in  interest  has  been 
paid.  Surely  it  would  have  been  fair  to 
indicate  that  Toronto  will  pay  $44  mfllion 
in  the  interest  on  its  debenture  for  only 
its  share  in  the  construction  of  the  Spadina 
Expressway  section  which  will  not  be  used. 

The  $10  million  in  the  interchange  at  the 
end  of  the  Spadina  Expressway,  or  at  least 
where  it  crosses  Highway  401,  is  well  known 
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to  everyone.  Essentially  it  provides  a  private 
road  for  Eatons  and  Simpsons  and  Yorkdale, 
an  arrangement  which  was  entered  into  by 
the  minister's  predecessor,  Mr.  Goodfellow, 
at  the  time  when  Yorkdale  was  in  the  plan- 
ning stage. 

We  know  the  homes  and  properties  and 
businesses  that  have  been  expropriated.  We 
have  seen  pictures  of  these  properties  with 
the  broken  windows  and  the  boarded-up 
doors,  the  grass  growing  on  the  lawns  be- 
cause people  have  moved  away  thinking  that 
those  properties  were  going  to  be  torn  down 
in  the  path  of  the  growing  expressway.  A 
highrise  apartment  was  established  close  to 
the  expressway  by  virtue  of  the  re-zoning 
which  seemed  absolutely  reasonable  at  the 
time.  The  costs  are  tremendous;  they  are 
far  more  in  dollars  than  the  $140  milUon 
estimate  that  has  already  been  referred  to  in 
the  record. 

It  has  been  our  position  for  a  long  time— 
and  of  others  in  this  House,  including  inde- 
'pendent  spokesmen  for  the  Conservative 
Party,  the  government  party— that  grants  to 
highways,  under  the  leadership  and  admini- 
stration of  this  minister  in  his  previous  tenure 
in  this  office,  really  forced  municipalities  to 
decide  on  expressways  when  they  were  talk- 
ing about  urban  transportation. 

The  figures  have  already  been  put  on  the 
record.  They  have  not  been  75  per  cent  for 
more  than  about  four  years;  they  were  50 
per  cent  for  a  good  long  time,  but  75  per 
cent  would  lead  a  council  to  say  "That  is  the 
kind  of  trainsp>ortation  for  us,  we  can  get  to 
spend  some  25  cent  dollars." 

That  is  the  kind  of  decision  that  municipal 
elected  people  will  move  toward.  It  is  incre- 
dible that  even  in  this  bill  the  increase  in 
support  for  public  transit,  rapid  transit,  sub- 
ways and  so  on,  only  goes  to  the  50  per  cent 
level.  Surely  to  goodness,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
minister,  if  he  is  prepared  to  be  as  flexible  as 
obviously  he  is  prepared  to  be,  would  have 
insisted,  as  the  reasonable  person  he  obvious- 
ly is,  reasonable  and  flexible— do  not  get  car- 
ried away  with  the  reasonableness,  put  flexi- 
ble in  with  that  too— that  75  per  cent  sup- 
port, at  least  bringing  the  rapid  transit  sup- 
port by  this  government  into  a  position  of 
parity  with  highways,  would  be  the  only  way 
whereby  he  could  accept  this  flip-flop  in 
personal  policy  without  leaving  the  cabinet. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Right! 

Mr.  Singer:   That  is  right. 


Mr.  Nixon:  What  kind  of  a  commitment 
to  public  office  has  this  minister,  that  he 
would  be  prepared  to  accept  that  kind  of  a 
dictation  from  somewhere  else,  perhaps  to 
his  left  and  perhaps  not  too  far  to  his  left,  in 
this  matter  of  public  policy?  The  minister  is 
aware  of  the  money  that  has  been  conmiitted 
to  this  and  he  is  prepared  to  say,  along  with 
others,  "What  is  $140  million  when  it  means 
that  public  policy  is  corrected? 

Certainly,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  taxpayers  of 
this  province  want  to  be  aware  of  what  com- 
mitments have  been  made.  If  there  is  in  fact 
a  real  reversal  of  policy— a  real  acceptance  of 
the  need  for  the  kind  of  rapid  transit  and 
overall  transportation  prograrnme  that  has 
been  lacking  for  more  than  a  decade  under 
the  few  months  of  the  minister's  jurisdiction 
now  and  the  many  years  of  his  previous  jur- 
isdiction, then  surely  there  should  be  a 
fuller,  more  coherent  statement  on  the  part 
of  this  minister. 

We  have  seen  the  MTART  study,  based 
on  the  transportation  requirements  of  Toron- 
to, Metropolitan  Toronto,  and  the  whole 
shadow  of  Metropolitan  Toronto.  I  thought 
it  was  a  good  concept.  I  thought  that  the 
concept  was  an  excellent  one,  but  it  some- 
how seems  to  have  been  forgotten,  and 
MTARTS  has  been  used  to  justify  a  number 
of  plans  and  emanations  which  are  consider- 
ably less  valid  than  the  idea  of  the  establish- 
ment of  the  MTART  study  in  the  first  place. 

This  bill,  in  doubling  support  for  rapid 
transit,  must  be  supported  on  that  basis 
alone.  The  inadequacies  of  the  change  have 
been  put  forward  by  many  others  speaking 
in  this  debate,  but  I  felt,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
I  must  put  on  the  public  record  my  view  that 
this  minister's  personal  responsibility  for  the 
decision,  the  one  taken  in  recent  weeks,  but 
the  real  decisions  taken  in  past  years  which 
led  to  this  debacle,  should  give  him  pause. 

I  do  not  believe  that  he  is  a  hard-nosed 
businessman.  I  do  not  believe  that  his  com- 
petence in  dealing  with  the  affairs  of  transit 
in  the  broad— let  us  say  the  broad  principle 
of  providing  transit— is  adequate.  This  bill  is 
inadequate.  The  minister's  statements  are  in- 
adequate. 

The  support  for  rapid  transit  at  50  per 
cent  is  going  to  give  some  advantage  to  areas 
outside  of  the  Metropolitan  area.  There  are 
many  cities  in  this  province  whose  public 
transit  systems  are  bumping  along  under  cir- 
cumstances that  are  incredibly  bad.  I  will  not 
begin  to  name  the  towns— Brantford  is  one  of 
them,  and  I  suppose  the  50  per  cent  assist- 
ance will  apply  there. 
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We  have  to  recognize  the  good  parts  of 
the  bill.  There  is  no  doubt  about  that.  I 
have  already  expressed  my  sincere,  and  I 
hope  forcefully  expressed  views  on  its  inade- 
quacies. The  real  flaw  is  not  in  this  bill.  It  is 
in  the  decision  and  specifically  the  lack  of 
decision  over  the  last  eight  to  10  years.  It 
has  led  the  government  to  the  debacle  that  it 
now  faces  and  led  this  minister  to  what 
should  be  an  afternoon  of  embarrassment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  on  the  bill  before  the 
minister? 

The  minister  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
made  some  notes  as  I  went  along.  They  do 
not  seem  to  relate  themselves  to  any  particu- 
lar theme,  as  I  go  back  from  the  opening 
remarks  to  concluding  remarks.  There  are 
some  specific  matters  that  I  will  try  to  come 
to  and  explain  as  far  as  the  import  or  purport 
of  this  legislation  is  concerned. 

Possibly  for  some  general  observations,  I 
will  start  with  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  and  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion, and  I  think  it  is  quite  appropriate  that 
some  misconceptions  be  cleared  at  this  time. 
I  am  prepared  to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  to  the  members  of  the  House,  that  this 
bill,  in  its  specific  and  immediate  purpose 
and  its  application  in  the  short  term,  is  not 
intended  to  set  out  legislation  with  respect 
of  a  total  new  transportation  plan.  In  its 
application  I  believe  I  can  indicate  to  the 
members  of  the  House  and  to  you,  sir- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Remember  tlie  Prime  Min- 
ister's statement  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Let  us  pursue  it 
from  there. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  said  it  has  far-reaching  ef- 
fects on  the  transportation  needs  of  the  prov- 
ince. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is;  it  is  far- 
reaching  in  its  overall  approaches,  but  for 
the- 

Mr.  Deans:  They  will  shape  public  trans- 
portation sysitems. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  paid  quite  a  bit 
of  attention,  Mr.  Speaker,  while  the  hon. 
members  were  stating  their  opinions  because 
I  was  interested  in  hearing  them.  But  what 
I  want  to  impress  upon  the  members  of  the 
House  is  that  I  do  not  believe  that  what  is 
proposed  in  here  for  rapid  transit  construction 


assistance  or  public  transportation  assistance 
is,  by  any  stretch  of  the  imagination,  the 
end-all  and  the  be-all.  However— 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  You  'bet  your  'bottom  dol- 
lar! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Thank  you  for 
endorsing  those  sentiments.  I  appreciate  that. 

But  what  I  am  convinced  is  going  to  be 
helpful  is  that  in  the  immediate  circum- 
stances, when  a  far-reaching  decision  has 
been  made  with  respect  to  the  Spadina  Ex- 
pressway, then  some  immediate  form  of  as- 
sistance for  alternatives  is  required.  At  this 
point  in  time,  the  only  alternative  that  can 
be  provided  for  in  terms  of  early  implemen- 
tation in  Metro  Toronto  are  (a)  rapid  transit 
and  (b)  public  transportation. 

In  urban  communities  outside  of  Toronto, 
with  the  possible  exception  of  the  larger 
ones— Ottawa  and  Hamilton  might  be  ex- 
amples—public transportation  then  becomes 
the  only  immediate  area  where  assistance 
can  be  provided. 

Apart  from  some  other  amendments  to  The 
Highway  Improvement  Act  which  have  been 
accepted  as  satisfactory,  certainly  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce,  as  being  in 
the  right  direction— 1  think  we  will  all  agree 
with  that— then  the  meat  of  this  bill  comes 
down  to  part  12(a),  which  is  rapid  transit  or 
subway  construction  and  assistance  and  part 
12(ib),  which  is  public  transportation. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say,  and  to  repeat  with 
some  emphasis  then,  that  what  is  required  in 
terms  of  total  transportation  policy  becomes 
a  bigger  and  a  much  larger  ball  game.  I 
repeat:  This  is  not  intended  to  deal  with  that; 
it  is  intended  to  deal  with  some  immediate 
problems.  It  will  do  that,  and  I  think  I  can 
explain  some  of  the  ways  in  which  it  will. 

Mr.  Lewis:  1  wish  everyone  could  be  here 
to  savour  the  minister's  repudiation  of  the 
Premier. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

If  the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West 
wishes  to  ask  a  question,  he  will  ask  it  and 
the  minister  will  answer  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  not  repudiating  the  speech  of  the  Prime 
Minister.  I  deny  that,  and  I  ask  the  hon. 
member  to  stop  saying  it  because  I  have 
denied  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  repudiated  it 
completely.  Sure  he  has. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  This  is  landmark 

legislation  as  far  as  it  goes- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  has  emasculated 

the  Premier's  commitment  this  afternoon. 

Hon.   Mr.    MacNaughton:   It  is   for   early 
implementation- 
Mr.  Lewis:  As  far  as  it  goes! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —early  assistance, 
and  it  is  the  forerunner  of  great  things  to 
come. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  the  brave  new  world. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Great  Aings  to 
come. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  It  was  supposed  to  do  it.  That 
was  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Now  Mr.  Speak- 
er, with  that  important  distinction,  I  would 
like  to  get  on  with  explanations  of  some  of 
the  particular  items  of  the  bill  on  their  own 
merits. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  wonder  the  poor  fellow  has 
a  backachel 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Reference  has 
been  made  continually  to  50  per  cent  assist- 
ance- 
Mr.  Singer:  The  prdblem  is  there  are  so 
many  forerunners,  they  can  never  get  down 
to  cases. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  because  the  Premier  is 
away  that  the  minister  is  repudiating  him. 
He  would  never  do  it  to  his  face. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  repeat,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  repudiating  no  one.  This  is 
supplementary  to  the  whole  programme  that 
has  to  follow  in  altogether  different  terms. 

Before  I  leave  the  generality  of  this  bill, 
let  me  say  to  the  hon.  member  and  to  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  and  others,  no 
one  recognizes  more  than  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  that  in 
even  the  five-year  period  since  he  left  a 
former  portfolio,  attitudes  change.  Attitudes 
have  changed  and  changed  greatly.  They 
have  been  made  manifestly  clear  I  think  to 
everyone   in   this   House. 

Five  years  ago  the  suggestion  that  we  might 
have  embarked  on  one  course  and  abandoned 


another  would  have  been  accepted  in  alto- 
gether different  terms.  It  could  not  have 
been  implemented  then,  notwithstanding  all 
the  admonition  we  are  getting  from  the  hon. 
members  in  this  House  today.  Attitudes  today 
permit  us  to  make  these  decisions  and  go 
forward  from  here  in  terms  of  the  develop- 
ment of  a  balanced  transportation  programme 
that  in  many  respects  could  not  have  been 
undertaken  five  or  10  years  ago. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  is  just  incapable 
of  providing  leadership. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  might  even  try 
to  change  attitudes  rather  than  waiting  for 
them  to  form  on  their  own. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  take  that  cue  from  the  hon. 
leader  of  the  opposition— the  New  Democratic 
Party. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  accept  that.  No,  it  is 
okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is  difficult  to 
tell  some  days,  so  there  you  are. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  am  I  to  quarrel? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  But  I  think  I  will 
take  that  cue.  Reference  has  been  made  to 
MTARTS  and  the  expansion  of  it  into  the 
Toronto-centred  region  plan.  The  MTARTS 
study  recommended  certain  things  that  were 
accomplished  in  those  days  and  while  more 
need  to  be  done,  of  course,  GO  Transit  was 
the  emanation  of  one  of  them. 

Who  can  deny  that  it  was  a  forward  step 
at  that  time?  Who  can  deny  that?  It  is 
working  efficiently  and  well.  It  is  not  the 
be-all  or  end-all  I  say  today  because 
that  form  of  transportation  will  require  to 
be  expanded.  I  explained  in  committee,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  many  of  the  hon.  members  who 
saw  fit  to  attend,  the  answers  to  the  various 
questions  they  have  seen  fit  to  ask  us  here 
again  today.  The  hon.  member  for  Yorkview 
knows  that.  Most  of  what  he  said  today  he 
dealt  with  in  committee. 

The  answers  were  quite  clear  from  my 
point  of  view  so  he  knows  what  the  position 
is,  but  he  has  chosen  to  bring  it  all  up 
again.  So  have  many  other  members  in  this 
chamber;  it  seems  like  a  repetitious  waste  of 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  suppose  because  the  minister 
does  not  like  to  hear  it. 

An  hon.  member:  Especidly  when  he  is 
not  here  that  often. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is   correct. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  can  understand  why  the 
minister  does  not  like  to  hear  it. 

Hon.   Mr.   MacNaughton:   Why   I    do   not 

like  to  hear  it? 

Mr.   Nixon:   Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  do  not  mind 
hearing  it  at  all.  It  is  just  the  waste  of  time 
that  concerns  me;  it  does  not  really  matter. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  are  like  mono- 
rails. They  have  a  one-track  mind   anyway. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  can  be  patient 
about  it,  Mr.  Speaker.  However,  I  say,  there 
is  nothing  in  repudiation  terms  about  it  and 
I  know  the  Prime  Minister  would  be  the  first 
to  agree  with  me  if  he  were  here— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Prime  Minister  will  roll 
over  on  his  back. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —that  this  bill 
is  only  part  of  a  much  broader  programme 
that  will  have  to  be  developed. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  wiU  cover  the  transportation 
for  the  final  decades  of  the  century,  and  you 
call  it  an  interim  measure. 

Hon.    Mr.    MacNaughton:    The    following 

decisions  that  will  be  made- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  just  throwing 

the  Prime  Minister  out  with  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —above  and  be- 
yond the  context  of  this  bill  will  do  just  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all,  we  were  talking 
about  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  presume  it  would  be  too 
much  to  ask  the  members  to  my  left  to  give 
the  minister  the  same  courtesy  that  he  gave 
them  when  they  were  speaking? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  it  would  be. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  What  he  is  saying  is  so 
preposterous. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Let  us  deal  with 
some  specifics. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  at  the  mercy  of  the 
Premier  who  has  violated— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Violated? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  violated. 


Hon.    Mr.    MacNaughton:    Let  me  say  to 

close  this  subject,  any  admonition  or  punish- 
ment that  is  due  to  me  will  be  accepted  from 
the  Prime  Minister,  and  not  from  the  hon. 
members  opposite. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  it  will  come. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  a  promise 
is  it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  will  come  in  Exeter  on  Octo- 
ber 5  next. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  We  will  see  what 
kind  of  an  oracle  the  hon.  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  is.  I  have  some  other 
thoughts  on  that,  but  that  is  not  pertinent  to 
the  discussion  here  today. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  minister  should 
cheer  up.  The  member  was  saying  that 
about  St.  George  the  other  night,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  want  to  get 
back  to  some  of  the  specifics.  There  has  been 
nothing  in  the  observations  of  the  hon.  mem- 
bers but  reference  to  the  50  per  cent.  Let 
me  refer  you  to  sections  in  the  bill,  both 
under  part  XII-A  and  part  XII-B  which 
provide,  in  terms  of  the  discretionary  author- 
ity that  the  minister  has  and  that  is  com- 
plained about,  for  assistance  to  be  provided, 
on  a  determined  basis  associated  with  need 
up  to  80  per  cent.  Let  us  take  a  look,  if  we 
will,  at  section  XII-A— the  subway  section. 
I  simply  ask  the  hon.  members— they  have 
examined  it,  they  know  how  extensive  it  is— 
to  examine  the  extent  to  which  the  eligible 
items,  capital  subsidy  for  rapid  transit,  have 
been  expanded.  Expanded  to  the  point  where, 
for  all  practical  purposes,  everything  of  a 
capital  nature  is  provided  for.  That  is  for 
capital. 

Operations  and  operational  deficits  are  also 
provided  for.  As  I  pointed  out,  the  discretion 
is  available  to  the  minister  to  provide  for  up 
to  80  per  cent  in  each  category  under  part 
12(A)  and  part  12(B).  These  will  be  deter- 
mined largely  on  a  basis  of  need  and  that  is 
the  way  we  have  formulated  our  grant  or 
subsidy  proposals  for  roads  all  across  this 
province  for  a  substantial  period  of  time  and 
I  have  no  reason  to  believe  they  are  not  work- 
ing equitably  and  well. 

The  hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce  asked 
me  if  this  legislation  would  deal  with  situa- 
tions where  private  Acts  are  involved  and 
the  answer  is  yes.  It  is  clearly  stated  and 
the  answer  to  that  is  yes. 
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Reference  was  also  made  by  someone  as 
to  whether  assistance  could  be  provided  for 
parking.  I  think  in  this  situation  I  would 
refer  him  to  sections  91  C  2b,  and  91  A  2, 
and  in  each  of  those  sections,  I  believe  we 
will  find— I  will  read  the  sections  and  I 
think  the  authority  is  clearly  spelled  out.  It 
is  the  same  in  both  parts  so  if  I  read  from 
91  C  2b,  it  might  suffice.  And  that  section 
says: 

The  acquisition  of  land  for  and  the  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  right-of-way, 
storage  and  maintenance  charge  or  depot 
stations,  passenger  shelters  and  similar 
facilities. 

I  propose  to  interpret  that  as  meaning  that 
parking  lots  are  similar  facilities.  I  hope  that 
answers  the  question  of  the  hon.  member. 

Now  how  many  more  bits  and  pieces?  I 
cannot  agree,  at  this  point  in  time  certainly, 
that  any  magic  arbitrary  figure  such  as  75  per 
cent,  60  per  cent,  or  anything  else  is  a  desir- 
able basis  of  subsidy,  when  we  have  some 
latitude  in  this  field  to  base  our  subsidization 
and  our  assistance  on  what  we  would  call 
defined  needs. 

I  would  also  have  to  say  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  as  we  are  entering  a  new  field, 
it  is  probably  going  to  take  us  a  little  time  at 
least  to  determine  what  defined  needs  are, 
and  what  a  desirable  level  of  service  in  this 
field  should  be.  We  may  discover  as  we  pur- 
sue this  in  terms  of  transportation  that  there 
are  many  urban  municipalities  with  bus  sys- 
tems which  need  extended  routes.  I  seem  to 
recall  that  the  hon.  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville  made  mention  of  that  and  he  is 
quite  right. 

We  may  also  find  as  we  pursue  the  matter 
that  there  are  urban  municipalities  with  less 
than  a  desirable  level  of  service  because  they 
have  insufficient  schedules  to  accommodate 
their  passengers.  I  cite  these  as  two  examples 
of  how  our  determinations  will  be  required 
for  determination  purposes  and  again  the 
flexibility  of  the  50  per  cent  or  the  80  per 
cent  comes  into  play. 

Most  of  the  rest  of  my  remarks  are  details, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not  know  how  much  fur- 
tlier  I  need  to  go  in  these  areas.  I  have  indi- 
cated that  our  basis  of  support  is  not  confined 
to  a  minimum  of  50  per  cent  although  that  is 
all  that  was  referred  to  by  the  hon.  members. 
There  is  much  more  latitude  for  support  in 
this  bill  than  that.  But  I  think  we  have  to 
know  the  extent  to  which  subsidization  is  re- 
quired, what  is  needed.  I  believe  there  should 
be  some  requirement  for  the  fare  box  to  sup- 


port the  service.  All  of  these  things  combined 
will  indicate  to  us  the  level  of  need  that  is 
required  to  produce  the  kind  of  service  that 
the  communities  require. 

One  more  thing  before  I  conclude  these 
remarks,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  do  say  that  this 
legislation  can  be  accepted  as  part  and,  in 
initial  terms,  the  forenmner  of  an  expanded 
philosophy  or  policy  with  respect  to  trans- 
portation. This  should  not  come  as  any  great 
surprise  to  the  hon.  members  because  they 
have  heard  this  philosophy  expressed  before. 
This  takes  care,  to  a  very  considerable  extent, 
of  the  immediate  situation  which  will  con- 
front Metro  with  respect  to  rapid  transit  and 
its  public  transportation  problem.  It  will  do 
the  same,  in  the  same  terms,  for  all  urban 
municipalities  in  the  province. 

My  reading  of  the  situation— and  I  get 
clippings  from  all  representative  newspapers 
across  this  jurisdiction— is  that  the  provisions 
have  been  very  widely  acclaimed  in  urban 
municipalities  from  one  end  of  this  province 
to  the  other.  I  think  in  terms  of  actual  per- 
formance they  will  have  every  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  their  expectations  will  be  fully 
justified. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  will  not  save  Halton  East. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  {Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Those  people  will  make  their  views 
known  very  soon. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  This  is  not  the 
place  for  it,  but  I  would  be  happy  to  see  the 
member  outside  and  wager  with  him  any 
reasonable  amount  on  that,  so  let  us  cool  that 
one. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  will  not  save  Halton  East. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  wager? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Just  a  minute 
now.  Would  the  member  like  to  change  his 
mind  now? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  would  be  glad  to  wager 
a  bei. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  All  right.  We  will 
get  some  hon.  gentleman  to  hold  the  stakes. 
But  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  departure  from 
the  principle  of  the  bill,  my  apology. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  Put  the  money  on  the 
clerk's  table. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  No.  I  will  hold  it. 
I  simply  want  to  conclude  these  remarks  by 
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saying  that   I  regret— actually   I   regret  very 
much— the   negative   expressions,   the   expres- 
sions of  doom,  the  expressions  of  failure  to 
accomplish  programmes- 
Mr.  Deans:  The  expressions  of  truth. 

Hon.  Mr.   MacNaughton:   The   expressions 
of    disappointment    at    a    progressive    move, 
part  of  a  total  progressive  move- 
Mr.  Nixon:  A  waste  of  $140  million.  Does 
the  minister  not  regret  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  regret  to  hear 
it- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Does  that  not  'bother  the  min- 
ister one  little  bit? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  regret  to  hear 
it  and  in  this  instance- 
Mr.  Nixon:  I  am  sure  he  does. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  seldom  do  but 
I  certainly  agree  more  with  the  generahty 
of  the  remarks  of  the  hon.  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  than  I  do  with  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition.  It  may  be  a  price  to  pay, 
but  it  is  nothing  when  you  stack  it  up  against 
the  price  that  could  be  paid. 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  The  minister  is  not  trying 
to  drive  a  wedge  between  them,  is  he? 

Hon.      Mr.      MacNaughton:      Well,      Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.  Nixon:  They  are  in  bed  together,  that 

is  why  they  agree. 

An  hon.  member:  What  a  sight  that  is! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Believe  me,  I  will  wager  with 
him,  but  1  bloody  well  will  not  sleep  with 
him! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  That  is  not  a  very 
polite  thing  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  only  reason 
I  speak  to  the  hon.  member  in  this  House  is 
because  I  have  no  alternative,  but  I  do  not 
have  to  do  it  outside  this  House  and  I  may 
not  do  it  nearly  as  much.  I  will  have  things 
to  say  about  him.  1  will  have  things  to  say 
about  his  phoney  policies  and  philosophies 
every  time  I  get  an  opportimity,  but  I  do  not 
have  to  speak  to  him  directly. 


Mr.  Nixon:  I  think  the  minister  is  a  social- 
ist. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:   So  now  we  are 

even.  Now  we  are  even. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  take— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  We  will  see.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  really  have  nothing  more  to  say 
about  this  and  I  would  have  said  something 
if  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview  had  been 
in  his  seat.  Maybe  I  should  take  the  few 
minutes  left  to  me  to  say  it  to  his  leader  and 
he  can  in  turn  explain  it  to  the  hon.  member. 
I  am  going  to  make  very  brief- 
Mr.  Nixon:  What  about  the  irrevocable 
contract?  Is  he  going  to  explain  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Exactly  what  I 
am  going  to  do. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Right.  The  irrevocable  contract. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  1  am  going  to 
make  very  brief  reference  to  his  observations 
concerning  my  immediate  predecessor  in  of- 
fice in  The  Department  of  Highways,  hon. 
Mr.  Goodfellow.  Mr.  Goodfellow  did  corres- 
pond and  his  correspondence  is  just  as  avail- 
able to  me  as  it  is  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview. 

There  was  a  reason  behind  it,  in  terms 
again  related  to  the  attitudes  of  the  day.  One 
of  the  reasons  that  his  letters  were  written 
was  because  The  Department  of  Highways 
at  that  time  was  not  enaanoured  of  building 
the  interchange  at  Spadina.  They  would  have 
preferred  to  have  built  it  in  another  location. 
It  was  felt  that  it  would  have  served  the 
community  better  at  another  location. 

The  purpose  of  the  letter  of  the  minister 
of  the  day  was  to  ensure  that  if  an  inter- 
change was  built  at  that  location  and  some 
financial  assistance  was  provided  by  the  prin- 
cipal occupants  of  Yorkdale,  that  before  we 
would  build  it  there,  we  wanted  some  assur- 
ance at  that  time  that  the  full  facility  would 
be  continued.  I  respect  the  position  that  was 
taken  by  the  hon.  minister  then  and  I  re- 
spect it  today.  It  was  a  sensible  proposition. 

In  1963  having  by  correspondence  set  out 
the  terms  and  dealt  with  the  appropriate 
references,  I  would  think  that  the  incumbent 
minister  had  little  choice  but  to  sign  those 
documents.  But  it  is  a  new  ball  game  today. 
It  is  a  new  ball  game. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  did  the  government  have 
so  little  choice  then  when  it  has  the  choice 
now? 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  It  is  a  new  ball 

game. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Attitudes  have  changed. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Yes,  attitudes 
have  changed. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  People  who  were 
for  it  then,  are  against  it  now.  Some  of  the 
ratepayers'  groups. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  In  terms  of  the 
policy  decision  that  was  made,  as  I  remember 
the  attitude  of  the  caucus  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Downsview,  it  occured  to  me  that  he  was 
standing  naked  and  alone  on  that  day. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  got  a  lot  of  support. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Naked  and  alone, 
as  far  as  his  caucus  was  concerned. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  nol  Oh,  no! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Let  us  recall  to 
our  memory,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  following 
day- 
Mr.  Singer:  Just  the  people  are  with  me, 
that  is  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —the  following 
day— and  I  have  the  press  clipping  in  my 
office— the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  no 
matter  what  he  has  been  saying,  indicated 
that  if  he  formed  the  government— which  is 
an  unlikely  possibihty— he  would  not  change 
the  decision. 

Now  let  us  be  consistent  about  it.  Where 
do  the  hon.  member  and  his  leader  stand  on 
this  thing?  Where  does  his  caucus  stand? 
Does  he  stand  with  his  caucus,  or  do  they 
stand  with  him? 

Mr.  Singer:  Would  the  minister  like  the 
last  poUcy  statement?  We  will  read  it  to  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  The  problem  is, 
of  course,  that  his  party's  policy  changes 
from  day  to  day. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  are  committed  to  review 
the  decision  and  we  will  review  it  with  some 
intelligence. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  interesting. 


Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Their  policy  is 
one  of  total  inconsistency.  They  have  to  say, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  these  terms  as  in  any  other 
policy— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  are  kicking  them 
in  the  ribs,  there,  they  should  say  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —when  we  are 
discussing  them,  we  say,  "Take  the  Liberals 
for  example,  where  you  can  find  them.  How 
can  you  find  them  when  they  are  all  over  the 
place?  They  do  not  know  themselves." 

I  am  through,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister's  through.  He  is 
through. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  For  this  point. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  is  through. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orderl  The  motion  is  for 
second  reading  of  Bill  89. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Some  hon.  members:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Singer:  Never  was  a  truer  word  said 
by  this  minister  than:  "I  am  through." 


PROTECTION  OF  PERSONS  IN 
INDUSTRIAL  ESTABLISHMENTS 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  90,  An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Protection 
of  Persons  in  Industrial  Establishments. 

Mr.   Gisbom:    Mr.   Speaker- 
Mr.    Speaker:    The    member    might    wait, 
perhaps,  until  the  motion  is  put. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  that  it  being  now  6 
of  the  clock  I  do  leave  the  Chair  and  we 
will  resume  at  8,  and  that  will  give  the  hon. 
member  for  Hamilton  East  the  opportunity 
to  make  his  remarks  undisturbed. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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Answers  to  questions  were  tabled  as  fol- 
lows: 

2.  Mr.  Reid  (Scarborough  East)— Inquiry 
of  the  ministry: 

1.  How  much  of  the  Ontario  taxpayers' 
money  has  been  spent  by  The  Departments 
of  Education  and  University  Affairs,  school 
boards,  the  Universities  and  the  Colleges  of 
Applied  Arts  and  Technology  on  educational 
television  facilities,  equipment,  programmes 
and  personnel  since  January  1,  1966? 

2.  How  many  people  are  working  full-time 
with  the  Ontario  Educational  Communica- 
tions Authority? 

3.  How  many  are  qualified  secondary  and 
elementary  school  teachers? 

4.  How  many  non-Canadian  citizens  are 
working  with  the  authority? 

5.  How  many  people  working  with  the 
authority  receive  salaries  of  $15,000  a  year 
or  more  and  of  these  how  many  are  non- 
Canadian  citizens? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 
1.  Department  of  Education 


Fiscal  Year 

Amount 

1965-1966 

$    105,894.97 

1966-1967 

852,062.45 

1967-1968 

2,854,167.36 

1968-1969 

4,958,329.99 

1969-1970 

7,444,548.33 

1970-1971 

9,138,807.00* 

'Including  expenditur 

es  made  by  The  De- 

partment  of  Education 

and  a  grant  to   the 

Ontario     Educational     Communications     Au- 

thority. 

Ontario  School  Boards 

TV  Receiving  Sets 

1966 

704,406.00 

1967 

636,237.00 

1968 

458,018.00 

As  grants  to  school  boards  on  expenditures 
for  TV  receiving  sets  were  discontinued  in 
1969,  these  expenditures  have  not,  since  1968, 
been  separated  from  other  expenditures  in 
the  financial  reports  submitted  to  the  de- 
partment. 

During  the  period  1966-1971,  boards  spent 
$425,000  on  master  antenna  television  sets 
and  $1,745,000  on  TV  studios  and  equipment. 


Department  of  University  Affairs 

The  department  has  spent  no  money  on 
educational  TV  equipment,  programmes  and 
personnel  during  the  period.  It  has  provided 
$2,284,800  in  capital  grants  for  projects  at 
Carleton,  McMaster,  Waterloo  and  York  Uni- 
versities  and   Scarborough   College. 

Colleges  of  Applied  Arts  and  Technology 

The  Colleges  of  Applied  Arts  and  Tech- 
nology have  not  received  any  allocation  of 
funds  for  capital  or  operating  expenditures 
with  respect  to  educational  TV.  Some  col- 
leges have  had  about  $1,500,000  of  capital 
allocations  for  the  purchase  of  closed-circuit 
TV  equipment  to  be  used  for  the  training 
of  personnel  in  the  TV  industry. 

2.  274  (May  1,  1971) 

3.  28. 

4.  The  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code  pre- 
vents employers  from  requiring  prospective 
employees  to  declare  their  citizenship.  An 
estimate  provided  by  tlie  Ontario  Educa- 
tional Communications  Authority  indicates, 
however,  that  approximately  11  per  cent  of 
the  staff  are  non-Canadian  citizens. 

5.  At  present  39  full-time  employees  of 
the  authority  are  receiving  salaries  of  $15,000 
a  year  or  more.  Of  these  39,  approximately 
10  per  cent   are   not   Canadian   citizens. 

3.  Mr.  Reid  (Scarborough  East)— Inquiry 
of  the  ministry: 

1.  How  much  of  the  Ontario  taxpayers' 
money  has  been  spent  by  the  Ontario  Insti- 
tute for  Studies  in  Education  since  its  in- 
ception? 

2.  How  many  people  are  employed  full- 
time  by  the  institute? 

3.  How  many  non-Canadian  citizens  are 
employed  by  the  institute? 

4.  How  many  full-time  employees  receive 
salaries  of  $15,000  a  year  or  more  and  of 
these  how  many  are  non-Canadian  citizens? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  For  the  six  fiscal  years  1965-1966  to 
1970-1971  (inclusive),  the  Ontario  Institute 
for  Studies  in  Education  received  $41,489,790 
in  grants  from  The  Department  of  Educa- 
tion, and  $2,195,860  from  The  Department 
of  Public  Works. 
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2.  The  number  of  full-time  employees  (in- 
cluding sessional  appointees)  was  650  at 
April  30,  1971. 

3.  The  standard  application  form  used  by 
the  institute  does  not  contain  any  reference 
to  citizenship  or  country  of  origin. 

4.  The  number  of  employees  who  receive 
salaries  of  $15,000  a  year  or  more  is  142. 
As  these  employees  are  members  of  the  aca- 
demic or  senior  administrative  staffs,  their 
"curriculum  vitae"  indicate  that,  at  the  time 
of  their  appointment,  59  were  not  Canadian 
citizens. 

6.  Mr.  Reid  (Scarborough  East)— Inquiry 
of  the  ministry: 

1.  What  was  the  cost  to  the  Ontario  Edu- 
cational Communications  Authority  of  pro- 
ducing the  16-part  serial  entitled  "Castle 
Zaremba"? 

2.  How  many  people  have  written  in  for 
the  audio  tapes  and  printed  scripts  which  are 
an  integral  part  of  the  programme? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  The  cost  to  the  Ontario  Educational 
Communications  Authority  of  producing  the 
16-part  serial  "Castle  Zaremba"  was  $166,- 
297.43. 

2.  Over  160  people  have  purchased  the 
audio  tapes  and  printed  material  for  "Castle 
Zaremba"  since  they  became  available  early 
this  year. 

18.  Mr.  Rtiston— Inquiry  of  the  Ministry: 

Will  the  ministry  give  the  following  infor- 
mation: the  number  of  properties  leased  by 
the  ProWnce  of  Ontario  in  the  city  of  Chat- 
ham, the  name  of  the  owner  of  each  property 
and  the  space  and  rate  of  each  lease? 

Answer  by  the  Provincial  Secretary: 

1.  One. 

2.  Brad-Lea  Meadows  Limited. 

3.  7,200  sq  ft— ground  floor  space. 

4.  $12,000  per  annum. 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works: 

The  Province  of  Ontario  has  leases  on  eight 
properties  in  the  city  of  Chatham.  The  de- 
tails are  as  follows: 

1.  143  Wellington  Street  West;  300  square 
feet— $4.25  per  sq  ft;  $1,275  per  annum; 
lessor,  Murray  Duff  Enterprises. 


2.  60  Keil  Drive;  8,160  square  feet-$2.29 
per  sq  ft;  $18,720  per  annum;  lessor,  F.  B. 
Brisco. 

3.  (i)  Corner  King  and  Fifth  Street  (two 
locations);  3,600  square  feet— $4.25  per  sq 
ft;   $15,300  per  annum. 

(ii)  5,310  square  feet-$4.25  per  sq  ft; 
$22,560  per  annum;  lessor,  Mrs.  Fay  Jackson. 

4.  48  Fifth  Street;  1,574  square  feot-$4.50 
per  sq  ft;  $7,080  per  annum;  present  lease 
expires  July  1,  1971,  lease  has  been  renewed 
at  the  rate  of  $4.72  per  sq  ft;  $7,440  per 
annum;  lessor,  Murray  Duff  Enterprises. 

5.  382  Wellington  Street  West;  1,048 
square  feet-$3.20  per  sq  ft;  $3,360  per 
annum;  lessor,  Kent  Manor  Limited. 

6.  61 1/2  King  Street  West;  2,400  square  feet 
—$2.66  per  sq  ft;  $6,346.00  per  annum;  lessor, 
Estate  Wm.  McGeachie. 

7.  93  Centre  Street  (Provincial  Courts); 
7,500  square  feet-$1.76  per  sq  ft;  $13,200 
per  annum;  lessor,  John  Moore,  Listowel. 

8.  84  Centre  Street  (Probation  Office); 
1,300  square  feet-$2.30  per  sq  ft;  $3,000  per 
annum;  lessor,  John  Moore,  Listowel. 

19.  Mr.  Stnger— Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 

Would  the  government  advise  the  House 
of  the  total  cost  to  date,  in  capital  and  cur- 
rent funds  including  interest  charges,  on 
moneys  borrowed  by  both  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  the  municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  for: 

1.  The  construction  of  the  interchange  at 
the  Spadina  Road  and  Highway  401  inter- 
change; 

2.  The  construction  of  that  portion  of  the 
Spadina  Road  extension  now  on  the  ground, 
including  all  the  work  done  to  date,  and 

3.  The  cost  of  the  lands  acquired  to  date 
as  well  as  an  estimate  of  the  acquisition 
costs  of  these  properties  where  the  costs 
have  not,  as  yet,  been  determined. 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and   Communications : 

1.  $10,000,000-of  which  $6,000,000  is 
actual  interchange,  and  $4,000,000  is  High- 
way 401. 

2.  $34,000,000. 

3.  $30,800,000. 
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Additional  information: 

(a)  Metro  quotes  interest  charges  of 
$9,000,000.  This  amount  has  not  been  in- 
cluded in  the  answer. 

(b)  Alternative  interchanges  at  the  Duf- 
ferin,  Bathurst  and  Wilson  areas,  because  of 
the  highly  developed  nature  of  the  land 
adjacent  to  these  areas,  and  the  lack  of  room 
to  introduce  the  additional  interchange  move- 
ments, would  have  been  both  expensive  and 
difficult  to  construct,  would  have  had  a 
serious  impact  on  the  enviromnental  charac- 
teristics of  these  neighbourhoods,  and  might 
well  have  cost  as  much  as  tlie  Spadina-401 
interchange. 

(c)  The  cost  of  the  Spadina  Expressway 
to  date  is  shared  as  follows: 


401  Interchange 
Other  Construction 
Property 

Totals 

Road  Subsidies 

Net  to  Metro 


Total     D.T.C.  Metro 

(000)     (000)  (000) 

$  6,000  $  3,000  $  3,000 

34,000  34,000 

30,800  30,800 


$70,800  $  3,000  $67,800 
-30,000 


$37,800 


25.  Mr.  Pitman— Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 

1.  What  is  the  total  floor  space  in  the 
Ontario  Institute  for  Studies  in  Education 
building  at  252  Bloor  Street  West,  Toronto? 

2.  How  many  organizations  other  than  OISE 
are  occupying  floor  space  in  the  OISE  build- 
ing? Who  are  these  organizations  (and  vari- 
ous divisions  of  each  organization)  and  how 
much  floor  space  does  each  occupy? 

3.  How  much  rent  does  each  organization 
pay  per  month  for  its  occupancy? 

4.  Is  this  rent  applied  to  the  financial  re- 
sponsibility of  OISE,  thereby  reducing  its 
real  fiscal  indebtedness? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  Office  Space  387,119  sq  ft 
Parking  Area  88,914  sq  ft 
Rough  Work  Areas              23,834  sq  ft 

499,867  sq  ft 

2.  and  3.  There  are  at  present  11  organi- 
zations other  than  OISE  occupying  floor 
space  in  the  OISE  building,   as  follows: 

Area—Sq  Ft    Monthly  Rent 
Canada  Studies 

Foundation  503  $    251.50 


Area—Sq  Ft     Monthly  Rent 
Canadian  Education 

Association  3,556  1,778.00 

College  of  Education-U  of  T 

Offices  4,209  2,104.50 

Classrooms  3,603  1,801.50 

Council  of  Ministers  of  Education, 

Canada  2,573  1,286.50 

Department  of  Public  Works 

Ontario  French 

School  7,394  3,697.00 

Dept.  of  Treasury 

&  Economics  4,639  2,319.50 

Ontario  Association  of 

Education  Officials       540  270.00 

Ontario  Educational 

Association  567  283.50 

Prologue  to  the  Per- 
forming Arts  156  78.00 

Royal   Commission   on 

Book  Publishing        2,031  1,015.50 

Systems  Research 

Group  10,318  6,018.84 

Ontario  Association  for 

Continuing  Education  118  70.80 

4.  Yes. 

26.  Mr.  Pitman— Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 

How  many  copies  of  "Looking  at  Canada" 
were  printed  by  The  Department  of  Educa- 
tion? What  was  (a)  the  unit  cost,  (b)  the 
total  cost  of  this  publication  to  the  people 
of  Ontario? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  Number  of  copies  printed:  50,000 

2.  (a)  Unit  cost:  41-2/5  cents 
(b)  Total  production  cost:     $20,680.25 

28.  Mr.  Reid  (Scarborough  East)— Inquiry 
of  the  ministry: 

1.  Wliich  school  boards  are  currently  using 
the  computer  at  the  Education  Data  Centre? 

2.  Which  boards  are  running  timetabling 
programmes   on  this  machine? 

3.  Which  boards  are  running  individual 
pupil  records  and  report  card  data  on  this 
machine? 

4.  Where  are  the  tapes  kept  while  in  the 
custody  of  the  department? 

5.  What  persons  have  access  to  tapes  while 
in  the  custody  of  the  department? 
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6.  What  security  precautions  are  taken  to 
ensure  that  unauthorized  persons  do  not  have 
access  to  these  tapes? 

7.  Does  the  facility  include  an  erase  mech- 
anism? 

8.  Does  the  facility  include  a  mechanism 
for  making  copies  of  tapes  from  one  another? 

9.  Who  operates  this  equipment? 

10.  Are  there  any  special  provisions  attach- 
ing to  employment  wiUiin  the  Education 
Data  Centre? 

11.  Have  any  persons  employed  at  the 
Education  Data  Centre  since  its  inception, 
ever  been  employed,  before  or  since,  in  a 
credit  bureau  or  finance  company? 

12.  Is  the  minister  absolutely  satisfied  that 
subjective  assessment  data  is  not  filtering  out, 
or  being  passed  out,  from  the  Education  Data 
Centre,  to  unauthorized  persons  or  companies, 
for  consideration  or  otherwise? 

13.  Will  the  minister  welcome  an  inde- 
pendent security  check  of  the  Education  Data 
Centre  by  a  competent  and  experienced  sur- 
veillance company? 

14.  Will  the  minister  abide  by  the  recom- 
mendations of  such  a  company  if  it  can  be 
shown  that  an  avenue  for  the  feeding  of 
confidential  pupil  record  information  to  un- 
authorized recipients  exists? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Education: 

1.  The  education  data  processing  branch 
provides  the  following  services  to  school 
boards : 

(a)  Payroll— Metropolitan  Separate  School 
Board. 

(b)  Student  Administration— 
Carleton  Board  of  Education 
Essex  County  Board  of  Education 
Hastings  County  Board  of  Education 
Lennox    and    Addington   County    Board 

of  Education 
Niagara  South  Board  of  Education 
Ontario  County  Board  of  Education 
Peterborough  County  Board  of  Education 
Prince  Edward  County  Board  of 

Education 
Renfrew  County  Board  of  Education 
Stormont,  Dundas  and  Glengarry  County 

Board  of  Education 
Board    of    Education    for    the    city    of 

Windsor 
York  County  Board  of  Education 


2.  Timetabling   services    are    provided   for 
the  following  boards: 

Brant  County  Board  of  Education 
Carleton  Board  of  Education 
Elgin  County  Board  of  Education 
Essex  County  Board  of  Education 
Board  of  Education  for  the  Borough  of 

Etobicoke 
Frontenac  County  Board  of  Education 
Grey  County  Board  of  Education 
Haldimand  County  Board  of  Education 
Halton  County  Board  of  Education 
Hastings  County  Board  of  Education 
Kent  County  Board  of  Education 
Lambton  County  Board  of  Education 
Leeds    and   Granville   County   Board  of 

Education 
Lennox  and  Addington  County  Board  of 

Education 
Middlesex  County  Board  of  Education 
Niagara  South  Board  of  Education 
Norfolk  County  Board  of  Education 
Northmnberland    and    Durham    County 

Board  of  Education 
Ontario  County  Board  of  Education 
Peel  County  Board  of  Education 
Peterborough  County  Board  of  Education 
Prescott   and   Russell  County   Board  of 

Education 
Prince   Edward    County    Board    of 

Education 
Renfrew  County  Board  of  Education 
Simcoe  County  Board  of  Education 
Stormont,  Dundas  and  Glengarry  County 

Board  of  Education 
Victoria  County  Board  of  Education 
Waterloo  County  Board  of  Education 
Wentworth  County  Board  of  Education 
Board    of    Education    for    the    city    of 

Windsor 
York  County  Board  of  Education 
Metropolitan  Separate  School  Board 
Peterborough  -  Victoria  -  Northumberland 

and  Durham  County  Roman  CathoUc 

Separate  School  Board 
Board  of  Trustees  of  the  Roman  Catholic 

separate     schools     for     the     city     of 

Windsor 

3.  Individual  pupil  records  and  report  card 
data  constitute  a  portion  of  the  student  ad- 
ministration system  described  in  answer  to 
No.   1  above. 

4.  Assuming  hereinafter  that  "tapes"  mean 
information  files  stored  on  magnetic  tape,  all 
such  files  are  stored  in  the  computer  library, 
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which  is  a  section  of  the  education  data 
processing  branch  at  94  Cumberland  Street, 
Toronto. 

5.  The  director,  six  managers,  the  com- 
puter room  supervisor,  the  project  supervisor 
and  the  computer  Hbrarian  have  access  to 
stored  data  in  the  process  of  performing  their 
regular  duties. 

6.  The  computer  library  is  locked  outside 
regular  working  hours.  Authorized  personnel 
only,  as  previously  indicated,  have  access  to 
the  information  files.  The  computer  room 
supervisor  has  specific  instructions  to  deny 
access  to  any  other  persons. 

7.  As  is  normal  data  processing  practice, 
obsolete  information  file  data  is  obliterated 
when  the  magnetic  tapes  are  reused. 

8.  The  duplication  of  information  files 
is  a  normal  data  processing  facility.  The  edu- 
cation data  processing  branch  has  this  capa- 
bility. 

9.  The  operations  stafiE  of  the  education 
data  processing  branch  operates  all  computer 
equipment. 


10.  Regular  civil  service  requirements 
apply  to  employment  in  the  education  data 
processing  branch. 

11.  High  turnover  rates,  which  are  normal 
in  the  data  processing  industry,  covering  a 
six-year  span,  prevent  an  accurate  answer 
to  this  question. 

12.  The  minister  is  confident  that  adequate 
security  provisions  exist  in  relation  to  the 
costs  involved.  Additional  measures  can  be 
introduced  but  the  additional  expenses  would 
not  be  justified  by  the  resultant  increase  in 
security. 

13.  In  July,  1969,  the  report  of  a  security 
audit  made  by  the  advisory  services  division 
of  the  Treasury  Board,  stated:  "We  find  that 
methods  currently  employed  at  the  education 
data  processing  branch  are  adequate  for  pro- 
viding the  desirable  level  of  security.  We 
therefore  recommend  that  existing  methods 
and  regulations  continue  to  be  strictly  ad- 
hered to." 

14.  If  a  security  audit  is  conducted,  all 
recommendations  would  be  very  carefully 
considered. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

PROTECTION  OF  PERSONS  IN 

INDUSTRIAL  ESTABLISHMENTS 

(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  rose  for  the  din- 
ner hour  the  hon.  member  for  Plamilton  East 
was  on  his  feet  to  speak  to  the  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  90. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  Yes.  Mr. 
Speaker. 

It  is  quite  a  hard  job  to  speak  on  the 
principle  of  a  bill  that  has  been  used  for  so 
long,  since  it  was  first  introduced  and  became 
operative  in  1964  under  The  Department  of 
Labour,  a  bill  that  provides  regulations  and 
has  provisions,  in  a  legislative  manner,  for 
the  safety  of  working  operations  in  industry 
in  this  province. 

This  bill  itself,  as  the  explanatory  notes 
tell  us,  is  a  re-enactment  of  The  Industrial 
Safety  Act  of  1964,  and  in  this  sense  then  it 
is  the  incorporation  in  the  Act  of  much  of 
the  content  of  what  is  now  in  the  regulations. 
It  is  also  a  revision  of  the  administrative  pro- 
cedures and  appeals,  to  carry  out  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  report  of  the  royal  com- 
mission inquiry  into  civil  rights  and  to  co- 
ordinate with  the  bill  to  enact  The  Statutory 
Power  Procedures  Act.  Of  course,  this  was 
necessary  in  keeping  with  this  sort  of  align- 
ment with  many  other  pieces  of  legislation 
that  have  been  applied  through  recommenda- 
tions of  the  McRuer  commission. 

Enacting  some  of  the  provisions  of  the 
regulations  in  the  previous  bill  into  the  Act 
itself,  I  think  will  make  it  more  understand- 
able and  more  clear  to  those  who  have  to 
apply  themselves  to  it. 

Before  I  say  any  more,  I  would  be  disposed 
myself  to  agree  that  one  of  the  procedures 
that  can  take  place  is  that  when  we  debate 
the  bill  in  second  reading  we  put  it  on  to 
third  reading  without  going  to  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House,  if  we  could  have  the  right 
to  deal  with  a  couple  of  the  sections  which 
we  feel  are  necessary  to  be  understood  and 
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clarified.  If  not,  then  as  I  got  a  reply  from  my 
colleague,  the  member  for  Oshawa,  then  we 
should  have  it  go  into  committee  so  we  can 
get  some  clarification. 

Nevertheless,  in  supporting  the  principle— 
as  I  said,  you  cannot  oppose  the  principle  of 
a  bill  of  this  type— but  in  dealing  with  the 
original  Industrial  Safety  Act,  then  again 
this  one,  and  other  Acts  that  pertain  to 
workers,  employees  in  industry,  I  have  always 
felt  and  our  party  has  always  felt,  that  a 
principle  that  had  to  be  involved  was  the 
participation  of  the  employees  themselves. 
And  I  am  sure  the  minister  knows  well  of 
what  I  speak. 

Again,  the  two  flaws  in  this  bill  are  in- 
herent in  the  fact  that  the  principle  that  we 
have  always  tried  to  establish  is  left  out 
entirely.  There  is  no  mention  whatsoever  of 
employee  participation 

In  that,  I  mean  they  are  not  mentioned 
any  place  in  the  Act  as  having  any  rights  of 
participating  and  developing  better  safety 
conditions,  better  working  conditions  and 
having  a  part  in  determining  as  to  whether 
this  Act  is  being  lived  up  to  in  the  manner 
it  prescribes  in  its  wording. 

I  would  appeal  to  the  minister— he  will 
likely  say  a  few  words  on  it— for  once  we 
would  like  to  hear  a  minister  give  a  clear 
outline  of  why  the  government  does  not  agree 
with  the  principle  of  having  employees  in 
industrial  plants  recognized  as  taking  part 
in  producing  safe  working  conditions. 

That  can  be  done  in  several  areas.  I  think 
the  simple  way  is  to  make  it  mandatory  that 
each  industry  has  a  safety  committee,  where 
they  both  have  equal  rights  to  determine  the 
application  of  an  Act  of  this  nature  and  to 
work  together.  Certainly  I  know  from  prac- 
tical experience  that  we  have  safety  commit- 
tees in  some  industries  that  are  operating  on 
a  union  basis  only.  The  fact  that  they  cannot 
get  official  recognition  from  their  employer 
makes  them  reticent  about  doing  the  kind  of 
a  job  they  feel  they  can  do.  They  have 
trouble  in  getting  across  their  interest  to  the 
employees,  because  the  employees  say,  "Why 
should  we  pay  any  attention  to  you,  because 
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nothing  more  ccmies  of  it?  You  have  no  access 
to  carrying  this  kind  of  a  programme  to 
management.  If  you  have,  it  is  a  cap-in-hand 
approach." 

There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  reason  or 
any  interest  in  or  any  enthusiasm  for  the 
committees  working  in  the  proper  manner.  I 
do  not  think  to  say  that  the  committees 
should  be  recognized  in  a  mandatory  manner, 
with  equal  numbers,  to  deal  with  an  Act  of 
this  type  or  the  safety  work  in  a  plant  in 
general  would  in  any  way  take  away  what  I 
have  had  to  consider  the  only  objections  of 
the  Ministers  of  Labour  that  I  have  dealt  with 
over  the  years  in  this  House  with  regard  to 
employees  in  industrial  plants.  If  I  remember 
correctly,  the  only  argument  they  could  give 
me  was  that  they  did  not  want  in  any  way 
to  take  the  sole  responsibility  away  from  the 
management  in  the  sense  that  he  has  the  ways 
and  the  means  to  correct  any  injustices  and 
to  make  sure  that  the  facilities  and  the 
machinery  are  safe.  The  other  argument  is 
that  in  giving  the  unions  or  the  employees 
any  kind  of  rights  at  all  would,  in  some  sense, 
put  an  onus  on  them  and  responsibility. 

I  think  that  the  ministers  have  been  talking 
about  legal  responsibility,  that  in  the  case  of 
negligence,  or  civil  cases,  or  any  kind  of 
action  the  inspectors  or  chief  inspectors  in 
charge  of  this  Act  might  want  to  take,  they 
could  in  turn,  make  both  parties  responsible. 
I  do  not  think  that  need  be  the  case.  I  do 
not  think  it  has  to  go  that  far. 

Because  when  they  leave  the  sole  responsi- 
bility in  the  hands  of  management,  of  course, 
in  a  sense  they  are  dealing  with  money.  They 
have  to  provide  the  money  to  make  the  cor- 
rections in  machinery  and  to  run  the  safety 
programmes.  I  do  not  doubt  they  are  hon- 
estly and  sincerely  interested  in  the  human 
welfare  of  their  employees.  They  do  not 
want  to  see  any  of  them  get  hurt,  or  work  in 
conditions  that  are  not  conducive  to  good 
health. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  interest  of  the 
employee  to  himself  is  his  body,  or  his  work- 
man's body.  He  gets  hurt  if  this  Act  is  con- 
travened in  any  way,  shape  or  form.  So  I  am 
very  much  at  a  loss  to  understand  why  at 
this  i)oint  this  is  missing  in  the  re-enactment 
of  The  Industrial  Safety  Act  of  1964  into  this 
bill,  which  has  now  included  in  the  Act 
many  of  the  regulations  that  we  asked  for 
and  we  thought  should  have  been  passed 
some  time  ago,  and  also  the  civil  liberties 
section  of  the  royal  commission  of  McRuer, 
that  the  participation  of  employees  is  not 
provided  for. 


The  bill  does  protect  the  employer  to  a 
great  extent,  inasmuch  as  now  it  has  estab- 
hshed  proper  appeals  and  hearings  and  that 
sort  of  thing.  That  is  all  to  the  good,  because 
we  feel  that  the  employer  should  have  the 
right  to  contest  what  he  feels  might  be  any 
overt  action  by  the  enforcement  of  this  Act. 

The  other  principle  that  is  missing,  to  my 
mind,  is  again  the  old  section  22,  which  is 
now  section  31,  where  no  one  should  operate 
any  machinery  that  he  does  not  feel  is  fit  and 
safe.  That  again,  although  it  has  some  min- 
ute improvements,  inasmuch  as  from  what  I 
can  take  from  that  section  31,  the  employee 
can  refrain  from  its  operation,  but  it  only 
says  that  he  can  stand  so  far  back  from  the 
machine,  and  then  it  goes  on  to  say  that  he 
should  not  then  operate  the  machine  again 
unless  so  directed  by  the  agent  of  the  em- 
ployer or  if  so  agreed.  It  almost  ends  there. 
There  is  very  Httle  change  from  the  old  Act. 
That  does  not  correct  the  situation. 

The  principle  which  should  be  enforced  in 
that  section  is  that  the  employee  has  the 
right  to  refrain— period— until  someone  makes 
the  decision  other  than  the  foreman,  or  else 
he  is  content  that  the  machinery  is  safe  to 
operate.  That  is  one  point  and  that  is  not 
there.  It  just  ends  at  that  point. 

What  happens  if  the  employer  says,  "You 
go  to  work— in  my  opinion  that  is  safe"  and 
the  employee's  opinion  is  that  it  is  not? 
There  is  no  way  that  he  can  go  home  with- 
out being  subjected  to  penalty.  There  is  no 
protection  anywhere  in  the  bill  at  all  for  the 
employee  if  he  refuses  to  work  on  a  machine 
or  in  atmospheric  conditions  which  he  be- 
lieves to  be  hazardous  to  his  health.  My 
experience  has  been  in  the  past  that  when 
this  happens  with  a  militant  or  a  very  strong- 
willed  employee,  when  he  makes  up  his  mind 
that  there  is  a  hazard  on  his  job,  he  goes 
home  and  he  is  penalized.  The  union  is  then 
faced  with  grieving  his  position  and  going 
through  the  grievance  procedure  which  is  a 
long  drawn-out  affair.  If  there  is  nothing 
specific  in  that  Act,  the  judge— the  arbitra- 
tor—usually finds  that  the  griever  is  insubor- 
dinate and  finds  his  grievance  not  justified. 

There  are  the  two  main  points  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  this  bill  that  I  think  should  be  im- 
plicit in  the  bill.  I  would  hope  that  we  could 
get  some  further  clarification  from  the  minis- 
ter, either  at  this  point  or  when  we  go  into 
committee. 

Mr.  D.  M.  De  Monte  (Dovercourt):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  problem  here  is  that  we  are 
discussing  a  principle  that  we  all  agree  with 


JULY  8,  1971 


3693 


in  The  Industrial  Safety  Act— the  safety  of  a 
workman  on  the  industrial  site.  As  my  friend 
has  just  said,  it  would  probably  be  wiser  to 
discuss  this  Act  in  committee  where  we 
could  get  down  to  each  section  and  look  at 
it  from  the  point  of  view  of  whether  it  does 
really  carry  out  the  intent  of  the  Act. 

There  is  one  salient  point  that  has  been 
brought  out  and  that  is  that  the  Act  has  not 
taken  into  consideration  the  safety  comnnittee, 
nor  given  the  worker  the  right  with  manage- 
ment—the luiion  with  management,  other 
than  what  is  negotiated  through  union  con- 
tract—the right  to  go  through  a  plant  and  to 
ascertain  what  unsafe  working  conditions  are 
present  in  any  given  plant.  I  think  that  per- 
haps this  Act  could  have  broken  new  ground 
in  establishing  a  safety  committee  in  all 
plants,  which  would  rule  on  the  safety  of  any 
particular  device  or  operation  in  an  industrial 
undertaking. 

Certainly,  the  unions  have  been  trying  and 
have  been  fairly  successful  in  getting  safety 
committees  operating  in  the  plants  in  which 
they  have  contractual  relationships,  but  I 
think  that  perhaps  we  should  enshrine  this 
very  important  principle  in  this  Act.  Perhaps 
this  would  be  one  step  forward  in  making 
sure  that  plants  are  safe  places  to  work  in. 

Certainly,  this  party  agrees  with  the  prin- 
ciple of  this  bill  and  perhaps  if  we  could 
discuss  the  sections  that  might  be  of  some 
importance  now,  we  could  be  further  spilling 
the  bill  right  onto  third  reading.  I  was  won- 
dering whether,  upon  agreement,  we  could 
do  that  because  there  are  very  few  sections 
here  that  need  discussion.  Some  of  them  are 
highly  technical  sections  and  we  have  looked 
them  over  and  they  seem  to  us  to  be  in 
order.  But  there  are  sections  hke  section  31 
where  the  workman  who  stands  down  be- 
cause his  machine  is  unsafe  has  to  stand  a 
few  feet  away  from  the  machine.  If  the  fore- 
man tells  him  to  go  back  and  use  the  mach- 
ine, as  my  friend  just  mentioned,  he  is 
required  to  go  back,  and  vdthout  any  person 
intervening,  checking  over  the  device  to  see 
whether  or  not  it  is  in  safe  working  condi- 
tion. Perhaps  the  minister  might  give  us 
some  comment  on  that  very  crucial  aspect, 
but  I  think  that  perhaps  the  minister  might 
look  very  seriously  at  the  participation  of  the 
employees  in  the  safety  of  a  plant  and  that 
he  might  think  of  amending  the  Act  and 
setting  up  safety  committees— made  up,  of 
course,  of  both  management  and  the  em- 
ployees in  the  plant— who  would  inspect  the 
machines  and  the  techniques  of  production 


to  make  sure  that  they  are  in  a  safe  con- 
dition. 

I  would  ask  the  Speaker  if  he  would  con- 
sent to  the  discussion  of  a  very  few  sections 
in  the  second  reading,  so  that  we  could 
discuss  the  bill  clause  by  clause,  as  in  Com- 
on  to  second  reading.  If  we  cannot  do  that, 
I  would  seriously  consider  asking  that  the 
bill  be  referred  to  the  Committee  of  the 
Whole   House.   Thank   you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  proceed  further, 
I  might  just  say  that  certainly  we  cannot 
discuss  the  bill  clause  by  clause,  as  in  Com- 
mittee of  the  Whole,  on  second  reading.  I 
have  found,  though,  that  most  members  find 
little  difficulty  in  finding  a  principle  in  some 
sections  whereby  they  can  discuss  it  and 
within  reason. 

So  long  as  there  is  a  principle,  such  as 
the  one  of  the  two  mentioned  by  these 
speakers,  I  have  no  objection  to  them  being 
discussed  on  second  reading,  but  if  we  start 
getting  into  the  mechanics  of  the  bill,  sec- 
tion by  section,  then  of  course  it  is  not 
proper  on  second  reading  and  we  could 
not  do  it. 

The  member  for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  Mr.  Speaker, 
speaking  to  the  principle  of  this  bill,  I  want 
to  point  out  some  very  serious  deficiencies 
But  before  I  do,  I  noticed  in  the  preamble 
or  the  explanatory  note  that  the  minister 
says  that  this  Act  now  incorporates  much 
of  the  content  that  now  appears  in  the 
regulations.  Yet  I  find  the  bill  rife  with  mak- 
ing mention  of  regulations  that  are  still  in 
existence.  A  matter  of  fact  is  that  the  bill 
itself  provides  a  whole  series  of  things  that 
the    Lieutenant   Governor    could    regulate. 

He  says  on  one  hand  that  he  is  going  to 
incorporate  regulations.  On  the  other  hand, 
he  makes  the  comment  that  there  are  a 
number  of  areas  where  regulations  may  pre- 
vail in  the  future  and  there  are  a  number 
of  areas  where   regulations  prevail  now. 

I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in  my 
view  one  of  the  deficiencies  of  the  bill  is 
that  the  safety  procedures  that  are  now  the 
purview  of  The  Department  of  Mines  under 
The  Mining  Act  still  remain  outside  The 
Industrial  Safety  Act.  I  happen  to  think  that 
most  of  the  safety  that  relates  to  mining 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  ought  to  come 
under  the  umbrella  of  The  Industrial  Safety 
Act.  I  happen  to  tliink  that  The  Department 
of  Labour  would  have  more  expertise  in 
this  area  of  safety,  surely,  than  The  Depart- 
ment of  Mines   and  yet  I  find  in  this  bill 
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that  The  Mining  Act  and  mining  safety  are 
still  excluded. 

In  any  event,  the  equipment  and  machin- 
ery, the  plant  itself  that  is  above  level,  surely 
that  should  come  under  The  Industrial  Safety 
Act  here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  The  Department 
of  Labour. 

I  also  wanted  to  make  the  conmient,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  bill  itself— and  again  it  is 
another  deficiency— calls  for  inspection  of  a 
plant,  but  the  disclosure  becomes  confiden- 
tial. What  the  inspectors  might  find  in  a 
specific  industry  is  confidential  information 
and  I  think  that  that  information  should  be 
given    to    the    employees'    representative. 

Why  is  it  confidential  to  the  management 
alone?  In  many  cases  it  is  the  employees  who 
raised  this  question  of  safety.  As  a  matter  of 
fact  I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  through  you  to 
the  minister,  that  if  an  employee  does  not 
report  a  hazardous  condition  in  the  plant, 
he  is  in  contravention  of  this  Act.  That  is 
what  we  say;  if  he  does  not  report  a  hazard- 
ous condition  he  is  in  contravention  of  the 
Act. 

If  information  has  been  accrued  as  to 
the  industrial  hazard,  why  is  it  not  made 
available  to  the  employee  and  the  employees* 
representative?  I  notice  there  is  a  device 
in  the  bill  that  upon  a  payment  of  some 
prescribed  fee— I  do  not  know  what  it  is— 
that  the  employer  can  get  these  reports.  He 
pays  some  fee  and  the  reports  are  available 
to  him.  I  suspect  very  strongly  that  even 
without  the  prescribed  fees  much  of  the 
information  is  available  to  the  employers. 

I  also  feel  that  there  is  another  serious 
deficiency  in  the  Act,  where  the  owner  of 
the  industrial  establishment  must  pro\dde 
facilities  as  prescribed  by  the  regulations— 
again,  back  to  the  regulations.  I  do  not  know 
just  what  that  means;  I  suppose  we  will  have 
to  check  that  out,  but  it  is  not  in  the  bill. 

The  Act  goes  on  to  point  out  that  toilets, 
washing  facilities,  proper  heating,  lighting 
and  a  whole  raft  of  things  are  compulsory 
on  the  owner  of  an  industrial  establishment. 
But  there  is  one  serious  deficiency,  and  that 
is  environmental  control.  In  a  number  of 
plants  in  this  province  I  happen  to  think 
that  we  ought  to  set  standards  covering  air 
contamination,  noise,  ventilation,  radiation- 
all  of  these  things  are  rather  pertinent.  This 
government  not  so  long  ago  brought  in  an 
envirormiental  bill,  which  it  said  was  a 
classic  for  the  North  American  continent, 
but  1  do  not  see  anything  in  this  Industrial 


Safety  Standards  Act  that  provides  protection 
for  workers  in  industry  in  this  province. 

Just  to  demonstrate  my  point,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  might  point  out  that  there  is  a  strike  taking 
place  in  this  province  at  this  moment  on  the 
whole  question  of  industrial  safety,  particu- 
larly as  it  affects  the  workers  through  air 
contamination  and  pollution.  That  is  what 
this  strike  is  all  about. 

The  minister  knows  full  well  what  I  am 
talking  about.  The  standards  at  the  moment— 
I  do  not  understand  all  these  terms  of  thres- 
hold limited  values,  five  per  cc  of  air  and 
that  kind  of  business,  but  I  understand  that 
under  the  present  government  standards 
which  were  set  some  years  ago,  workers  can 
take  up  to  15  million  fibres  into  their  lungs 
in  an  eight-hour  period;  if  the  air  contamin- 
ation is  in  excess  then  it  becomes  dangerous. 
Surveys  have  been  taken  in  this  plant  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario— I  can  tell  the  minister  it 
is  the  Johns-Manville  plant  in  east  Scar- 
borough—and it  is  on  strike  as  a  result  of 
that.  It  was  on  the  CBC  programme  last 
night  that  four  people  have  died  as  a  result 
of  this  contamination  and  that  15  people,  or 
12  others,  are  suffering  various  degrees  of 
disability  to  the  extent  of  total  disability. 

That  is  why  it  is  so  important  that  we  pro- 
vide in  this  legislation  means  of  environmen- 
tal control.  This  should  not  be  allowed  to 
happen  in  this  province,  that  workers  can 
build  up  deposits  of  these  fibres  from  the 
asbestos  within  their  system  which  subject 
thean  to  being  crippled,  even  to  the  extent 
that  they  die.  As  I  said  to  the  minister,  I 
think  that  is  a  very  serious  deficiency  in  the 
bill.  I  say  that  because  I  think  that  we  need 
something  the  government  itself  can  police. 
At  this  point  in  time,  I  am  not  convinced  that 
this  government  is  properly  policing  The 
Industrial  Safety  Act  of  this  province,  and 
maybe  it  is  because  of  the  serious  oanissions 
or  deficiencies  that  we  have  presently  in  this 
bill. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  make  it  abundantly 
clear  to  the  industrialists  in  this  province 
that  they  have  to  provide  devices  that  make 
air  safe  for  the  workers  in  that  plant,  whether 
it  be  in  an  asbestos  industry,  whether  it  be 
in  a  motor  vehicle  industry,  or  any  other  in- 
dustry. It  is  very  important  in  this  day  and 
age,  as  we  become  more  expert  or  more 
sophisticated  in  environmental  control.  I  want 
to  tell  you  that  the  only  thing  I  see  men- 
tioned in  this  bill  is  a  section  where  the  gov- 
ernment can,  by  regulation,  have  soone  con- 
trol over  atmospheric  conditions. 
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The  minister  mentions  that  in  the  bill,  but 
he  says  that  this  will  be  done  by  regulation. 
I  submit,  Mr.  Speaker,  through  you  to  the 
minister,  that  it  has  to  be  more.  We  have  to 
set  it  out  in  precise  terms  within  the  Act,  and 
we  should  not  be  setting  this  out  in  the  regu- 
lations at  all.  We  should  set  it  out  so  that 
the  employers  in  this  province  understand 
exactly  what  the  minister  is  talking  about. 

My  two  colleagues  have  pointed  out  that 
we  ought  to  have  joint  health  and  safety 
committees  in  the  plants  and  I  agree  with 
that.  I  have  made  this  same  point  on  a  num- 
ber of  occasions,  and  I  want  to  tell  the  min- 
ister as  I  have  told  him  before  in  this  House, 
that  they  would  not  be  setting  any  precedent 
in  this  area— no  precedent  whatsoever— if  they 
set  up  joint  health  and  safety  committees  in 
every  industry  in  this  province.  Already  it  is 
enshrined  in  legislation,  through  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board,  that  government 
has  the  authority.  Where  there  is  a  high  inci- 
dence of  accidents  in  a  plant,  the  government 
can  set  up  joint  health  and  safety  committees. 
The  minister  is  not  setting  any  precedent.  It 
is  already  enshrined  in  legislation,  and  surely 
we  can  make  that  same  condition  here  in  The 
Industrial  Safety  Act? 

I  also  noticed  that  the  government  is  now 
legislating  in  this  bill  to  provide  for  protec- 
tive devices  or  clothing  for  employees.  Again, 
this  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  employer. 
Why  have  we  not  in  this  bill  a  section  that 
talks  about  personal  protection  equipment? 
We  ought  to  set  standards  of  protective 
equipment  for  the  eyes,  for  the  face,  for  the 
head,  for  the  feet  and  for  any  respiratory 
hazards  that  may  exist.  I  happen  to  think  we 
ought  to  set  standards  in  that  area. 

It  is  just  not  good  enough  to  leave  it  to 
the  employer  at  his  discretion  to  say  what 
we  need  in  terms  of  protective  clothing.  Let 
me  go  on;  I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister 
that  if  protective  clothing  is  required  by  em- 
ployees as  a  condition  of  employment  in  any 
industry  in  this  province,  then  the  employer 
ought  to  pay  for  that  protective  equipment 
or  protective  clothing  by  law. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Espe- 
cially of  supermarkets! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  We  will  take  care  of  the  super- 
markets a  little  later. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): That  will  be  all  the  help  the  minister 
needs.  Why  not  give  them  a  raise? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  do  not  be  so  cheap. 


Mr.  Nixon:  They  do  not  understand  the 
minister's  progress. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  They  opened  their  books  and 
they  have  not  got  the  money. 

Mr.  Nixon:  When  did  that  ever  stop  them? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Also,  the  minister  lays  out 
other  conditions  in  the  Act  relating  to  the 
reporting  of  defective  equipment.  Again  I 
am  getting  back  to  that  section  where  he 
makes  it  mandatory  on  employees  to  report 
the  defective  equipment;  and  yet  there  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  that  says  that  this  defec- 
tive equipment  is  to  be  rectified  in  any  way, 
repaired,  or  replaced. 

And  in  addition  to  that  it  does  not  say 
that  the  employee  ought  to  be  given  a  re- 
port as  to  what  happened  to  his  complaint. 
And  again  I  say  that  in  that  section  that 
ought  to  come  about. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  other  thing  that  1  wanted 
to  talk  about  was  the  whole  question  of 
where  a  person  believed  that  a  machine  or 
device  or  thing,  as  mentioned  in  the  Act,  is 
unsafe,  that  person  shall  not  operate  the 
machine.  I  want  to  know  what  protection  is 
in  this  bill  for  the  employee  who  says  in  his 
opinion  that  is  an  unsafe  device,  but  the 
employer  on  the  other  hand  says  that  it  is 
not  an  unsafe  device,  and  the  employee  re- 
fuses to  operate  that  apparatus? 

I  want  to  know  what  protection  there  is, 
because  I  know  what  happens  to  employees 
when  they  say  that  the  devices  are  unsafe 
and  the  employer  says  they  are  safe,  and  the 
employee  refuses  to  operate  them;  he  is  dis- 
charged or  suspended  immediately,  on  the 
spot.  That  is  what  happens  to  him. 

Now  what  protection  is  there  for  that 
employee  who  refuses  to  operate  that  device? 
I  want  to  know.  It  is  important,  because  the 
minister  has  now  enshrined  in  legislation  the 
right  for  him  to  refuse  to  operate  an  unsafe 
device. 

Maybe  this  countermands  that  amended 
section  of  his,  because  he  also  points  out  in 
this  bill  that  the  employee  steps  aside  and 
he  stands  by  his  machine;  he  does  not  leave 
his  work  place,  he  stands  by  his  machine. 
And  then  the  employer,  as  I  understand  this 
further  section,  can  direct  the  employee  to 
go  back  on  the  job.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
would  comment  on  that  passage  in  section 
31?  I  want  him  to  comment  on  that  because 
I  want  to  know  what  protection  an  employee 
has.  Does  he  have  to  go  back  on  the  job  as 
directed  by  the  employer? 
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Well  Mr.  Speaker,  those  are  some  of  the 
deficiencies  that  I  find  in  this  bill,  and  I 
would  trust  that  the  minister  would  respond 
to  some  of  the  things  that  I  have  raised.  In 
any  event,  if  we  do  not  get  the  proper  an- 
swers, in  my  view  I  think  that  it  ought  to  go 
into  committee  and  we  ought  to  be  able  to 
discuss  this  bill  section  by  section. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  to  this  bill  before  the 
minister?  The  member  for  Welland  South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  I  feel 
that  this  bill  is  perhaps  moving  along  in  the 
right  direction  but  it  does  not  go  quite  far 
enough. 

My  concern,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  in-plant 
environment.  There  is  nothing  in  this  bill  that 
gives  protection  to  those  persons  working  in 
industry,  perhaps  in  smelters,  refineries  or 
dealing  with  chemicals  or  processes.  I  see 
nothing  in  here  at  all. 

I  mentioned  before  in  the  labour  commit- 
tee the  nimiber  of  cases  dealing  with  em- 
physema, asbestos  and  other  lung  diseases, 
and  I  wonder  that  the  minister  has  nothing 
in  here  at  all.  I  suggest  to  the  minister  that 
this  bill  should  go  further  than  that  or  this 
government  should  bring  in  an  occupational 
health  bill  to  provide  the  necessary  protection 
to  the  employees  in  this  province,  because 
very  little  is  being  done. 

I  could  go  into  more  detail  perhaps  than 
some  of  the  other  members  in  dealing  with 
certain  industries  in  this  province  and  tell  the 
minister  that  persons  working  around  tanks 
that  give  off  a  gas,  after  an  exposure  period 
of  five  to  10  years,  lose  their  teeth— the 
enamel  is  totally  removed.  There  is  no  com- 
pensation, nothing:  These  men  are  not  com- 
pensated for  any  damages  whatsoever.  There 
is  nothing  in  here  about  bronchitis;  there  is 
not  a  thing  in  this  bill  that  gives  an  employee 
this  type  of  protection. 

One  section  of  the  bill  deals  with  fire 
hazards,  relating  to  the  building  code;  I  think 
this  is  a  matter  that  should  come  under  The 
Fire  Accidents  Act  of  this  province.  Have 
our  inspectors  make  proper  inspections  of 
the  plants! 

I  have  worked  in  industry  in  the  province 
and  I  have  seen,  as  the  member  for  Oshawa 
and  the  member  for  Dovercourt  have  men- 
tioned here,  instances  of  persons  being  told 
to  do  a  dangerous  job  in  a  certain  industry; 
the  employee  will  perhaps  rebel  and  say, 
"No,  I  am  not  going  to  do  it,"  and  the 
foreman  will  say,  "Well,  pick  up  your  lunch 


pail  and  hit  the  road."  They  are  threatened 
this  way.  Many  times  I  have  seen  men  200 
or  300  feet  in  the  air,  hanging  out  on  perhaps 
a  two  by  four;  they  are  told  to  get  out  on  it 
or  there  is  no  job  for  them.  I  do  not  know  if 
we  are  going  to  have  any  inspectors  who  are 
going  to  inspect  this  type  of  work  or  not. 
Are  we  going  to  have  any  high  climbers? 

I  see  men  working  in  industry  today,  especi- 
ally on  steamships  where  they  work  with 
asbestos  fibres  to  cover  steam  pipes  and  there 
is  nothing  written  on  the  package  to  say 
that  this  is  harmful  if  a  person  is  exposed 
to  it  over  a  period  of  two,  three  or  six 
months;  there  is  nofhing  on  there  that  tells 
the  employee  that  this  will  be  harmful.  Many 
of  them  do  not  even  have  the  proper  face 
mask  or  respirator  to  remove  the  dust.  And 
this  goes  on  day  after  day  in  many  industries 
throughout  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  can  think  of  a  Department  of  Health 
chart  that  Dr.  Mastromatteo  and  Dr.  Suther- 
land showed  me  here  not  too  long  ago;  it 
deals  with  the  gold  mines  in  northern  On- 
tario. This  chart  indicates  the  men  who  have 
died  of  silicosis  or  lung  diseases.  If  I  were 
this  minister,  I  would  become  alarmed  and 
look  into  those  facts.  They  are  there.  And 
too  often— and  I  have  said  this  in  the  labour 
committee— unions  are  responsible  for  it  just 
as  much  as  employers  and  employees. 

I  mentioned  before  that  many  contracts, 
or  a  number  of  contracts,  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  have  a  "dirty  money"  clause  in  them. 
This  always  looks  good  at  the  end  of  the 
day  that  you  can  get  15  cents  or  20  cents 
an  hour  to  get  into  some  dirty  hole,  you 
might  call  it,  or  some  boiler  or  something  like 
this  on  a  ship  or  some  place  like  this,  or 
down  in  one  of  the  cargo  holds  down  under 
the  tank  tops  where  there  is  very  little  air 
to  breathe.  These  men  are  told  they  have  to 
enter  this  if  they  want  a  job.  There  is  no 
protection  for  them  there  whatsoever— nothing 
at  all. 

I  worked  around  steamships  and  boats 
and  worked  on  building  some  of  the  ships 
in  the  Niagara  Peninsula.  I  can  remember 
a  time  a  young  welder  was  working  down 
in  the  tank  dock  below  the  tank  tops  and 
he  wanted  some  air  so  he  turned  on  the 
oxygen,  the  oxygen  from  his  acetylene  torch, 
and  when  he  struck  the  carbon  arc  rod  that 
was  the  end  of  him.  I  can  tell  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  what  a  horrible  sight  to  see,  a 
person  coming  out  of  that  hole  without  a 
stitch  of  clothes  on  him,  and  more  than 
third  degree  bums.  He  died  a  few  hours 
after  that. 
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These  are  the  things  that  go  on  in  industry 
today  because  one  of  the  foremen  says 
that  you  must  do  this  or  there  is  no  job. 
Often  inspectors  walk  into  a  plant.  It  is 
\  ery  odd  that  on  certain  days  that  you  work 
in  plants  that  there  will  be  a  word  passed 
around  to  clean  up.  All  employees  know 
right  then  that  one  of  the  government  of 
Ontario  inspectors  is  coming  into  the  plant. 

It  never  fails.  They  walk  in  the  door  and 
everything  is  tidied  up.  The  floors  are  swept 
up  and  everything. 

But  come  in  without  any  aimounoement 
and  see  what  these  fellows  have  to  go 
through.  Welders  in  many  industries  in  the 
Niagara  Peninsula  work  at  their  jobs  without 
any  ventilation  whatsoever.  There  is  nothing 
to  remove  the  fumes  and  no  inspection  at  all. 
I  cannot  possiblv  see  what  this  bill  would 
do. 

The  Factory  Act  some  time  ago  incorpor- 
ated some  of  these  things.  There  is  only 
one  way  that  the  government  is  going  to  get 
to  the  root  of  the  problem  of  safety  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  and  that  is  when  it 
passes  legislation  that  says  a  safety  commit- 
tee in  any  industry— and  it  should  be  manda- 
tory—of an  equal  number  from  management 
and  employees  shall  be  recognized  by  this 
province.  I  can  tell  the  minister  that  this  will 
reduce  the  number  of  accidents  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

One  can  have  safety  committees  established 
by  unions,  appointed  amongst  the  union 
members  themselves,  but  even  govenmient 
mine  inspectors  that  come  in  wdll  totally 
ignore  the  safety  committees  of  the  union 
that  are  there. 

Not  too  long  ago,  we  met  with  Dr.  Suther- 
land again,  the  members  from  local  6200  at 
Port  Colbome,  and  some  of  the  problems 
were  aired  there.  It  was  not  too  long  after 
that  that  one  of  the  mine  inspectors  went  in 
and  inspected  even  the  drinking  water  at 
this  particular  plant.  This  is  the  first  time  that 
the  inspector  went  to  the  safety  committee, 
or  went  to  the  union  to  tell  it  this  is  what  we 
are  going  to  do. 

So  you  can  see,  I  think,  perhaps  the  oppo- 
sition members  are  getting  through  to  the 
government,  that  there  is  need  for  recognition 
of  safety  committees  in  plants,  regardless  if 
they  are  union  or  not.  There  should  be  a 
safety  committee  there  that  a  government 
inspector  should  see  the  minute  he  walks 
into  that  plant  along  with  management.  I  am 
sure  they  will  hear  both  sides  of  the  story. 
The  government  will  see  a  reduction  in  the 


number  of  accidents  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. I  say  to  the  minister  I  wish  he  would 
incorporate  it  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few 
comments  to  the  minister  concerning  the  bill 
to  provide  for  the  protection  of  persons  in 
industrial  establishments. 

The  first  is  in  respect  to  customs  and  im- 
migration officers  working  at  border  points. 
They  are  confronted  with  a  different  type  of 
a  problem  and  that  is  the  fumes  from  motor 
vehicles.  In  my  own  community  the  incidence 
of  respiratory  diseases  and  heart  conditions 
is  by  far  greater  among  customs  and  immigra- 
tion officers  than  it  is  among  any  other  type 
of  similar  individual  working  in  a  different 
place.  I  would  assume,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  they 
would  have  protection  under  this  Act? 

The  second  point  I  would  like  to  bring  to 
the  minister's  attention  is  that  on  days  of 
excessive  heat  when  it  is  much  too  warm  or 
too  hot  for  the  individual  to  work,  certain 
areas  in  the  plant  are  more  uncomfortable  by 
far  than  are  others.  I  am  wondering  whether 
this  is  taken  into  consideration  in  the  bill 
itself. 

In  addition,  in  the  industrial  plants  there  is 
a  problem  at  the  end  of  an  assembly  line; 
when  the  vehicle  is  going  to  be  removed  and 
put  out  in  the  yard  before  it  is  distributed 
to  the  dealers,  the  engines  are  revved  up. 
There  is  the  increase  in  heat;  there  is,  like- 
wise, an  increase  in  the  incidence  of  motor 
vehicle  pollution  that  has  caused  problems— I 
can  recall  the  Chrysler  plant  in  Windsor; 
whether  that  was  resolved  to  the  satisfaction 
of  both  management  and  labour,  I  am  not  at 
this  moment  able  to  actually  indicate.  Ap- 
parently it  must  have  been  resolved,  because 
the  workers  were  back  at  work. 

There  is  one  other  point  and  that  is  the 
use  of  fine  oil  sprays  in  the  plant.  In  some 
of  the  manufacturing  processes  this  seems 
to  be  used.  It  not  only  affects  the  worker 
himself,  but  where  industry  is  located  adja- 
cent to  a  residential  area— industry  takes  care 
of  the  oil  sprays  and  the  other  types  of  pol- 
lutants in  the  plant— but  at  the  same  time, 
they  dispel  it  to  the  residents  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. 

The  air  pollution  control  office  may  come 
along  and  say  the  pollution  is  vidthin  tolerable 
limits.  That  may  be  so  when  you  measure  it 
over  an  extended  period  of  time,  but  at  the 
time  they  rev  up  their  motors,   or  turn  up 
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their  motors  to  emit  or  get  rid  of  the  pollut- 
ants, they  are  affecting  people  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood. I  think  some  consideration  has  to 
be  shown  for  the  residents  adjacent  to  the 
industrial  establishment  when  the  industrial 
establishment  is  attempting  to  take  care  of 
the  persons  working  in  the  establishment,  but 
completely  neglecting  the  individuals  who 
live  adjacent  to  the  plant. 

In  addition  to  this  there  is  the  problem  of 
odours  within  the  plant  itself,  especially  in 
the  foundry  operation  where  I  understand 
they  use  a  fish  oil  as  a  binder  in  the  core- 
making  process.  When  the  metals  are  poured 
the  odours  from  that  are  maybe  a  litde  more 
than  one  can  withstand.  These  odours  like- 
wise are  dispelled  into  the  atmosphere  and 
directly  affect  individuals  living  adjacent  to 
the  industrial  establishment. 

Likewise  there  is  one  other,  and  that  is  the 
problem  of  dust,  fine  metal  filings,  and  so 
forth  which  may  be  withdrawn  from  the 
atmosphere  in  the  plant  but  are  dissipated 
into  the  neighbourhood.  I  know  these  do  not 
cover  persons  working  in  the  industrial  estab- 
lishment, but  I  think  something  has  to  be 
done  to  accommodate  those  who  are  ad- 
versely affected  as  a  result  of  this  type  of 
an  operation  in  an  industrial  establishment. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Just 
a  few  brief  words  supplementing  what  the 
hon.  member  for  Oshawa  was  saying  about 
asbestosis.  I  remember  speaking  on  asbestosis 
in  the  1969  session,  and  urging— or  really 
asking;  I  was  asking— whether  the  asbestos 
workers,  of  whom  there  were  at  that  time 
about  3,000  in  Ontario,  wore  masks  or 
whether  it  was  feasible  for  them  to  wear 
masks  and  whether  those  who  worked  in  the 
asbestos  factories  were  supplied  with  cover- 
alls which  they  left  at  work  and  did  not  take 
to  their  homes? 

The  reason  for  this  was  the  fact  that  a 
survey  in  England  had  shown  that  in  a  study 
of  about  75  consecutive  deaths  from  meso- 
thelioma, 31  of  these  people  had  been  as- 
bestos workers.  Eleven  had  lived  within  half 
a  mile  of  the  asbestos  factory  and  nine  had 
merely  lived  in  the  homes  of  asbestos 
workers. 

You  see  the  implication  was  that  the 
fibres  or  the  dust  particles  were  carried  home 
and  breathed  by  the  asbestos  workers'  fami- 
lies. To  this  day  I  do  not  think  I  have  re- 
ceived an  answer  to  this  question.  This  came 
up  under  the  estimates  of  the  Minister  of 
Health  (Mr.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence),  and  although 


I    was    assured    the    information    would    be 
forthcoming  it  has  not  come  yet. 

I  would  like  this  minister  to  look  into  this 
aspect  of  it  and  to  keep  in  mind  that  the 
safety  precautions,  as  the  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  intimated,  are  not  only  for 
the  people  inside  the  plant  in  some  instances, 
but  for  the  residents  and  the  people  who 
reside  in  the  homes  of  the  workers. 

One  final  word.  I  was  inquiring  about  a 
new  plant  at  Amherstburg  and  about  the  air 
pollution  that  might  be  expected.  The  Min- 
ister of  Energy  and  Resources  Management 
(Mr.  Kerr)  replied  that  this  new  plant  would 
be  fulfilling  the  conditions  and  meeting  the 
standards  laid  down.  He  sent  my  letter  to 
the  then  Minister  of  Labour  who  replied 
that  the  in-plant  conditions  would  be  satis- 
factory because  there  were  vents  that  were 
going  to  get  rid  of  the  fumes,  as  far  as  the 
workers  inside  the  plant  were  concerned. 

It  seemed  to  me  that  there  were  two 
jurisdictions  and  that  they  were  not  exactiy 
co-operating  on  this  aspect.  I  would  like  the 
minister  to  take  that  under  consideration  also. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  speak  before  the  minister?  If 
not,  the  minister  has  the  floor  to  close  the 
debate. 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  This 
bill,  as  was  mentioned  by  one  of  the  mem- 
bers, was  as  a  result  of  the  continuing  review 
of  the  operations  of  The  Industrial  Safety 
Act,  1964,  and  the  regulations  by  the  in- 
dustrial safety  branch  of  the  department; 
and  by  a  number  of  groups  in  connection 
therewith.  Among  these  was  the  Labour 
Safety  Council  of  Ontario,  and  this  body 
made  a  recommendation— a  number  of  them— 
after  reviewing  submissions  which  they  re- 
ceived from  the  Ontario  Federation  of  La- 
bour, the  Canadian  Manufacturers  Associa- 
tion, the  lAPA  and  many  others. 

I  shall  try  to  deal  with  the  points  as  they 
were  given  by  the  members.  In  dealing  with 
the  first  speaker,  the  member  for  Hamilton 
East,  his  main  point,  sir,  in  connection  with 
the  bill  itself— other  than  the  principle  of  the 
employees  participating  in  these— was  what 
recourse,  or  what  protection  rather,  did  the 
employee  have  under  section  31  if  he  did 
the  things  that  are  specified  in  that  section. 

This  matter  was  also  brought  up  by  the 
member  for  Dovercourt  and  the  member  for 
Oshawa.  I  would  point  out  to  the  hon.  mem- 
bers that  in  the  bill,  section  24,  subsection  5 
reads  as  follows: 


JULY  8,  1971 


3699 


An  employer  shall  not  discharge  or 
discipline  or  threaten  to  discharge  or  dis- 
cipline an  employee  because  the  employee 
has  sought  the  enforcement  of  this  Act  or 
the  regulations  or  has  acted  in  compliance 
with  this  Act  or  the  regulations. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Is  the  minister  suggesting  that 
covers  action  taken  imder  section  31? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes, 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  do  not  happen  to  think  it 
does. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  believe  it  does. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  With  respect  to  the  par- 
ticipation of  employees  with  the  employers  on 
a  committee,  I  would  agree  that  where  it  is 
voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  employer  and 
the  employee  to  set  up  a  committee  the 
results  would  be  very  good. 

It  is  doubtful  that  if  the  parties  were  forced 
to  set  up  a  joint  committee  that  it  would  be 
a  very  viable  approach. 

I  recall  during  my  estimates  that  the 
member  for  Oshawa  and  the  member  for 
Hamilton  East  had  somewhat  divergent  view- 
points as  to  what  might  happen  if  it  were 
made  mandatory.  The  member  for  Oshawa 
seemed  to  take  a  very  strong  view  that  the 
employers  would  in  no  way  allow  this  to 
happen  and  that  this  was  their  domain  and  in 
fact  there  would  be  a  strike  over  it.  The 
member  for  Hamilton  East  seemed  to  think 
that  if  it  was  done  through  legislation  that 
it  might  be  possible.  But  in  any  event,  it  is 
something  that  came  up  during  the  estimates 
and  something  that  will  be  given  study. 

The  member  for  Dovercourt,  I  think,  had 
the  same  tsvo  main  points— section  31  and  I 
repeat  the  same  answer  to  him  with  respect 
to  section  24,  subsection  5;  and  also  about 
the  employer-employee  cormnittee. 

I  might  mention  on  this  point  about  the 
employer-employee  relationship  that  our  in- 
spectors operate  on  a  regional  basis.  They 
do  inspections  and  these  are  computerized. 
They  have  certain  calls  to  make  and  they 
make  them  on  a  certain  basis  and  this  is 
probably  95  per  cent  of  the  inspections  that 
are  made. 

If  there  are  complaints  from  a  union,  for 
example,  our  department  acts  on  these  com- 
plaints. In  fact,  it  has  set  up  a  very  good 
relationship  with  the  Ontario  Federation  of 
Labour,   the    Auto   Workers   and   the   Steel- 


workers.  The  inspectors  visit  the  plant  and 
they  talk  to  the  shop  steward  and  they  try  to 
pinpoint  the  area  of  complaint.  Even  after 
that,  they  do  try  to  get  in  touch  with  them 
if  there  are  still  problems  that  remain. 

It  is  incumbent  upon  the  employees,  or 
the  unions,  for  that  matter,  to  notify  the 
department  if  they  have  a  complaint  and  they 
are  inspected.  This  is  made  possible  possibly 
through  the  co-operation  we  have  through 
the  Labour  Safety  Council. 

Insofar  as  the  regulations  are  concerned, 
the  member  for  Oshawa  was  mentioning  that 
we  still  have  provision  for  making  regulations. 
This  is  true  and  in  fact  it  will  take  some 
time— you  will  note  that  this  Act  comes  into 
force  the  day  it  is  proclaimed  and  the  reason 
for  that  is  that  it  will  take  possibly  until  the 
end  of  October  to  get  all  these  regulations 
updated.  Some  of  the  points  in  the  new 
legislation,  as  the  member  for  Oshawa 
pointed  out,  are  included  in  the  legislation, 
but  there  are  many  regulations  that  remain 
to  be  brought  up  and  updated  and  there  are 
new  regulations  to  be  made. 

The  member  for  Oshawa  mentioned  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  information  was  con- 
fidential  and  this  is  true  and  I  think  this  has 
to  be  in  some  cases.  Also  during  the  estimates 
this  point  was  brought  up  and  I  promised  I 
would  have  a  look  to  see  if  something  could 
be  done,  perhaps  by  having  a  report  put  on 
the  notice  board  which  might,  in  some  in- 
stances in  any  event,  alleviate  the  problem 
dealing  with  the  employees. 

The  member  for  Oshawa  mentioned  a  cer- 
tain right  on  payment  of  fees— and  I  would 
for  his  information  point  out  that  this  section 
really  deals  with  the  legal  profession  in  the 
main  to  this  degree  that  when  a  client  is 
buying  an  industrial  property,  as  lawyers  are 
wont  to  do  they  check  out  everything  ver\' 
thoroughly  and  it  would  put  a  very  heavy 
onus  on  the  department  if  everybody  could 
write  in  requesting  up-to-date  reports  on  each 
industrial  plant.  So  there  is  a  fee  for  that 
charged  and  when  the  fee  is  paid  the  infor- 
mation is  given  out  on  the  request  of  the 
owner,  the  vendor. 

Environmental  control  was  another  topic 
that  was  brought  up.  This  is  in  fact  covered 
by  the  regulations  presently  and  will  in  fact 
be  covered  by  the  regulations  under  this  Act 
when  it  is  passed.  They  contain  standards 
of  every  description  for  environmental  con- 
trol. 

The  hon.  member  for  Oshawa  mentioned 
the  Johns-Manville  plant.   There  is  a  strike 
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on  there  presently.  I  know  that  the  topic  of 
the  asbestosis  is  one  that  is  being  discussed, 
but  whether  or  not  it  is  one  of  the  main 
issues  at  the  outset  I  do  not  know.  But  I 
would  point  out  that  during  the  past  few 
years  the  degree  that  is  allowed  has  been 
brought  down  to  a  safe  point.  And  where 
you  now  have  someone  who  has  asbestosis  it 
was  probably  contracted  through  the  last  20 
years  or  so,  at  which  time  in  fact  they  did 
not  have  the  same  degree  that  we  have  today. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  How  come  the  minister  did 
not  have  Dr.  Scilicoff  take  a  look  at  it  then, 
to  make  a  proper  assessment?  He  was  denied 
an  entry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  With  respect  to  protec- 
tive equipment,  we  are  interested  in  safety. 
Whether  or  not  the  employer  or  the  employee 
pays  for  it  really  is  not  the  concern  of  our 
safety  department.  With  respect  to  some  of 
the  matters  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Windsor-Walkerville  I  think  he  answered 
two  or  three  of  the  questions  himself. 

I  would  point  out  that  the  one  about  the 
automobiles  was  probably  settled  because 
there  has  not  been  any  further  complaints.  I 
would  mention  also  the  customs  officers  whom 
he  mentioned  are  federal  employees.  But  in 
any  event,  these  would  all  be  covered  and 
inspected  under  programmes  of  external  pol- 
lution under  The  Department  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management. 

I  have  made  a  note  of  the  two  matters 
raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Sandwidi- 
Riverside  and  I  will  contact  the  Minister  of 
Health  with  respect  to  that  letter.  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  is  all  I  have  to  say. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  our  party 
would  be  willing  to  let  it  go  for  third  reading. 
I  must  say  the  minister  took  me  aback  with 
section  24.  I  read  it  all  but  the  last  paragraph 
and  I  think  it  covers  the  section  I  was  con- 
cerned with.  If  the  minister  could  just  give 
me  a  plain  nod  that  he  would  reconsider  at 
some  time  in  the  near  future  the  supplying 
of  reports  if  requested  to  employees  under 
section  14,  then  I  am  happy  to  let  it  go  to 
third  reading. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Careful— do  not  nod. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  want  to  see  what  sec- 
tion 14  says. 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
All  he  has  to  do  is  consider  it  anyway.  Nod, 
for  heaven's  sake! 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Making  reports  available  for 
a  fee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Making  reports  available 
for  a  fee?  That  is  done  for  a  fee  but  it  is 
done  on  the  advice  of  the  owner.  It  is  not 
anyone  who  can  get  that  report.  It  is  done 
through  the  owner  giving  his  consent. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Agreed! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  I  ask  one 
question  of  the  minister  please?  I  just  wanted 
to  get  this  one  point  clear  in  my  mind.  He 
says  that  section  24  really  covers  section  31. 
Now  I  hope  he  is  right,  because  I  just  do 
not  happen  to  read  it  that  way,  tliat  24 
covers  31,  But  if  the  minister  says  that  is  the 
way  it  is  I  am  prepared  to  accept  it  at  this 
point.  We  will  have  to  see  practical  applica- 
tion of  that  before  I  will  believe  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed, 


HANDLING  AND  USE    OF 
HYDROCARBONS 

Hon.  Mr,  Carton  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  91,  An  Act  to  regulate  the  Handling  and 
Use  of  Hydrocarbons. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed, 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton  moves  the  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  92,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  motion  carry? 
The  hon,  member  for  Oshawa  is  on  his  feet. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Go  ahead;  I  yield  to  the  mem- 
ber for  Dovercourt. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Dover- 
court, 

Mr.  De  Monte:  Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  in  examining  the  Act  for  my 
party,  there  is  no  doubt  that  tliis  bill  is  a 
laudable  amendment  to  The  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act,  in  that  it  increases  the  bene- 
fits to  widows  and  orphans  of  employees  who 
have  keen  killed  or  died  from  injuries  re- 
ceived in  industrial  accidents.  It  also  raises 
the  limit  of  recovery  from  75  per  cent  of 
$7,000  to  75  per  cent  of  $9,000. 

I  often  wonder,  Mr.  Speaker— well,  i 
have  wondered  since  this  bill  was  introduced 
—if  the  minister  was  pushed  along  by  the  fact 
that  I  introduced  a  private  member's  bill,  that 
certainly  went  a  bit  further  than  this,  and 
there  is  no  doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  There  is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  De  Monte:  So  it  does  a  man's  heart 
good  who  sits  in  this  assembly,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because  if  one  pushes  hard  enough  and  long 
enough,  it  seems  that  things  are  done  in  this 
assembly. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  De  Monte:  The  only  problem,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  when  I  do  look  at  the  bill  it 
seems  to  strike  me  fairly  badly,  in  that  if  a 
man  is  injured  in  an  industrial  accident  and 
is  injured  to  the  extent  where  he  is  com- 
pletely disabled,  he  gets  75  per  cent  of  his 
salary  as  a  pension  up  to  $9,000,  subject  to 
certain  technical  calculations.  But  if  a  man  is 
killed  or  dies  from  an  industrial  undertaking, 
what  happens?  They  cut  his  widow's  pension 
down.  If  a  man  is  making  $9,000  a  year-let 
us  say  he  is  making  the  maximum  allowable 
under  the  Act  from  which  he  can  recover  75 
per  cent— and  he  is  permanently  disabled  to 
the  point  where  he  is  unable  to  do  any  work, 
then  that  man  can  collect  $6,750  in  pension. 

Suppose  he  is  sick  for  a  couple  of  years 
and  he  dies  as  a  result  of  the  industrial  acci- 
dent; you  know  what  happens.  His  widow's 
pension  is  cut  down  to  $150,  or  whatever  it  is 
here  now,  $175  for  herself  and  $60  for  her 
children. 

I  would  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  is 
a  grossly  unfair  way  to  handle  the  widows 
and  orphans  of  men  who  are  killed  in  indus- 
trial accidents.  I  think  that  the  widow  should 
get  75  per  cent  of  the  workman's  wage  up  to 
his  monthly  total,  or  as  is  set  out  in  the  Act 
under  section  40,  where  she  cannot  recover 
more  than  what  his  monthly  wage  is. 

I  happen  to  think  the  widow  should  get 
the  maximum  the  workman  should  have  got 
if  he  was  totally  disabled.  I  do  not  think  that 
the  pension  of  widows  and  orphans  should  be 


cut  down;  and  I  do  think  there  should  be  a 
minimum,  as  is  set  out  in  the  Act,  as  to  what 
the  widows  and  orphans  can  get  if  the  work- 
man does  not  earn  enough  to  bring  it  up  to 
the  $355,  as  set  out  in  the  Act.  It  is  laudable 
to  see  that  the  minister  has  applied  this  sec- 
tion to  all  widows  and  to  all  payments  after 
August  1,  1971.  I  can  only  commend  the 
minister  on  his  attempt  to  bring  the  Act  into 
the  twentieth  century  and  to  give  the  benefits 
to  the  people  that  really  need  them. 

In  connection  with  the  raising  of  the  maxi- 
mum from  $7,000  to  $9,000,  I  happen  to 
think,  and  my  party  happens  to  think,  that 
there  should  be  no  maximum,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Why  should  a  man  who  is  injured  in  an  in- 
dustrial accident  who  is  making  $10,000  a 
year  take  a  loss  under  The  Unemployment 
Insurance  Act?  How  about  the  man  who  is 
making  $12,000  or  $15,000?  I  happen  to 
think,  and  my  party  happens  to  think,  that 
there  should  be  no  hmit. 

But  there  is  a  little  section  here,  subsec- 
tion 2,  of  section  2,  that  says: 

Subsection  1  applies  only  for  the  pur- 
poses of  computing  average  earnings  in 
respect  of  accidents  occurring  on  or  after 
the  1st  day  of  August,  1971. 

This  means  they  are  not  really  fixing  anything 
up.  They  are  making  it  possible  for  the  men 
who  are  injured  after  August  1  to  get  benefits 
under  this  Act,  but  the  men  who  were  in- 
jured prior  to  August  1  are  going  to  go  along 
in  their  own  merry  way.  Their  calculations 
are  ibased  on  $7,000,  and  I  wonder— I  do  not 
see  where  it  is  covered  in  the  Act,  but  I 
think  some  men  are  covered  xmder  the  cal- 
culations made  under  the  old  Act  where  there 
was  $5,000  and  before  that  something  else. 
I  think  this  as  grossly  unfair.  I  think  that  if 
we  are  going  to  apply  the  maximum  we 
should  apply  it  to  all  men  on  existing  pen- 
sions so  that  we  could  bring  everybody  up  to 
date.  By  up  to  date  I  mean  up  to  the  con- 
cepts that  we  have  set  out  in  this  Act. 

I  cannot  see  why  a  man  should  be  penal- 
ized firstly,  if  he  was  hurt  in  1960,  by  having 
his  pension  based  on  his  earnings  in  1960.  He 
certainly  does  not  make  any  increments.  Be- 
cause he  is  not  working,  he  does  not  get  the 
natural  increments  that  his  union  would  get 
for  him  or  the  natural  increments  that  come 
along  every  year  to  the  work  force  in  On- 
tario. 

We  have  even  had  increments  every  year 
to  the  minimum  wage,  but  we  do  not  have 
any  natural  increments  for  the  person  who  is 
on  workmen's  compensation  pension  who  was 


3702 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


hurt  in  1960.  I  have  a  specific  case  of  a  man 
who  was  hurt  in  1957;  I  think  he  was  earning 
$60  a  week,  and  his  pension  has  been  calcu- 
lated on  that  basis  for  14  years.  Now  he  is 
14  years  older,  the  injury  he  suffered  is  get- 
ting worse  and  he  is  always  down  at  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  but  the 
Ixjard's  hands  are  tied.  They  cannot  give  him 
a  decent  pension  because  it  is  not  allowed  in 
law. 

I  am  convinced  that  the  chairman  and  his 
co-chairman  down  there  do  not  really  want 
to  harm  anybody,  but  they  are  duty-bound  to 
carry  out  the  terms  of  the  Act. 

I  think  perhaps  we  might  just  think  about 
these  workmen  who  have  been  hurt  in  pre- 
vious industrial  accidents,  who  have  lost  their 
natural  increments  because  they  certainly 
cannot  get  any,  for  they  have  no  union  to 
negotiate  for  them.  They  are  not  working,  so 
they  do  not  get  the  increments  that  naturally 
accrue  to  a  workman  over  the  years,  and  they 
are  probably  not  even  getting  the  natural 
increments  in  the  rriinimum  wage. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  when  this  bill 
goes  to  committee,  this  party  will  move  an 
amendment  to  that  particular  section,  setting 
it  out  in  the  Act  and  making  it  retroactive  for 
every  workman  in  Ontario  who  was  injured 
in  an  industrial  accident,  that  there  should 
be  no  maximum  under  the  Act. 

If  a  man  makes  $12,000  a  year  and  is  in- 
jured, in  my  respectful  opinion  there  is  no 
reason  that  he  should  take  a  loss.  He  is  tak- 
ing a  loss  now  by  being  allotted  75  per  cent 
of  his  wage,  and  of  course  we  calculate  that, 
if  he  is  not  paying  tax  on  that  money,  that  is 
a  just  and  reasonable  reduction. 

But  this  party,  subject  to  what  I  have  said, 
will  support  this  bill.  And  may  I  say  to  the 
hon.  minister  that  I  have  to  congratulate  him 
for  introducing  this  bill  at  this  time. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Oshawa. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr,  Speaker,  first  of  all,  the 
limit  that  the  member  for  Dovercourt  talks 
about,  the  $9,000-the  increase  from  $7,000 
to  $9,000— ob\dously  is  an  improvement  in  the 
bill. 

I  do  not  know  what  formula  or  what  was 
used  to  make  that  determination  of  $9,000. 
Obviously  the  minister  must  have  had  some 
formula  to  come  up  with  that  figure,  or  it  is 
just  some  arbitrary  limit  that  he  has  placed 
on  the  amount  of  earnings  that  can  be  taken 
into  consideration  when  ascertaining  what  the 
benefit  level  should  be  for  an  employee. 


I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister  that  there 
are  a  number  of  workers  in  this  province  who 
are  earning  in  excess  of  $9,000  a  year,  par- 
ticularly those  in  skilled  trade  classifications. 
Surely  the  amount  of  money  that  they  receive 
as  a  result  of  an  accident  in  a  specific  indus- 
try should  be  applied  against  their  total 
earnings  as  opposed  to  some  arbitrary  limit 
that  I  do  not  know  what  formula  was  used  to 
determine.  It  appears  to  me  that  should  be 
predicated  on  the  employee's  total  earnings. 

The  other  one  is  more  invidious.  This  ques- 
tion of  increasing  the  monthly  payment  from 
the  present  $125  to  $175  for  a  widow  and 
from  the  present  $50  to  $60  for  a  dependant. 
I  want  to  tell  the  minister  that  this  is  an 
arbitrary  limit  as  well.  There  obvdously  can- 
not be  any  magic  formula  that  the  minister 
used  to  make  that  determination  because  if 
some  formula  was  used  he  would  have  under- 
stood that  this  is  totally  inadequate  to  pro- 
vide a  decent  standard  of  living  for  the 
widows  and  their  children  in  this  province. 

Let  me  tell  you  something.  The  member 
for  Dovercourt  pointed  out  that  an  employee, 
even  on  the  minister's  standards,  even  using 
his  $9,000  figure— and  75  per  cent  of  that  is 
something  in  excess  of  $6,700  a  year— but  let 
us  take  the  minister's  maximmn  position  now. 
Your  maximum  position  will  be  $355  for  a 
widow,  regardless  of  how  many  children  she 
has  in  excess  of  three  children.  That  totals,  if 
my  mathematics  are  correct,  $4,260  a  year  or 
$80  a  week,  as  opposed  to  the  $6,700  that 
her  husband  got  when  he  was  receiving  a 
total  disability  benefit.  In  other  words,  there 
is  a  discrepancy  of  $2,500  for  his  widow  and 
their  family. 

Surely  if  a  worker  is  injured  in  industry  and 
his  family  is  enjoying  a  standard  of  living 
commensurate  with  the  salary  that  he  earns, 
surely  that  standard  of  living  should  not  be 
jeopardized  because  he  met  his  death  as  a 
result  of  an  industrial  accident?  But  that  is 
what  this  legislation  is  doing.  It  jeopardizes 
her  standard  of  living  and  puts  her,  in  es- 
sence, in  a  poverty  level,  not  much  higher 
than  that  enunciated  by  the  Economic  Coun- 
cil of  Canada.  That  is  where  this  govern- 
ment is  placing  that  widow  and  her  family. 

As  a  matter  of  fact— I  do  not  know  how  the 
minister  makes  that  determination  either— he 
determines  if  she  has  three  children  that  is  as 
high  as  it  can  possibly  go.  If  she  has  five  or 
six  children  to  look  after,  there  is  not  one 
penny  for  them;  not  one  penny.  I  think  that 
it  is  a  crime  that  in  an  affluent  province  such 
as  this  that  people  should  be  treated  in  this 
manner. 
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I  appreciate  that  the  minister  previously 
raised  it  from  $235  to  $355,  but  again  I  say 
to  him  that  it  is  totally  inadequate  and  it 
does  not  give  these  people  the  opportunity  to 
maintain  the  same  standard  of  living  that 
they  had  previously.  That  is  what  has  to  be 
done. 

Surely  the  employers  in  this  province  have 
a  responsibility  if  there  is  an  industrial  acci- 
dent in  their  plants  which  costs  the  life  of  the 
wage  earner?  They  have  a  responsibility  and 
they  do  it  collectively.  You  do  it  collectively 
right  across  the  province  as  it  relates  to  the 
incidence  of  accidents.  Surely  they  can  as- 
sume that  responsibility,  that  the  widow  who 
is  left  is  given  enough  financial  resources  to 
maintain  the  same  standard  of  living  that  she 
had  previously? 

Let  me  tell  you  that  if  we  took  a  widow 
and  one  child,  which  would  be  $235  a  month, 
and  if  you  translate  that  into  an  hourly  rate, 
you  are  giving  her  $1.35  an  hour,  30  cents 
less  than  the  minimum  wage  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  Thirty  cents  an  hour  less  than  the 
minimum  wage!  And  this  is  the  criterion  that 
this  government  uses  to  determine  the  very 
minimum  standard  of  living  that  a  person 
should  get.  At  least  I  should  hope  that  is 
what  you  set  as  a  criterion  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

She  would  be  getting  $1.35  an  hour,  and 
the  very  maximum  that  a  widow  with  a  large 
family  could  get  is  $2.05  per  hour  if  we  trans- 
late the  monthly  payment  into  an  hourly  one 
based  on  40  hours  a  week.  I  just  happen  to 
think  that  is  a  crime.  If  we  cannot  provide 
these  widows  with  a  decent  standard  of  liv- 
ing after  the  wage  earner  has  passed  on; 
surely  it  is  shock  enough  that  they  lose  their 
loved  ones,  the  wage  earners  in  that  house- 
hold, and  yet  we  do  not  compensate  them 
adequately  as  a  result  of  that  catastrophe? 
Because  lliat  is  exactly  what  it  is,  a  catastro- 
phe. 

I  would  inform  this  goverrmient  that  even 
we  will  support  this  half  a  loaf— and  that  is 
what  it  is— we  will  support  this.  And  I  want 
to  tell  you  very  frankly  that  it  is  one  of  the 
downfalls  of  this  government  since  I  came 
into  this  Legislature.  Too  often  you  are  pass- 
ing on  a  half  a  loaf  to  the  people  of  this  prov- 
ince and  they  are  just  not  going  to  accept  it. 
It  has  been  demonstrated  in  five  of  seven 
provincial  elections,  in  each  province  the 
party  in  power  has  been  defeated  because 
they  have  been  historically  handing  out  half 
a  loaf  and  the  people  are  not  going  to  tolerate 
that  any  longer.  I  want  to  urge  on  this  gov- 
ernment in  the  future  when  they  provide  this 


kind  of  legislation  that  they  provide  adequate 
means  to  look  after  the  people  as  they  should 
in  a  province  as  afiluent  as  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ham- 
ilton East. 

Mr.  Gisborn:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  not 
much  more  that  can  be  said  in  regard  to  the 
two  changes  in  this  bill  and  this  amendment 
to  The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  but  to 
relate  in  another  way  the  principle  involved. 

I  guess  the  principle  involved  is  how  much 
money  should  we  give  to  a  widow  and  her 
children  when  the  breadwinner  is  gone.  To 
relate  it  another  way,  we  find  that  the  On- 
tario Economic  Ck)uncil  in  1968  declared  the 
poverty  level  for  a  family  of  four  to  be  $4,200 
and  that  was  adopted  as  being  just  not  quite 
enough  by  the  Canadian  Welfare  Council, 
but  nevertheless  they  accepted  it.  That  was 
in  1968  and  there  is  some  argument  that  they 
were  talking  about  a  man,  wife  and  two 
children  and  here  we  are  talking  about  eaither 
the  widow  or  the  invalid  father  and  three 
children. 

Now  that  leaves  them  $267  short  at  this 
time  because  the  latest  upgrading  of  the  Eco- 
nomic Council's  amount  for  a  family  of  four 
is  now  at  the  present  time  $4,527,  while  the 
Act  provides  for  $4,260.  Now  if  you  change 
that  to  five  in  the  family,  the  Economic  Coun- 
cil in  1968  said  that  $4,800  was  the  poverty 
level.  At  the  present  time,  it  is  $5,184  but  we 
have  this  limit  that  only  provides  $60  a 
month  for  the  first,  second  and  third  child. 
That  certainly  puts  the  widow  or  the  invalid 
father  in  a  precarious  position  if  they  have 
over  three  children. 

If  they  have  four,  five,  six  or  seven  chil- 
dren, of  course,  you  only  have  to  do  simple 
arithmetic  to  multiply  the  problem  they  are 
faced  with.  If  we  stick  to  even  that  maximum, 
we  have  to  realize  that  that  maximum,  or  that 
amount,  immediately  makes  that  widow  and 
the  three  children  ineligible  for  any  other 
assistance  because  they  would  not  qualify. 
Of  course,  they  have  to  pay  their  ov^ti  hospi- 
tal and  medical  insurance  which  is  a  slice  of 
$309  a  year  immediately  off  the  top. 

I  have  heard  some  of  the  arguments— "Well, 
most  of  the  industry  have  an  insurance  policy 
and,  of  course,  they  would  pick  up  the  insur- 
ance." In  Stelco,  I  think,  it  is  now  $10,000. 
They  would  pick  that  up  either  in  a  partial 
lump  sum  and  pro  rated  on  a  monthly  basis 
until  it  runs  out;  they  may  pick  up  some  par- 
tial coverage  but  that  only  lasts  a  short  period 
of  years  and  then  they  are  back  into  a  very 
serious  problem. 
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I  do  agree  with  the  other  member  that 
there  should  be  a  higher  maximum  so  that  it 
takes  care  of  a  family  with  more  children.  I 
think  there  were  two  deaths  in  Hamilton 
within  the  last  six  days  in  industrial  plants. 
If  I  remember  correctly,  one  of  the  young 
fellows  Icilled  had  seven  children  as  was  men- 
tioned in  the  paper  and  the  widow  is  going 
to  face  a  great  deal  of  frustration  in  trying  to 
carry  on  with  what  she  will  be  entitled  to 
under  workmen's  compensation.  I  believe  over 
the  period  of  the  last  six  or  eight  weeks  there 
have  been  six  deaths  in  industry  in  the  Hamil- 
ton area.  I  think  the  whole  thing  deserves 
looking  at. 

I  would  hope  the  minister  would  be  as 
frank  in  his  approach  to  the  amendments  to 
The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  as  he  has 
been  with  the  previous  bill  we  just  discussed 
and  passed,  as  to  how  they  arrived,  and  what 
formula  they  have  used  to  arrive  at  their 
maximum  in  the  figures. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Timis- 
kaming. 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  (Timiskaming):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  way  I  understand  The  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act,  it  is  to  compensate 
a  man  for  monetary  loss  through  an  indus- 
trial accident  or  an  industrial  disease. 

The  Act  sets  the  figure  that  he  can  be 
compensated  for  at  75  per  cent  of  his  wages 
previously  up  to  a  (maximum  of  $7,000,  but 
under  this  new  bill  up  to  $9,000.  The  gov- 
ernment arrived  at  75  per  cent,  Mr.  Speaker, 
or  so  I  have  been  told  many  times,  by  saying 
that  because  he  has  none  of  the  expenses  of 
employment— no  travelling  expenses,  no  tax— 
75  per  cent  is  ample  compensation  for  his 
loss.  Possibly  that  is  true,  providing  the  per- 
son earns  less  than  the  maximum  amount. 

What  we  are  doing  by  setting  a  maximum 
amoimt  under  present-day  situations  when 
the  average  person  is  earning— or  should  I 
say  many  persons  earn— over  $9,000,  is  cut- 
ting down  that  75  per  cent.  What  we  are 
saying  to  him  is  that  no  longer  is  he  receiv- 
ing adequate  compensation  under  this.  The 
very  thought  behind  the  Act  is  to  compen- 
sate the  man  for  loss  of  wages  due  to  an  acci- 
dent or  due  to  an  industrial  disease.  It  no 
longer  applies. 

In  other  words,  the  75  per  cent  today,  if 
we  follow  through  on  the  thinking  of  the 
board  in  part  years,  is  not  adequate  com- 
pensation. It  is  not  fair  compensation,  so  if 
we  are  going  to  retain  the  75  per  cent  figure, 
then  we  must  stop  setting  an  arbitrary  top 
level  figure.   It   must  adequately   reflect  the 


man's  income  and  I  would  say  to  the  minister 
that  either  he  removes  the  top  limit  and 
allows  compensation  to  be  made  on  the  man's 
actual  income,  or  he  changes  the  75  per  cent 
figure  so  that  the  man  can  receive  compensa- 
tion that  is  more  in  line  with  his  earnings  and 
is  adequate  compensation  for  the  loss  of 
earnings  due  to  the  accident. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  share  the 
genuine  concern  of  the  hon.  members  oppo- 
site on  matter  like  these.  One  always  feels 
that  one  cannot  give  enough  to  orphans  and 
widows;  I  think  we  all  share  this  concern. 
However,  there  is  the  other  side  of  the  pic- 
ture. The  members  realize  that  this  does  not 
come  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue  fund; 
this  is  paid  for  by  the  employers.  There  are 
no  employee  contributions.  One  always  has 
to  have  a  guard  on  the  costs. 

On  that  point,  I  would  like  to  tell  the  hon. 
members  that  with  respect  to  the  increase 
affecting  some  4,500  and  4,400  dependent 
children,  the  total  cost  to  be  defrayed  through 
increased  assessments  would  be  $26,040,534. 
This  would  be  amortized  over  10  years  at 
$3,364,671  per  year;  that  is  a  2.9  per  cent 
increase  in  benefit  costs.  That  is  the  one 
factor.  With  respect  to  the  ceiling  going  from 
$7,000  to  $9,000,  this  would  have  to  result  in 
a  cost  of  roughly  $3.8  million  which  repre- 
sents a  3.2  per  cent  increase  in  benefit  costs 
to  industry.  So  we  have  a  6.1  per  cent 
increase  in  benefit  costs  to  industry. 

The  members  can  appreciate  that,  depend- 
ing on  what  particular  industry  one  is  in,  it 
can  be  quite  efi^ective  in  increasing  one's 
premiums,  because  all  the  particular  indus- 
tries are  not  in  the  same  area. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Hamilton  East  that  the  widow  he 
talked  about,  whose  husband  died,  with  seven 
children  this  past  week,  or  two  weeks  ago, 
will  get  $175  a  month  plus  seven  times  $60, 
which  is  $420,  which  totals  $595  a  month.  I 
am  not  saying  that  is  adequate,  but  that 
would  be  the  amount  she  is  getting.  However, 
I  would  also  point  out  to  the  hon.  members- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  How  would  she  get  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Seven  times  $60  is  $420 
and  $175. 

Mr.  De  Monte:  No,  she  could  not  get  that. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  But  have  we  not  got  a  maxi- 
mum of  $355? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  No,  that  is  not  a  maxi- 
mum. That  is  a  minimum.  She  will  get  $595 
a  month. 
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Mr.    Pilkey:    It    says,    "not    exceeding    in 

whole,  $355." 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  know,  but  if  the  mem- 
ber reads  that  in  connection  with  the  other 
section,  it  is  a  minimum. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  minister  accept  a 
question  from  the  lion,  member  for  Dover- 
court? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes. 

Mr.  De  Monte:  Suppose  the  workman's 
wage  is  not  $525  a  month;  then  she  cannot 
collect  that,  can  she? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes.  Supposing  there 
were  10  children;  she  would  get  $175  a 
month  plus  $600  which  is  $775,  which  is 
over  the  $9,000.  And  she  would  get  it  if  the 
man's  earnings  were  in  excess  of  that. 

Mr.    Pilkey:    Could   I    ask   the   minister   a 

question  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Yes. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  How  does  he  interpret  this 
language:  "not  exceeding  in  the  whole  $355"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  If  you  take  the  first  two 
sections— I  had  the  same  problem;  that  is  why 
I  know.  I  had  the  same  problem  of  interpre- 
tation. What  1  am  telling  the  member  now  is 
a  fact,  if  he  will  take  my  word  for  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Why  does  the  bill  not  say  that? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Who  is  the  author  of  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  One  point  that  I  would 
like  to  make  to  this  assembly,  is,  I  would  like 
to  give  you  the  comparisons  and  I  am  not 
doing  this  in  any  respect  of  saying  that  we 
are  first- 
Mr.  De  Monte:  A  point  of  information,  if 
the  minister  would  answer  another  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  minister  answer 
a  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Certainly. 

Mr.  De  Monte:  I  refer  to  section  37,  sub- 
section 3.  Maybe  that  is  at  variance  and  I  do 
not  understand  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  it  says: 
Exclusive  of  expenses  of  the  burial  or 
cremation  of  the  worker  and  the  lump  sum 
payment  of  $500,  the  monthly  compensa- 
tion payable  under  subsection  1  shall  not 
in   any  case   exceed  the   average  monthly 
earnings    of    the    workman,    and    if    the 


monthly  compensation  so  payable  exceeds 
such  earnings  it  shall  be  reducetl  accord- 
ingly and  where  several  persons  are  entitled 
to  monthly  payments,  the  payments  shall 
be  reduced  proportionately  et  cetera  except 
that  the  minimum  shall  be  as  set  out  in 
subsections  a,  b,  c  and  4. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  would  explain  to  the 
hon.  member  the  wording  in  that  section  is 
the  same  wording  that  has  been  in  now 
since— 

Mr.  De  Monte:  Yes,  I  am  only  on  a  point 
of  clarification. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Right,  and  would  the 
member  take  my  word  for  it  because  I  had 
the  same  problem  of  interpretation  and  I  am 
advised  that  this  is  in  fact  the  case. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We  are  getting  now  into 
matters  which  should  be  considered  in  the 
committee,  if  it  is  going  to  the  committee. 
If  it  is  not  going  to  the  committee  we  could 
allow  perhaps  more  questions  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  One  thing  I  would  like 
to  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  say,  I  do  not 
point  to  this  in  any  sense  of  pride  particularly, 
but  I  would  like  to  mention  some  of  the 
levels  of  compensation  in  the  other  provinces 
of  Canada. 

In  the  Province  of  British  Columbia,  which 
is  recognized  as  being  a  "have"  province,  the 
maximum  earnings  covered  are  $7,600,  as 
opposed  to  Ontario's  $9,000.  The  widow's 
monthly  pension  is  $140.19  as  compared  to 
$175  in  Ontario;  and  for  children  it  varies, 
but  roughly  from  $48  to  $54,  as  opposed  to 
$60. 

But  the  one,  sir,  that  did  certainly  bolster 
my  confidence  in  what  legislation  we  have 
brought  in  here  recently  is  the  recent  amend- 
ment made  in  Manitoba,  which  is  the  New 
Democratic  government.  These  are  effective 
July  1  of  this  year. 

Their  maximum  earnings  covered  are 
$8,000,  as  opposed  to  Ontario's  $9,000- 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  minister  just  raised  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  They  give  $45  to  chil- 
dren, as  opposed  to  our  $60,  and  their 
widow's  pension  is  $120  opposed  to  our  $175. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  How  much  an  hour  is  that? 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  On  top  of  that  they 
have  the  highest  taxation  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  What  have  they  got  out  there? 
Less  than  one  million  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize 
that  no  matter  what  one  says  on  diis  topic— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  have  cheaper 
auto  insurance. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  member  for  Oshawa 
better  go  run  his  grocery  store. 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  It  is  always  "too  little, 
too  late"  there. 

Mr.  Nixon:  They  save  a  lot  on  the  co-op 
grocery  stores. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  This  is  not  going  to  wash.  We 
will  straighten  all  that  out. 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  would  you  do?  Reduce 
the  payments  here? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  We  will  change  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
biU. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading  or  committee  of  the  Whole? 
Committee  of  the  Whole. 
Agreed. 


HOTEL  FIRE  SAFETY  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  84,  The  Hotel  Fire  Safety  Act, 
1971. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  tliis  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


FORT  WILLIAM  LAND  TITLES 
AND  REGISTRY  OFFICE  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  85,  An  Act  to  repeal  The  Fort 
William  Land  Titles  and  Registry  Office 
Act.  1917. 


Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  No,  move  into  committee. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Oh  no! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Right.  This  is  what  we  were 
talking  about  earlier.  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore  (Mr.  Lawlor)  wants  to  talk  to  these 
bills.  He  is  in  the  other  committee.  This  is 
exactly  what  we  were  talking  about  pre- 
viously. 

Mr.  Nixon:  If  he  has  got  anything  to  say 
about  that  I  guess  we  will- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  There  not  being  unani- 
mous- 
Mr.  Pilkey:  This  is  exacdy  what— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  There  not  being  im- 
animous  consent  it  must  go  to  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House. 

Agreed, 


SURROGATE  COURTS  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  86,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Surro- 
gate Courts  Act. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  same  argu- 
ment may  be  put  forward  about  these  other 
bills.  Certainly  our  examination  of  these 
bills  that  we  are  discussing  now  is  that  they 
are  very  routine  bills  indeed.  They  can  be 
held  over  for  committee  examination,  but  our 
feeling  in  this  party  is  that  they  are  routine 
legislation  and  it  would  ge  a  good  idea  to  get 
them  off  the  order  paper. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  point  that 
was  raised  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition, 
this  is  the  point  that  the  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  raised  this  afternoon:  There 
are  people  in  the  committees  now  who  cannot 
speak  to  these  bills.  Maybe  they  are  routine; 
I  really  do  not  know  whether  they  are 
routine  or  not.  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
says  they  are  routine,  I  do  not  really  know 
if  they  are  but  in  any  event- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Well  the  member's  caucus 
should  check  them  out. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Just  a  moment! 
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The  member  for  Lakeshore  was  here  and 
did  not  know  whether  they  were  coming  up. 
He  has  both  those  items  marked  on  his 
order  paper  and  I  am  sure  he  may  have  had 
something  to  say  in  regard  to  those  bills.  He 
is  now  in  another  committee.  Now  with  great 
respect,  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  asked  for  the  legislation- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  repeat- 
ing himself  and  repetition  is  not  necessary. 
He  has  made  his  point.  Is  there  anyone  who 
wishes  to  speak  to  this  bill  further  on  second 
reading? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  No. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Committee    of    the    Whole 
House. 

Agreed. 


COUNTY  COURTS  ACT 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  87,  An  Act  to  amend  The  County 
Courts  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
biU. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

An  hon.  member:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  Whole 
House. 

Agreed. 


FARM  PRODUCTS  MARKETING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  88,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Farm  Products 
Marketing  Act. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  briefly  to  this  bill, 
it  is  in  preparation,  as  I  understand  it,  for 
the  passage  of  federal  BiU  C-176,  which  will 
give  Canada  nationwide  marketing  proced- 
ures, which  are  to  be  desired. 

We  have  had  some  discussion  in  this  House 
previously  concerning  the  delay  in  this  leg- 
islation and  I  believe  a  majority  of  the 
members-^and  I  have  not  heard  a  dissenting 


voice— hopes  that  the  legislation  will  be  pro- 
ceeded with  forthwith  at  Ottawa;  we  all 
regret  the  fact  that  the  legislation  has  not 
passed  through  Parliament  before  this  date. 

We  on  this  side  feel  that  one  of  the  sub- 
stantial threats  to  the  farm  marketing  pro- 
cedures in  our  country  has  been  the  pro- 
cedures of  a  number  of  provinces,  including 
Ontario,  in  the  passage  of  legislation  which 
we  consider,  if  not  illegal  unduly  restrictive 
in  interfering  with  interprovincial  trade.  We 
have  had  that  argument,  before  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  a  bill  that  has  been  discussed  in  this 
House. 

It  is  my  hope  that  this  bill  when  it  is 
proclaimed  following  the  passage  of  Bill  C- 
176  with  or  without  the  32  amendments 
pending,  will  give  some  considerable  order  to 
what  is  approaching  chaos  in  the  marketing 
of  a  good  many  agriculture  products.  We 
support  this  legislation.  We  hope  it  will  be 
opportune  to  have  it  proclaimed  at  an  early 
date  and  in  fact  that  the  federal  legislation, 
with  the  co-operation  of  the  provinces  with 
legislation  similar  to  this,  will  do  something 
for  the  agricultural  commimity  when  obvi- 
ously something  must  be  done. 

The  minister  has  said  recently  in  this  House 
that  while  he  is  concerned  with  the  level  of 
monetary  returns  for  the  argricultural  com- 
munity he  has  not  had  as  many  complaints 
as  apparently  we  in  opposition  have. 

I  do  not  think  the  bill  calls  for  any  full- 
fledged  farm  economy  debate.  The  minister 
is  surely  as  concerned  as  anyone,  since  he 
himself  is  a  farmer,  and  maybe  this  time 
next  year  will  be  making  his  living  at  it. 

We  believe  it  is  essential  that  we  back 
away  substantially  from  the  brinkmanship 
that  has  been  practised  by  Ontario,  Quebec 
and  at  least  two  of  the  western  provinces. 

We  have  examined  with  a  great  deal  of 
interest  the  important  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Canada.  It  is  our  view  that 
that  decision,  having  to  do  with  interference 
of  interprovincial  trade,  does  have  application 
to  legislation  here.  It  is  going  to  be  tested 
in  the  courts,  and  I  would  predict,  Mr. 
Speaker,  found  substantially  wanting. 

I  am  glad  this  legislation  is  here.  It  means 
that  Ontario  is  ready  to  take  part  in  national 
marketing  programmes  when  they  are  avail- 
able. We  hope,  on  this  side,  and  I  know  it 
is  echoed  by  members  opposite,  that  such 
legislation  will  be  available  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible for  the  benefit  of  the  agricultural 
community. 
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Mr.  K.  C.  Bolton  (Middlesex  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  in  the  New  Democratic  Party 
find  no  problem  supporting  Bill  88.  Its  pur- 
pose is  quite  clearly  expressed.  We  note  it 
is  designed  to  permit  the  government  of 
Ontario  to  participate  in  any  national  market- 
ing plan  established  for  a  farm  product  by 
the  government  of  Canada. 

Many  of  us  have  watched  with  real  ap- 
prehension the  marketing  struggles  between 
various  provinces,  specifically  of  late,  the 
tension  between  Ontario  and  Quebec,  com- 
monly referred  to  as  "the  chicken-and-egg" 
war.  We  recognize  that  farm  marketing  is  in 
a  chaotic  state  and  that  the  struggle  between 
rival  producers  and  competing  provinces  has 
become  almost  fratricidal.  We  hope  the  op- 
tions opened  by  this  bill  will  be  used  wisely 
and  responsibility  to  strengthen  the  relation 
between  all  the  provinces  in  the  interest  not 
only  of  vigorous  and  healthy  farm  industry, 
but  also  of  a  co-operative  and  united  Canada. 

We  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  member? 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  party  of  course,  as  my  leader  has  said, 
is  committed  to  the  proposition  of  national 
marketing.  I  am  just  wondering  if  the  minister 
could  bring  us  up  to  date  with  respect  to 
the  progress  of  Bill  C-176.  Does  he  have  any 
indication- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  this  has  nothing 
whatsoever  to  do  with  the  Ontario  bill. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  With  respect,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
suggest  to  you,  sir,  that  it  is  of  interest. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  of  the  Crown 
in  Ontario  is  in  no  position,  in  Mr.  Speaker's 
opinion,  to  report  with  respect  to  actions  in 
another  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Without  the  national  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  is  no  point  in— 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  quite  true,  but  this 
minister  is  in  no  position  to  report  on  the 
progress  of  the  national  bill,  in  my  opinion, 
and  the  question  is  not  a  matter  for  this 
House. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  All  right.  Let  me  tackle  it 
from  the  point  of  view  as  to  whether  the 
minister  has  any  indication  of  the  date  on 
which  he  is  going  to  proclaim  this  bill.  Per- 
haps we  can  get  it  that  way  and  that  would 
then  indicate  the  progress  being  made  at  the 
federal  level. 


We  are  all  aware  of  the  problems;  the 
"chicken-and-egg"  war  that  has  been  going 
on  for  the  past  number  of  months.  We  all 
realize  that  three  provinces,  namely,  Mani- 
toba, Ontario  and  Quebec,  are  engaged  in 
an  agricultural  battle,  which  involves  mainly 
eggs  and  chickens.  It  seems  that  the  only 
reasonable  way  out  of  this  dilemma  is 
through  the  implementation  of  national  mar- 
keting. I  am  wondering  when  the  minister 
sees  the  proclamation  of  this  bill  which  will 
then  dovetail  in  with  the  national  marketing 
scheme. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  will  not  prolong  the  debate  here.  I  just 
want  to  say  that  with  the  dilemma  that  many 
of  the  farmers  are  in  today,  especially  in 
egg  marketing  and  hog  marketing  at  this 
time  and  others  as  mentioned  by  my  leader. 

I  talked  to  a  federal  member  the  other 
day  who  informed  me  of  the  problems  they 
have  had  with  marketing  legislation  for 
Canada;  and  of  course  this  bill  has  to  do 
with  whether  we  can  then  join  it. 

Apparently  they  did  try  before  the  Par- 
liament closed  last  week,  in  an  emergency 
sitting  on  the  last  day,  to  put  the  bill 
through,  but  they  needed  the  assent  of  all 
parties.  If  20  or  more  members  object,  then 
they  cannot  sit  at  night  and  apparently 
they  could  not  extend  the  sittings  because 
more  than  20  members  of  the  Conservative 
Party  and  the  NDP  voted  against  it. 

But  I  am  not  holding  what  went  on  in 
Ottawa  against  our  minister.  We  know  that 
he  feels  that  national  marketing  is  a  neces- 
sity in  order  to  keep  our  farmers  viable  and 
we  give  him  great  credit  for  that.  When 
the  committee  held  its  meetings  in  this  area, 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  did 
get  up  and  put  his  views  across  very  strongly. 
So  we  do  give  him  credit  for  that. 

However,  we  know  that  we  have  many 
problems  in  farming  in  Ontario,  and  whether 
the  minister  here  can  solve  any  of  them, 
perhaps  he  could  do  a  little  better  on  some 
of  them;  we  hope  he  would  try. 

However,  as  I  say,  we  support  the  prin- 
ciple of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  tlie  minister  wish  to 
make  any  remarks  in  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
welcome  the  support  for  this  bill,  which 
seems  obvious,  from  both  the  opposition 
party  and  the  New  Democratic  Party. 
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In  reply  to  a  question  posed  by  the 
member  for  Huron-Bruoe  regarding  the  date 
of  proclamation,  without  offending  your  rul- 
ing, sir,  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  I  have 
no  idea  when  the  date  of  proclamation  may 
be. 

As  the  member  for  Essex-Kent  has  sug- 
gested, the  House  of  Commons  did  give 
consideration  to  Bill  C-176,  I  believe,  the 
day  before  the  House  adjourned  for  the 
summer  recess;  it  made  little  progress,  and 
in  fact  I  felt  perhaps  it  might  die  on  the 
order  paper.  But  I  have  been  assured  by 
the  federal  Minister  of  Agriculture,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  he  intends  to  reintroduce  the 
bill  when  the  session  resumes  following  the 
summer  recess  and  we  would  hope  that  it 
may  receive  more  favourable  consideration 
at  that  time. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  think  we  have  to  be 
realistic  enough  to  recognize  that  there  is 
very  strong  opposition  to  this  bill  emanating 
from  western  Canada  particularly.  We  took 
the  position  finally,  realizing  this  opposition 
did  exist,  that  perhaps  it  might  be  more 
appropriate  for  the  federal  minister  to  sug- 
gest that  the  bill  be  implemented  but  that 
any  commodity  coming  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  (the  bill  be  brought  on  by  resolution  of 
the  House  of  Commons. 

In  other  words,  if  there  was  to  be  appli- 
cation of  the  bill  to  marketing  of  eggs  on 
a  federal  basis,  a  resolution  would  be  debated 
in  the  House  of  Commons  and  passed  there. 

So  the  bill  would  only  then  have  appli- 
cation to  eggs;  the  same  could  apply  to 
broilers,  potatoes  or  whatever.  But  it  would 
not  be  the  omnibus  type  of  bill  that  is 
presently  before  the  House  of  Commons.  I 
think  he  made  that  proposal.  It  may  be  that 
after  the  summer  recess  there  will  be  accep- 
tance of  it. 

I  would  say,  however,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  now  have  embarked  on  a  path  of  explora- 
tion with  the  Provinces  of  Quebec  and 
Manitoba,  to  determine  if  we  can  bring  in 
some  type  of  a  programme  under  The  Agri- 
cultural Products  Marketing  Act  of  Canada 
which  will  be  a  co-ordinated  marketing 
approach.  We  think  this  can  be  done.  The 
law  officers  of  our  government  feel  very 
definitely  that  it  can  be  done;  the  Ontario 
government  feels  very  definitely  that  it 
can  be  done.  The  federal  government's  law 
officers,  I  think,  had  some  doubts,  but  I 
believe  they  are  less  doubtful  today  than 
they  were. 


We  think  this  is  the  way  to  resolve  it.  So 
this  bill  will  init  us  in  position  that,  if  it  is 
necessary  to  proclaim  it,  we  can  proclaim  it 
and  we  will  be  able  to  qualify  under  either 
bill,  should  events  so  evolve  to  that  degree. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


AGRICULTURAL  REPRESENTATIVES 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  (moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  96,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Agricultural 
Representatives  Aot. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  84,  The  Hotel  Fire  Safety  Act,  1971. 

Bill  88,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Farm 
Products  Marketing  Aot. 

Bill  90,  An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Protec- 
tion of  Persons  in  Industrial  Establishments. 

Bill  91,  An  Act  to  Regulate  the  Handling 
and  Use  of  Hydrocarbons. 

Bill  96,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Agricultural 
Representatives  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  53rd  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply;  Mr.  A.  E.  Renter  in 
the  chair. 


ESTIMATES      DEPARTMENT 
OF  JUSTICE 

(continued) 

On  vote  901: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  some  additional 
information,    further   to   the    answers    today 
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from  the  Attorney  General,  on  the  govern- 
ment's policy  statement  on  offtrack  betting. 
I  wonder  if  the  Attorney  General  could  make 
it— actually  I  was  surprised  that  the  stateanent 
was  not  made  in  the  House. 

I  know  it  was  released  by  the  Premier 
(Mr.  Davis),  I  guess  in  his  absence  through 
illness.  I  am  not  sure  how  it  was  released, 
whether  it  was  filtered  out  of  his  oflBce  or 
whether  the  Attorney  General  in  the  Premier's 
name  had  a  press  conference  in  that  regard. 
I  would  like,  however,  some  of  the  details 
put  on  the  record  here  for  my  own  informa- 
tion. 

What  is  the  prospective  timetable  in  the 
implementation  of  the  government's  policy, 
without  regard  to  decision  at  the  federal 
level?  We  can  assume,  having  been  told  so 
frequently,  that  the  government  of  Canada  is 
waiting  only  for  the  Attorneys  General  to 
give  their  recommendations  and  that  they 
will  move  to  correct  or  to  aanend  The  Crim- 
inal Code  in  this  regard.  What  does  the 
Attorney  General  consider  a  likely  timetable? 
Are  we  talking  about  six  month?  A  year? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
I  would  think  there  still  has  to  be  a  great 
deal  of  consultation  between  Ottawa  and  the 
provinces  and  specifically  with  us  here.  We 
are  pushing  right  ahead  with  an  interde- 
partmental task  force  to  come  up  with  the 
recommendation  to  the  government  respect- 
ing the  best  means  of  implementing  the  broad 
policy  decisions  that  have  already  been  made. 

Timetables;  I  just  do  not  know.  This  is  one 
of  the  ones  on  my  desk  that  is  marked  "as 
soon  as  possible." 

Mr.  Nixon:  How  can  you  explain  that  the 
chairman  of  your  interdepartmental  task  force 
did  not  know  about  his  new  duties  when  he 
was  asked  about  them  by  a  representative  of 
the  press? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  do  not  think 
that  is  true.  I  think  that  is  a  stock  answer 
you  will  get  from  civil  servants  when  they  ar»^ 
under  some  sort  of  admonition  to  play  it 
cool  and  close  to  the  vest. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  thdnk  you  are  Iddding.  The 
words  when  they  were  reported  sounded 
something  other  than  a  stock  answer.  They 
sounded  like  complete  amazement,  surprise. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  think  so. 
I  can  assure  the  hon.  member  we  have  been 
gathering  the  material  for  this  task  force  for 
some  time.  We  have  quite  an  extensive 
amount  of  material  on   hand   in   respect   of 


what  has  been  happening  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions—New York,  Japan,  Australia,  the  UK. 
Now  we  want  to  get  as  much  information  as 
possible  from  experienced  people  here  and, 
hopefully,  we  can  now  draw  on  their  exper- 
tise and  experience. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Charge 
them  $50. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Will  the  Attorney  General 
indicate  has  concept  of  the  way  this  business 
might  work;  whether  the  total  handled  will 
go  through  the  totalizer  of  the  track  con- 
cerned, or  if  in  fact  only  a  part  of  it  will 
accrue  to  the  benefit  of  the  track  owner  and 
operator? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No.  I  again— 

Mr.  Nixon:  Your  own  views. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  All  right!  Again, 
there  is  no  sense  in  asking  people  to  submit 
information  or  briefs,  or  for  that  matter  there 
is  no  sense  even  in  setting  up  the  S'tudy 
groups  we  have  if  we  already  know  the 
answers. 

We  do  not  know  the  answers  but  certainly 
we  do  not  think  the  experience  in  New  York 
City  is  a  happy  one,  where  there  is  a  split. 

The  parimutuel  machines  are  still  working 
away  at  the  tracks  and  yet  there  is,  as  I 
imderstand  it,  a  difi^erent  setup  in  Grand 
Central  Station  or  wherever  it  is  the  thing 
has  been  set  up  for  that  particular  bettin;]: 
operation.  We  think  it  has  got  to  be  done  in 
one  place,  under  one  control  and  that  would 
be  the  government's  control. 

If  you  go  to  place  your  bet  at  the  track  it 
is  fed  into  the  odds  machine  or  whate^'er  it 
is— it  may  not  even  be  a  parimutuel  system, 
you  know.  It  may  not  be  the  same  electronic 
equipment  that  you  use  to  feed  the  same 
information  from  outside  of  the  track.  It 
need  not  be  at  the  track.  It  need  not  be  under 
the  control  or  the  supervision  of,  or  even 
have  employees  of  the  track  working  on  that 
sort  of  arrangement.  I  do  not  know. 

That  is  the  situation  that  appeals  to  me  as 
being  the  neatest,  cleanest  and  most  control- 
lable. Again,  it  may  not  be  the  one  that  will 
be  recommended  to  us.  Am  I  making  m^'self 
clear? 

Mr.  Nixon:  There  is  a  point  that  Ls  not 
clear  to  me  unless  part  of  the  programme  is 
to  take  over  the  ownership  and  control  of 
the  track.  Certainly,  if  the  Jockey  Club,  as  a 
stock  company,  privately  owned  and  oper- 
ated, is  going  to  have  the  benefit  of  all  of 
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the  bets  going  through  the  machinery  at  their 
track,  then  a  specific  percentage  is  removed 
as  their  income  from  that  basis.  And  if,  as  the 
Attorney  General  has  indicated,  there  would 
probably  be  a  substantial  expansion  in  the 
number  of  dollars  bet  through  the  machinery 
established  by  the  government  and  operated 
by  the  government,  then  at  least  there  is  an 
argument  that  the  private  owners  of  the 
tracks  concerned  might  not  get  the  benefits 
of  all  of  the  normal  income  from  those  bets. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  This  is  a  difficulty 
and  it  is  certainly  a  point  of  view  that  should 
be  expressed  on  behalf  of  the  track  owner,  I 
suppose.  But  the  partimutuel  machines  right 
now  are  not  there  for  the  benefit  of  the 
track,  they  are  not  owned— I  do  not  think 
they  are  even  operated— by  the  track- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Well,  how  does  the  track 
arrange  to— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  are  operated 
by  the  federal  Department  of  Agriculture, 
that  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Is  it  not  true  that  the  tracks 
take  a  percentage?  What  is  it,  nine  per  cent? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Nine  per  cent? 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  see  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  Mc- 
Keough)  nodding. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Nine  per  cent. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Which  is  simply  extracted  right 
off  the  top  of  the  total  handled  at  the  track 
and  it  all  goes  through  the  machine.  Now  if 
the  government  of  Ontario  is  going  to  set 
up  a  widespread  facility,  owned,  operated 
and  paid  for  from  public  funds  to  in  fact 
increase  the  handle  at  the  track,  it  is  going 
to  be  a  very  attractive  addition  at  no  addi- 
tional charge  whatsoever  for  the  owners  of 
the  track. 

There  are  a  number  of  alternatives.  Either 
it  could  be  there  will  be  a  diminishing  return; 
or  there  was  a  proposal  put  forward  I  believe 
by  the  present  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications  (Mr.  MacNaughton)  that 
there  would  be  some  other  form  of  owner- 
ship. I  am  not  talking  about  taking  it  over 
entirely. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No.  First  of  all,  it 
does  not  really  matter  where  the  computer, 
or  whatever  the  machinery  is,  is  set  up;  it 
does  not  really  matter  where  that  is. 

Mr.  Nixon:  All  right. 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  would  be  just  as 
easy  as  it  is  now  for  the  equipment  to  indi- 
cate the  bets  that  are  placed  at  the  track 
versus  the  bets  that  are  placed  elsewhere. 
Therefore,  the  tracks  could  still  get  exactly 
the  same  cut  they  are  getting  now.  I  am  not 
saying  they  would;  I  am  not  saying  they 
need  to;  I  am  saying  they  could. 

Mr.  Nixon:  This  is  a  matter  then  that  is 
under  consideration? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Sure  it  is  imder  con- 
sideration.   We    are   considering    everything. 
We  will  even  consider  the  comments- 
Mr.  Nixon:  No,  the  government  is  not  con- 
sidering everything. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  will  even  con- 
sider the  comments  of  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  have  learned  in  the  past  that 
it  does  not  much  matter  whether  or  not  the 
minister  considers  them.  It  is  too  bad  to  wake 
up  some  of  his  supporters. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  see  any 

difficulty  in  that  sort  of  arrangement.  There 
may  well  be  difBculties;  that  is  why  we  are 
acting- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Obviously  the  decision  is  based 
on  what  the  province  is  going  to  take  as  its 
share  and  what  it  is  prepared  to  give  to  the 
present  owners  of  the  tracks. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  want  to  make 
sure  that  the  smaller  tracks  somehow  benefit 
out  of  all  this. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Like  Windsor  and  Ottawa? 

Hon.  A.  F.   Lawrence:   I   am  thinking  of 
Orono  on  Friday  nights- 
Mr.  Nixon:  Oh,  well— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  what  I  am 
thinking  of. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Dresden. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Dresden,  sure;  even 
Dresden! 

I  do  not  anticipate  there  will  be  any  diffi- 
culties along  that  line,  but  there  again  we 
want  to  call  in  the  technical  experts  that  we 
are  calling  just  to  help  us  with  some  of  these 
problems.  Do  not  forgdt  at  the  moment  the 
thing  is  centralized  at  the  track  on  the 
premise  that  all  of  the  betting  is  done  at  the 
track.  That  obviously  is  now  a  wrong  premise. 
That  is  the  difficulty  at  the  moment. 
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Mr.  Nixon:  Can  the  minister  reje<Jt  out  ot 
hand  the  proposal  that  came  from  the  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale  (Mr.  J.  Renwick)— those 
people  who  have  a  toe  in  the  door  now  are 
going  to  be  compensated  once  this  new  pro- 
gramme is  put  into  operation? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  can  certainly  say 
we  have  given  that  no  consideration. 

An  hon.  member:  Not  too  much! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:   No,  no  considera- 
tion; but  on  the  other  hand- 
Mr.  Nixon:  The  member  for  Riverdale  may 
be  representing— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  —by  the  time  the 
thing  comes  into  effect,  they  may  not  be  in 
business. 

Mr.  Nixon:  They  are  not  all  going  to  be 
in  jail,  surely?  The  minister  made  some  inter- 
esting comments  at  a  press  conference— at 
least  they  were  reported— that  also  under  con- 
sideration was  the  possibility  of  expanding 
tremendously  the  whole  ambit  of  gambling. 
It  almost  sounded  as  if  he  was  talking  about 
putting  slot  machines  in  the  post  ofiBces. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  thought  they  were 
already  there!  1  have  lost  some  money  there 
just  lately. 

No,  the  press  were  pretty  hard  at  it  to 
try  to  get  some  admittance  from  me  that  this 
could  be  expanded  into  something  much 
wider.  I  hope  I  very  rigorously  recoiled  in 
horror  at  the  thought. 

Mr.  Nixon:  It  did  not  sound  like  a  vigorous 
recoil.  I  thought  the  minister  soimded  pretty 
good.  The  Treasurer  was  drooling  again. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  anticipate- 
again  stricdy  because  of  the  mechanical  diffi- 
culties, if  nothing  else,  that  would  be  in  the 
way-^hat  this  scheme  would  cover  bets  placed 
against  horse  races  in  Ontario.  Now  if  the 
thing  can  possibly  be  widened  to  include 
other  things,  then  we  will  certainly  want  to 
hear  about  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  not  going  out 
of  our  way  to  ask  for  people  to  advise  us 
on  that.  I  think  our  main  concern  at  the 
moment  is  betting  on  the  horses  which  race 
in  Ontario.  If  we  can  cover  other  things  with 
the  same  equipment,  and  by  that  I  mean 
perhaps  horse-racing  out  of  the  province, 
because  my  assumption  is— and  it  is  only  an 
assumption  because  there  is  no  way  of  check- 
ing  it— that   there   is    still   an   awful    lot    of 


money  bet  in  Ontario  on  horse-racing  out  of 
Ontario.  Certainly  that  is  another  aspect.  If 
people  can  advise  us  on  how  this  can  be 
done  we  would  like  to  hear  about  it. 

But  I  had  a  request  today  asking  if  this 
would  include  Las  Vegas-type  gambling 
operations,  would  it  include  the  backroom 
poker  game?  Bear  in  mind  that  the  only  item 
that  I  anticipate  this  would  cover  would  be 
the  betting  sections  of  The  Criminal  Code, 
not  the  gaming  provisions,  and  the  gaming 
provisions  cover  that  type  of  operation. 

We  are  certainly  not  asking  that  The 
Criminal  Code  be  amended  in  any  way  in 
respect  of  the  gaming  provisions.  It  is  a 
different  matter  completely.  We  are  not 
looking  for  a  Vegas-type  operation  around 
here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901,  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  pretty 
lacy  looking  literature  you  are  looking  at 
over  there. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  is  a  casino! 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  last  question  as  far  as  I 
am  concerned:  The  minister  is  talking  about 
gaming  provisions  and  there  has  been  one 
change  that  Ontario  has  dready  taken  ad- 
vantage of  and  that  is  the  lotteries.  Would  it 
not  be  reasonable  when  he  is  considering  this 
whole  new  approach  to  the  legal  activities 
and  the  revenues  of  the  province  that  the 
consideration  of  rather  integrating  his  means 
of  control  to  includue  the  governance  of 
lotteries,  and  perhaps  even  the  consideration 
of  including  them  in  his  general  matter  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Treasurer  on  the  basis  of 
simply  the  extension  of  revenue? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  going  to  include 
them? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  I  would  think 
that  perhaps  the  same  administrative  setup, 
at  least  within  the  departments  concerned,  or 
rather  to  that  department  of  this  government, 
could  handle  the  same  thing  that  I  think  has 
already  been  anticipated  by  the  transfer  of 
the  Ontario  Racing  Commission  to  The  De- 
partment of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I   am   not   completely  familiar   with  how   a 


JULY  8,  1971 


3713 


betting  operation  works,  but  I  received  a 
number  of  letters  from  the  Standard  Horse 
Breeders  Association  talking  about  the  diffi- 
culty that  it  now  has  with  some  of  the  bets 
not  reaching  the  track  and  the  fact  that  this 
affects  the  purses. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  did  say  that  he 
was  not  sure  what  portion  of  the  take  the 
tracks  were  going  to  get  from  that  money 
that  was  bet  outside  of  the  track;  right? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Deans:  You  did  mention  it?  Okay. 

What  guarantee  is  there  that  there  will  not 
be  any  reduction  in  the  total  amount  of 
money  available  for  purse  purposes?  On  the 
whole  thing  about  whether  or  not  a  person 
makes  money  betting  at  the  track,  I  could 
not  care  less.  But  I  think  a  guy  who  raises 
a  horse  for  the  purpose  of  miming  it  and 
does  this  whether  by  hobby  or  by  business, 
ought  not  to  stand  to  lose  in  any  changeover; 
that  there  ought  not  to  be  any  way  in  which 
he  will  lose  in  terms  of  the  purses  that  are 
available  in  regard  to  winners. 

What  provision  are  you  now  incorporating 
into  your  changes  that  will  ensure  that  there 
will  be  at  least  as  much,  and  that  additional 
promotion  by  the  various  tracks  on  particular 
events  will  in  fact  mean  larger  purses  or  at 
least  a  larger  share  of  the  total  take  going 
toward  purses? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Laverence:  What  guarantee? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  there  is  no 
guarantee.  No  guarantee  at  all.  However, 
their  concern  at  the  moment  is  to  eliminate 
the  present  system  of  offtrack  betting  which 
they  claim  is  losing  ithem  money. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  I  agree  with  that. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  This  is  our  concern, 
but  as  to  what  guarantee  there  is,  there  is 
not  any  at  the  moment.  Quite  frankly,  1  am 
not  put  out  that  this  discussion  is  taking 
place,  but  I  just  do  point  out  to  the  hon. 
member  that  it  is  awfully  prematiure  as  yet. 

There  will  have  to  be  legislation  to  cover 
this  whole  thing,  and  the  hon.  member  can 
only  get  sensible  answers  from  me  or  from 
whoever  v^dll  be  bringing  in  the  legislation 
at  that  time  once  these  things  have   really 


been    considered    in    depth— and    they    have 
not  been  as  yet. 

Our  concern  of  course  is  that  while  this 
is  not  by  any  means  a  move  to  bail  out  Mr. 
Taylor  and  the  Ontario  Jockey  Club  or  any- 
thing like  that,  we  certainly  are  concerned 
that  everyone  in  the  horse-racing  and  horse- 
breeding  business  should  get  his  fair  shake 
out  of  whatever  is  bet  on  horse-racing  in 
this  province.  That  is  part  of  the  object  of 
the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  no  particular  love  for 
the  Jockey  Club  or  for  Mr.  Taylor,  or  for 
that  matter  for  the  people  who  are  operating 
the  existing  offtrack  betting  establishments; 
in  fact  I  am  happy  to  see  legislation  to 
eliminate  them.  I  am  pleased  to  see  it. 

I  do  know  a  number  of  people  who  own 
a  horse  or  two  horses,  particidarly  in  the 
trotting  end  of  it— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Deans:  —not  so  much  in  the  thorough- 
bred end  of  it.  They  have  a  large  lot.  They 
keep  the  horse  there.  They  train  it  every 
night;  they  walk  it  in  the  winter.  The  reason 
is  that  they  happen  to  enjoy  that  as  a 
pleasure  for  them.  In  the  meantime,  it  may 
or  may  not  return  them  some  money  on 
whatever  investment  there  is.  I  think  we 
have  got  to  be  sure  that  in  any  changes 
the  minister  makes  there  will  not  be  any 
diminishing  return  at  that  end  of  it.  I  do 
not  care  if  there  is  a  drop  in  the  take  in 
terms  of  what  a  person  gets  back  for  his 
bet- 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  up  to  him.  I  do  not 
care  if  the  Jockey  Club  makes  less  money; 
that  does  not  bother  me  in  the  least.  I  just 
feel  that  the  individual  who  provides  the 
entertainment  aspect  of  it— he  provides  the 
horse— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Deans:  —the  jockey  or  the  rider,  and 
the  sulky— surely  he  has  to  be  protected. 
He  is  the  bread  and  butter;  the  others  are 
living  oflF  his  back, 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  agree  on  that 
then.  The  hope  of  course  is  that  this  perhaps 
would  generate  more  funds  that  could  be 
put  up  as  purses,  which  in  turn  might  be 
able  to  help  the  breeding  stock,  which  might 
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assist  everybody— standardbred  as  well  as 
thoroughbred  horse  owners. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Niagara  Falls. 

Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  I  was 
reading  the  morning  paper  and  I  see  a  little 
account  here  that  says: 

The  provincial  Treasurer,  Darcy  Mc- 
Keough,  said  last  week  that  he  drools  at 
the  revenue  pdssibilities  opened  by  a 
government-operated   system. 

Just  what  amount  of  money  does  the  Trea- 
surer drool  over?  What  does  he  expect  to 
get  from  this  if  the  track  were  to  be 
governed  and  run  the  same  as  the  Liquor 
Control  Board? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  can  assure  the 
hon.  member  we  really  do  not  know.  But 
knowing  the  character  of  the  present  Trea- 
surer, I  can-  assure  the  hon.  member  that 
he  drools  over  every  cent  paid. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  Hear, 
hear— for  the  people  of  Ontario! 

Mr.  Bukator:  All  I  know,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  what  I  read  in  the  papers.  I  was  wondering 
about  the  offtrack  betting— and  my  argument 
has  been  very  sound,  and  I  guess  that  of 
the  Liberal  Party  too.  We  have  talked  about 
the  government  legalizing  offtrack  betting 
for  many  years.  The  member  for  High  Park 
(Mr.  Shulman)  was  it?— he  is  not  here  in 
his  place  tonight— made  the  same  argument 
that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  a  Mafia  and 
racketeers  making  millions  from  offtrack  bet- 
ting. I  do  believe  the  government  should 
legalize  it  and  get  the  revenue  to  which 
the  province  is  entitled  rather  than  put  the 
tracks  out  of  business,  and  especially  those 
people  who  provide,  as  I  say,  the  entertain- 
ment and  the  horses. 

I  have  had  many  letters  too  from  owners 
in  the  riding  that  I  represent.  They  feel  that 
because  of  the  hardship  it  creates— there  are 
millions  of  dollars  not  getting  to  the  track 
from  these  offtrack  betting  shops— they  feel 
that  the  government  should  do  something 
about  it. 

I  was  very  much  encouraged  when  I  read 
the  paper  this  morning,  that  the  government 
is  going  to  take  a  good  look  at  it.  But  when 
is  thds  new  law  going  to  come  into  effect? 
I  realize  the  government  must  talk  with 
Ottawa,  but  can  it  not  implement  legislation 


of  its  own  to  get  on  with  the  job  without 
the  federal  government? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Believe  me,  we  have 
looked  at  it,  and  we  are  still  looking  at  it. 
If  we  could  step  in  tomorrow,  we  would  do 
it,  but  we  have  found  no  means  of  doing  it 
as  yet. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Then,  if  many  of  the 
Attorneys  General  throughout  the  whole 
country  could  not  care  less,  again  as  the 
paper  stated  this  morning,  does  that  not 
hinder  this  government's  progress?  We  may 
not  have  an  opportunity  to  bring  the 
Attorneys  General  together  to  get  the  gov- 
ernment to  pass  the  necessary  laws.  I  would 
think  that  this  minister— 

Hon.  E.  Dunlop  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): They  can  pass  them  without  our 
advice. 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  did  not  catch  that  last  inter- 
jection, but  I— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  think  Mr.  Turner 
indicated,  in  effect,  from  the  press  story  I 
saw  today  anyway— I  have  not  heard  directly 
from  him— that  from  their  point  of  view  at 
Ottawa  they  need  not  wait  until  they  get 
everybody's  concurrence  now.  That  is  some- 
thing for  them  to  decide.  I  do  not  know. 

They  know  our  position.  They  have  known 
our  position  for  some  time,  and  certainly  we 
stand  ready,  willing,  and  I  hope  able,  at  any 
time  to  step  into  the  picture  if  they  move  out. 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  have  one  more  question 
then.  Usually  when  we  do  get  information 
from  the  papers  the  account  is  history  and 
many  days  have  passed  in  many  cases.  Has 
the  Attorney  General  been  in  touch  with  Mr. 
Turner  directly  on  this  issue?  Has  he  been 
talking  with  him?  Is  there  a  possibility  of  a 
meeting  of  minds? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No;  the  last  time  I 
spoke  with  him  about  it  was  at  the  Victoria 
conference.  The  last  time  I  wrote  to  him 
about  it  was  on  June  8.  I  have  had  no  written 
reply  from  him  since  then  and  I  have  not 
spoken  to  him  since  the  Victoria  conference. 

Mr.  Bukator:  It  is  legislation  that  has  been 
needed  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Sandwich-Riverside  is  attempting  to  gain  the 
floor. 
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Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  minister 
some  time  ago  about  offtrack  betting  and  he 
favoured  me  with  a  detailed  and  lengthy 
reply,  but  I  am  a  little  puzzled  about  it.  The 
gist  of  his  letter  seemed  to  be  that  there  was 
not  enough  evidence  to  launch  a  criminal 
prosecution.  In  his  final  paragraph  he  says: 

The  police  are  in  possession  of  all  infor- 
mation which  is  possible,  but  as  I  say  most 
of  it  is  of  a  nature  that  does  not  permit  its 
admissibility  as  evidence  to  support  a 
criminal  prosecution. 

This  letter  was  written  only  on  June  29,  and 
yesterday,  on  July  7,  we  had  a  full  page  in 
the  Toronto  Star  telling  about  the  case  in 
which  the  owner  of  51  offtrack  betting  shops 
was  sentenced  to  nine  months  in  jail  and 
fined  $50,000  for  four  betting  offences.  This 
article  is  mostly  the  edited  transcripts  of  the 
text  prepared  by  the  judge,  explaining  his 
verdict. 

Was  the  minister  not  aware  that  this 
prosecution  was  going  on?  I  am  a  little 
puzzled. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  not  only  aware 
of  that  prosecution,  I  am  aware  of  a  great 
many  more.  I  am  also  aware,  of  course,  that 
that  particular  judgement  is  under  appeal 
now,  so  that  I  do  not  think  I  should  say 
anything.  I  would  respectfully  suggest  that  I 
do  not  think  the  hon.  member  should  say 
anything  about  it  either. 

But  I  fail  to  see  what  the  difficulty  of  my 
friend  is.  I  think  T  assured  him— if  not  I  meant 
to  in  that  letter— that  where  we  can  prosecute, 
we  are.  If  the  places  are  still  open,  obviously 
we  do  not  have  the  evidence  or  the  prosecu- 
tion has  not  been  successful.  There  have  been 
a  number  of  these  charges  that  have  been 
dismissed;  there  have  also  been  a  number  of 
the  charges  which  have  resulted  in  convic- 
tions. There  have  been  many  of  them  in 
which  we  have  not  been  able— 'by  "we"  I 
mean  the  police— have  not  been  able  to  obtain 
the  evidence. 

It  is  one  thing  to  know,  or  (think  you  know, 
what  is  going  on,  and  it  is  another  thing  to 
obtain  the  type  of  evidence  that  is  admissible 
in  court.  I  am  sure  my  friend  can  appreciate 
that  large  numbers  of  patrons  of  these  off- 
track  betting  shops  are  not  particularly  the 
type  of  people— and  I  do  not  say  that  in  any 
disparaging  way  at  all— 'but  they  are  not  the 
type  of  people  who  will  necessarily  come 
along  and  testify  for  the  police  in  court.  It 
is  as  simple  as  that. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  901  carried?  The  hon. 
member  for  Hamilton  East. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  1  would 
like  to  pursue  this  just  a  moment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. The  minister  says  that  maybe,  in  refer- 
ence to  the  conviction  in  Toronto  of  these 
operators  of  the  offtrack  betting  shops— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  You  mean  the  Benoit 
conviction? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Yes. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  am  telling  my 
friend  now  that  that  is  under  appeal  and 
therefore  it  is  sub  judice. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  It  is  your  opinion  that  it  is 
sub  judice.  Would  that  stop  the  minister  from 
telling  the  House  in  his  opinion  what  the 
transcript  of  the  conviction  was? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  You  mean  what  the 
charge  was,  or  what  the  decision  of  the  judge 
was? 

Mr.  Gisbom:  What  the  evidence  was  that 
convicted  them.  The  trial  has  taken  place;  it 
is  in  the  transcript.  I  do  not  think  it  would 
be  sub  judice  to  tell  the  House  what  the 
evidence  was  that  convicted  them.  This  is 
the  point  in  the  whole  thing. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  do  not  have  a 
transcript  of  that  particular  trial,  I  am  sorry. 
It  would  take  a  little  while  to  get  it,  too. 
There  may  be  one  available  but  I  do  not 
have  one  here  tonight  and  I  fail  to  see  what 
that  would  prove,  in  any  event.  How  would 
that  illuminate  our  problem?  There  are  many 
others. 

The  point  at  issue  in  all  of  these  charges 
usually  is  that  it  is  a  breach  of  section  177A 
of  The  Criminal  Code,  which  is  that  the 
allegation  is  there  has  been  receipt  of  con- 
sideration in  respect  of  accepting  a  bet.  In 
other  words,  it  is  a  messenger  service  for 
which  you  receive  a  consideration.  The  other 
charge  is  the  ordinary  bookmaking  charge. 

As  I  say,  I  do  not  think  we  should  discuss 
the  Benoit  case  because  it  is  now  under 
appeal;  but  in  most  of  the  others,  the  police 
have  had  a  great  deal  of  difficulty,  as  I  say, 
obtaining  the  necessary  evidence  because  they 
need  the  very  wholehearted  co-operation  of 
the  clients,  customers  or  patrons  of  the  opera- 
tion. That  usually  is  not  very  readily  forth- 
coming. 
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Mr.  Nixon:  Were  special  instructions  sent 
out  to  tighten  down? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  might  we  infer— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well  by  tighten 
down— I  had  better  be  more  specific  than 
that:  The  Metro  Toronto  Crown  attorney 
suggested  to  them  that  they  could  perhaps 
attempt  a  little  bit  harder  than  they  had  been 
attempting  before,  because  they  had  been 
rather  frustrated  on  occasion,  I  think,  in  view 
of  the  diflRculties  of  the  police  in  getting  this 
evidence.  I  do  not  want  to  indicate  here  that 
there  is  any  great  police  harassment  of  these 
places,  but  it  was  indicated  to  them  that  they 
should  try  a  little  harder  in  finding  the 
e\adence  necessary  to  prosecute. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  appears  that 
this  phenomenal  growth  of  ofFtrack  shops  has 
taken  place  without  sufficient  supervision 
from  the  Attorney  General  and  from  the  law 
enforcement  agencies.  Now  it  appears  that 
a  policy  decision  has  been  made  that  this 
flower  is  going  to  wither— in  my  view  prop- 
erly so— because  an  order  has  gone  out  and 
somebody  is  going  to  pinch  it  off  at  the  base. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Well  when  the  Attorney  General 
says  "tighten  down,"  I  would  think  that  if 
he  were  not  the  only  lawyer  here  prepared 
to  argue  this,  there  would  be  those  who 
would  feel  there  is  something  the  matter 
with  a  level  of  justice  that  is  applied  at  some 
times  and  not  at  others. 

This  has  been  illegal  all  along.  We  have 
watched  these  stores  open  in  every  blooming 
town  and  on  most  streets.  We  look  at  them 
and  say,  "What  is  going  on?"  All  of  a 
sudden,  a  very  important  public  step  having 
been  taken  in  the  statement  that  was  made 
a  couple  of  days  ago,  the  Attorney  General 
gives  the  order  that  "we  are  going  to  tighten 
down  on  these  boys—" 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  nol 

Mr.  Nixon:  They  are  going  to  be  squeezed 
off  the  streets:  A  good  thing,  but  why  was 
this  delayed? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  no! 

I  am  sorry,  this  is  not  an  order  of  a 
couple  of  days  ago,  this  is  a  suggestion  of 
some    time    ago    that    the    Crown    attorney 


should  prosecute  these  operations  diligently 
and  certainly  seek  the  appropriate  sentence. 
That  is  all  that  any  Crown  attorney  can  or 
should  be  doing  at  all  times,  but  certainly 
that  is  all  they  have  been  doing. 

I  just  point  out  to  my  friend  that  it  is  a 
very  difficult  thing  to  obtain  the  necessary 
evidence  on  this  type  of  prosecution. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  must  point  out  we  have 
passed  the  hour  for  adjournment.  I  do  not 
like  to  interrupt  the  hon.  minister  but  we 
must  rise  and  adjourn. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Well,  I  think  we 
can  probably  end  the  debate  on  this  and 
just  pass  the  vote,  901. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  vote  901  carry?  There 
will  be  more  discussion  on  901? 

Mr.  Gisbom:   Yes,  Mr.   Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Then  I  must  have  a  motion 
to  rise  and  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  committee 
of  supply  rise  and  report  progress  and  ask 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
mittee of  supply  begs  to  report  progress 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  to- 
morrow we  will  continue  with  the  estimates 
of  The  Department  of  Justice,  and  I  should 
indicate  to  the  members  of  the  House  that 
next  week  I  shall  move  that  the  House  will 
sit,  with  the  exception  of  Monday  morning, 
for  the  full  day  through  Tuesday,  Wednes- 
day, Thursday  and  Friday,  and  evenings. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion):  Wednesday  evening? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Wednesday  evening. 

An  hon.  member.  Friday  evening? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  did  not  say  Friday 
evening.  We  shall  see,  perhaps  before  we 
reach  that  day,  what  progress  we  are  making. 

Mr.  Nixon:  We  have  had  eight  bills  intro- 
duced today. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  They  may  not  take  long. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  To  clarify 
that,  except  one  day,  Monday,  we  sit  the 
whole  day— Tuesday,  Wednesday  and  Thurs- 
day. Does  that  mean  10  o'clock  in  the 
morning? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Ten  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  with  the  hours  from   12  to  2  for 


lunch,  and  then  the  usual  hours  of  a  normal 
day.  Tomorrow,  as  I  said,  we  will  return 
to  the  estimates  of  The  Department  of  Justice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The    House    adjourned    at    10:35    o'clock, 
p.m. 


CONTENTS 

Thursday,  July  8,  1971 

Protection  of  persons   in  industrial   establishments,  bill   to  provide   for,   Mr.    Carton, 

second   reading    3691 

Handling  and  use  of  hydrocarbons,  bill  to  regulate,  Mr.  Carton,  second  reading  3700 

Workmen's  Compensation  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Carton,  second  reading  3700 

Hotel  Fire  Safety  Act,  1971,  bill  intituled,  Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  second  reading  3706 

Fort  William  Land  Titles  and  Registry  Office  Act,   1971,  bill  to  repeal,  Mr.  A.  F. 

Lawrence,   second   reading    3706 

Surrogate  Courts  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  second  reading  3706 

County  Courts  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  second  reading  3707 

Farm  Products  Marketing  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Stewart,  second  reading  3707 

Agricultural  Representatives  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Stewart,  second  reading  3709 

Third  readings  3709 

Estimates,  Department  of  Justice,  Mr.  A.  F.  Lawrence,  continued  3709 

Motion  to  adjourn,  Mr.  Wishart,  agreed  to  3717 


No.  90 


ONTARIO 


Xegifilature  of  (J^ntario 

Bcbateg 


OFFICIAL  REPORT  -  DAILY  EDITION 


Fourth  Session  of  the  Twenty-Eighth  Legislature 


Friday,  July  9,  1971 


Speaker:  Honourable  Fred  Mcintosh  Cass,  Q.C. 
Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  Q.C. 


THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER 

TORONTO 

1971 


Price  per  session,  $5.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto. 


CONTENTS 


(Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back 
of  this  issue.) 


^r-. 


3721 


LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Statements   by  the   ministry. 

Oral  questions. 

SITE  OF  NEW  TORONTO  AIRPORT 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): Mr.  Speaker,  can  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  tell  the 
House  anything  further  about  his  negotiations, 
or  the  negotiations  which  I  would  understand 
that  he  is  leading  with  this  government  and 
tlie  government  of  Canada,  pertaining  to  the 
new  international  airport  at  Toronto?  Can 
he  explain  the  apparent  differences  in  ap- 
proach in  the  public  statements  of  members 
of  tliis  government  with  the  statements  made 
by  the  Prime  Minister  of  Canada  as  to  the 
reasons  for  the  delay? 

Hon.  C.  S.  MacNaughton  (Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  one  who  finds  it  diflBcult  to 
understand  the  attitude— I  say  this  with  re- 
spect—of the  federal  government,  I  can  only 
repeat  what  I  think  has  been  said  in  this 
House  on  previous  occasions. 

We  entered  into  correspondence  with  the 
federal  Minister  of  Transport  by  letter  on 
April  28.  I  had  the  occasion  to  visit  him  in 
Ottawa  on  another  matter;  the  airport  situ- 
ation was  referred  to  very  briefly  at  that 
time.  The  letter  that  we  addressed  to  the 
federal  Minister  of  Transport— and  I  believe 
at  the  same  time  to  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Canada— set  out  the  positions  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  wanted  resolved. 

To  tliis  date,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
we  have  had  no  reply. 

On  May  3  when  we  were  down,  as  I  have 
said  visiting  with  him  and  the  other  pro- 
vincial minisiters  on  other  matters,  it  was 
briefly  touched  on  at  the  luncheon.  At  that 
time  it  was  indicated  to  me  he  would  be 
in  touch  with  us  within  two  weeks— he  would 
be  in  Toronto  to  discuss  the  matter.  There 
has  been  no  follow-up  on  that. 


Friday,  July  9,  1971 

While  we  have  stated  certain  positions 
that  the  government  of  Ontario  wishes  clari- 
fied, at  this  point  in  time  we  are  no  further 
along  the  road  than  we  were  when  the 
letter  was  written.  Simply,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  not  in  a  position  to  inform  the  House 
beyond  that,  because  it  has  not  been  a 
matter  of  two-way  communication  since  that 
time. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Does  the 
minister  not  think  the  matter  is  of  such 
pressing  importance  that  he  should  consider 
going  to  Ottawa  or  inviting  the  federal  Min- 
ister of  Transport  to  Toronto  so  that  the 
problem  with  two-way  communication  can 
be  solved?  And  second— go  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  think,  with 
reference  to  two-way  communication,  one 
side  of  the  two-way  communication  process 
has  been  undertaken  and  implemented,  and 
I  do  not  know  how  much  further  it  should 
be  pressed  from  this  end.  I  think  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  is  entitled  to  a  response 
of  some  kind  or  anotiber  from  Ottawa  and 
at  tliis  point  in  time  it  has  not  been  forth- 
coming. It  really  takes  two  to  communicate, 
it  takes  two  to  negotiate;  it  takes  two  to  do 
all  these  things. 

We  have  stated,  as  I  have  mentioned  and 
I  repeat  with  some  emphasis,  tliese  positions 
that  we  wish  clarified  before  any  further 
discussions  take  place.  Now  they  may  still 
])e  deliberating  on  these  matters.  We  do 
read  from  time  to  time  in  that  column  in 
what  Ls  often  alleged  to  be  Ontario's  greatest 
newspaper— where  they  pick  out  the  high- 
lights of  the  question  period  in  Ottawa— 
we  read  questions  and  answers  by  the  fed- 
eral Minister  of  Transport. 

I  am  not  being  critical  of  them— they  may 
have  their  own  good  reasons— but  his  state- 
ments there  are  not  totally  in  concert  with 
the  positions  we  have  advanced  and  asked 
for  clarification  on.  Until  we  hear  officially, 
I  really  would  not  know  what  more  to  do 
about  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Nixon:  A  further  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Would  the  minister  not  agree  that 
the   communication   is    really   nonexistent   in 
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view  of  the  statement  made  by  the  Prime 
Minister  in  Aurora  that  the  holdup  is  a 
provincial  responsibiUty?  I  cannot  quote  his 
words,  but  I  read  the  statement  in  the  news- 
paper indicating  that  the  Prime  Minister 
said  at  a  public  meeting  that  Ontario  could 
not  make  up  its  mind  where  it  wanted  the 
airport  and  that  was  the  holdup. 

Would  the  minister  not  agree  that  if 
communications  have  disintegrated  to  that 
extent,  somebody  is  going  to  have  to  take 
the  initiative  to  re-establish  them  on  a  mean- 
ingful basis?  Why  should  it  not  be  this 
minister? 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Hear,  hear! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  have  some 
knowledge  of  what  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Canada  said  in  Aurora.  It  bears  no  relation- 
ship to  the  form  of  our  stated  positions  earl- 
ier and  I  frankly  admit  that  does  not  amount 
to  any  form  of  communication  at  all.  That 
public  type  of  comment  is  not  related  to  the 
submissions  that  were  made. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  does  the  minister  not 
admit  he  is  dragging  his  feet? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The  fact 
is  he  did  not  say  that  in  Aurora. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  ( DowTisview ) :  He  said 
enough  to  get  rid  of  the  member. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Every- 
body was  at  the  member's  meeting. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  If  I  go,  the  member  for 
Downsview  will  go  with  me. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  is  through.  He 
need  not  worry  about  me,  but  worry  about 
himself. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  A  lot  of  people  worry 
about  the  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Nixon:   Come  on— cut  this  off! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  suppose  I  am 
at  hberty  to  say  what  concerns  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  nipping  at  the  heels 
of  both  the  minister  and  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  There  is  no  rea- 
sonable degree  of  confidence  to  that  that  I 
can  think  of.  We  are  not  on  personal,  confi- 
dential terms,  I  do  not  beheve. 

I  would  hope  the  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion would  agree  with  us  that  that  is  one  of 


the  matters  that  concern  the  government  of 
Ontario  and  it  would  apply  to  any  site;  it 
does  not  matter  what  the  site  is. 

We  are  very  much  interested  in  determin- 
ing how  the  federal  government  proposes  to 
share  the  infrastructure  cost,  and  we  set 
this  out  in  some  detail.  It  is  going  to  be  ex- 
pensive—whichever location  is  chosen,  it  is 
going  to  be  expensive  to  build  access  roads 
to  and  from  the  international  airport  to  Mal- 
ton  and  to  the  city.  The  matter  of  water, 
sewage,  all  the  other  infrastructure  provisions 
that  are  involved  are  very  costly. 

Our  particular  concern  at  that  time,  irre- 
spective of  the  choice  of  location,  was  to 
have  some  indication  from  the  federal  gov- 
ernment as  to  how  they  propose  to  share 
these  costs,  and  I  would  think  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  would  share  the  goevmment's 
concern  in  that  respect. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development ) :  And  that  will  allow  it  to  be 
an  international  airport  in  fact. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  Any  decision 
with  respect  to  the  province's  position  on  an 
international  airport  per  se,  depends  on  the 
extent- 
Mr.  Singer:  Have  another  convention  for 
de  Havilland. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  —to  which  these 
costs  will  be  shared.  I  would  not  want  to 
see  a  repetition  of  the  Ste.  Scholastique  situ- 
ation that  happened  in  Quebec  in  this  par- 
ticular situation. 

I  think  we  have  a  right  to  know  how  this 
is  going  to  be  done  before  we  make  a  deci- 
sion with  respect  to  an  international  airport, 
regardless  of  the  location.  Until  that  is  forth- 
coming, in  terms  that  are  satisfactory  and 
can  be  accepted  by  the  provincial  govern- 
ment, I  am  prepared  to  suggest  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  it  is  providing  a  rather  major 
roadblock  in  the  communication  process,  and 
until  we  learn  that  I  would  suggest  it  is  dif- 
ficult to  proceed  with  any  more  discussions 
or  conversations. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  further  supple- 
mentary: Would  the  minister  not  agree  that 
his  comments  are  very  similar  to  a  series  of 
comments  he  made  about  a  year  ago  in  his 
former  capacity  as  Treasurer  in  deahng  with 
the  Minister  of  Finance  for  Canada— I  do 
not  think  either  man  came  out  of  that  with 
his  armour  any  shimier  than  when  he  went 
in— that  there  may  be  entire  fault  at  the 
federal  level  or  it  may  be  shared  fault. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  minister  not  agree 
that  someone  in  this  administration  might 
very  well  make  a  public  oflFer  of  a  meeting 
and  force  such  a  meeting  to  take  place  so  that 
we  can  establish  some  kind  of  communica- 
tion that  is  going  to  be  productive  instead 
of  this  sniping  from  Ottawa  and  Queen's 
Park? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  It  is 
tough  to  push  two  inert  bodies  at  the  same 
time. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  This  appears  to 
me  to  be  getting  more  of  a  debate,  Mr. 
Speaker,  than  a  question  period.  I  think  I 
have  answered  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition's 
question  in  specific  terms. 

Mr.  Nixon:  But  the  minister  is  not  going 
to  do  anything. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  would  wonder 
how  much  further  we  can  go.  We  have  asked 
for- 

Mr.  Nixon:  Convene  a  meeting. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 
The  last  minister  he  said  that  to,  the  answer 
really  embarrassed  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Nol 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  would  not  push 
that  any  further  if  I  were  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  1  would  not  push 
it  any  further.  We  have  made  the  overtures 
and  I  point  out  I  was  told  on  May  3  that 
the  federal  Minister  of  Transport  would  be 
in  contact  for  the  meeting  that  the  hon. 
member  suggests  is  necessary— and  with  which 
I  agree— but  I  took  him  at  his  word  and  he 
has  not  responded.  There  may  be  reasons 
that  are  very  valid,  in  his  opinion,  why  that 
has  not  taken  place,  but  we  have  made  the 
overtures.  I  think  the  next  move  is  up  to 
the  federal  government,  quite  frankly. 

Mr.  W.  Newman  {Chitario  South):  Supple- 
mentary! 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion: I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications— I  am 
somewhat  confused  on  this  matter— is  it  not 
the  federal  government's  decision  to  make  a 
final  decision  on  this  airport,  and  have  we 
got  the  right  as  a  province  to  tell  them  what 
they  have  to  do? 


Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  think  in  re- 
sponse to  that  the  final  element  of  choice 
rests  with  the  federal  government.  I  would 
say  this.  They  have  been,  up  to  a  point  in 
time— at  least  prior  to  April  28  they  had  com- 
municated with  us  to  indicate  several  choices 
of  location.  It  is  reasonably  well  known 
where  these  choices  of  location  are.  We  felt 
the  final  determination  was  theirs;  without 
being  specific  I  think  they  can  determine  the 
waiting  factors  just  as  readily  as  we  can  and 
make  the  choice.  They  have  not  indicated 
to  us  that  any  selection  we  might  make  would 
be  concurred  in  by  them  in  any  case.  That 
is  where  the  matter  stands,  I  would  have  to 
say  through  you  to  the  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  is  making  them 
starve  to   death.   If  he  had   to   work  for   a 
living- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  should  not  react 
to  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  No,  I  think  we 
will  just  wait.  That  is  where  the  matter 
stands.  The  government  of  Ontario  is  pre- 
pared to  be  as  co-operative  as  it  is  possible 
to  be.  That  has  been  the  attitude  until  now 
in  meetings  prior  to  the  period  of  time  that 
I  mentioned,  and  until  then  we  thought  we 
were  on  a  good  communication  wicket- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Wicket? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  — diat  will  do- 
Mr.  Singer:  He  is  an  old  cricket  player! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  ^sticky  as  it  may 
be. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  should  sit  down 
before  he  falls  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacNaughton:  I  do  not  know 
how  I  can  pursue  this  any  further,  really,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  think  I  have  stated  the  relevant 
facts  as  they  exist;  we  are  ready  to  sit  down 
with  the  Minister  of  Transport  and  his  people 
any  time  and  he  knows  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 


AGENDA  FOR  MEETING  BETWEEN 
TREASURER,  FINANCE  MINISTER 

Mr.  Lewis:  Initially,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  ques- 
tion of  the  provincial  Treasurer:  Has  an 
agenda  been  decided  for  the  meeting  of  the 
provincial    Treasurer    and    the    Minister    of 
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Finance  later  this  month?  If  so,  what  items 
are  to  be  covered  and  will  Ontario  be  taking 
any  positions  in  advance  which  might  be 
shared  with  this  Legislature  which  will  prob- 
ably be  sitting  at  the  time  of  the  meeting? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Treasurer):  The 
meetings  are  on  Monday  and  Tuesday.  The 
agenda  has  been  suggested  by  Mr.  Benson 
and  has  not  yet  been  agreed  on,  but  I  assume 
that  it  will  be.  It  consists  of  tax  refonn;  his 
recent  budget;  the  elements  of  tax  refonm 
in  it;  fiscal  arrangements;  cost  sharing  pro- 
grammes; the  state  of  the  economy  generally. 
There  is  one  other  item  which  probably  fits 
into  those  categories. 

I  will  probably  be  giving  a  statement,  ibut 
I  think  that  it  would  not  deviate  substantially 
from  the  statement  which  I  gave  to  the  House 
followdng  the  budget,  other  than  I  must  say 
we  are  becoming  increasingly  impressed  with 
the  complexity  of  the  bill  itself,  and  will  be 
suggesting  that  it  should  not  be  proceeded 
with  just  to  meet  a  January  1,  1972  deadline. 

The  elements  of  tax  reform,  if  you  will, 
which  are  the  tax  reductions  in  effect  now, 
should  definitely  be  proceeded  with— the  re- 
moval of  the  surtaxes,  the  progressive  changes 
in  the  corporate  tax,  the  excise  tax  changes. 
But  wdithin  the  tax  bill,  as  members  know, 
there  are  600  pages,  and  I  must  say  we  are 
impressed  with  some  of  the  arguments  we 
are  hearing.  We  had  better  all  take  a  good 
look  at  them,  both  the  private  and  the  public 
sector,  before  they  are  proceeded  with. 

Conscious  of  the  fact  that  people  in  the 
private  sector,  at  any  rate,  take  holidays 
during  July  and  August,  I  think  we  will  be 
making  that  point  and  probably  not  any 
others.  I  will  arrange  to  have  whatever  we 
do  say  released  here  at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  the  way  of  supplementary, 
there  are  two  points  that  occur  to  me.  The 
minister's  wholesome  applause  immediately 
after  the  bill  was  tabled  in  the  federal  House 
of  Commons  has  then  been  moderated  some- 
what on  second  reading.  He  is  now  wondering 
whether  they  should  proceed  on  the  date  as 
arranged— it  is  not  unlike  what  happened 
with   the   white   paper.   I— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  think  that 
my  applause  might  have  been  described  more 
as  temperate  or  moderate,  rather  than  as 
wholesome. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  when  we  eHcited  the 
temperate  response  in  the  qualifications! 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  substantially 
saying  what  I  said  then;  that  there  are  a  great 
number  of  intricate  sections  of  the  bill  and 
the  other  unknown— and  the  other  thing  we 
will  be  saying— is  that  it  is  going  to  be  at 
least  a  month  before  we  have  run  the  revenue 
projections  through  the  computer,  through 
GITAN,  to  establish  what  it  means  to  On- 
tario. It  will  be  at  least  a  month  anyway. 

Mr.  Nixon:  What  is  GITAN? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  General  income  tax 
analysis— something. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Is  that  the  Uttle  man  who  works 
on  the  top  floor  of  the  minister's  building? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  In  the  basement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  other  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  last  for  me.  Do  I  take  it,  if 
cost-sharing  is  officially  on  the  agenda,  that 
Ontario's  position  on  opting  out  will  be  re- 
confirmed at  the  meeting?  Will  we  put  the 
opting-out  position  again? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Within  the  ambit  of 
The  Fiscal  Arrangements  Act  there  are  a 
number  of  shared-cost  programmes  which 
will  be  discussed— the  health  programmes, 
the  postsecondary  university  programmes,  the 
Canada  Assistance  Plan— again  with  this  qual- 
ification, that  until  we  know  what  we  are  talk- 
ing about  in  terms  of  tax  points,  it  will  be  a 
little  difiicult  other  than  to  simply  repeat 
what  he  have  said  in  the  budget. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  we  wdll  ask  for  those  tax 
points? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker:  May  I  ask  the  provincial 
Treasurer  if  the  statement  of  the  Minister 
of  Mines  and  Northern  Affairs  (Mr.  Bemier), 
given  some  10  days  or  so  ago  in  Thunder 
Bay— to  the  effect  that  the  federal  depletion 
allowances  "could  turn  out  to  be  too  harsh," 
is  another  instance  of  the  government's  re- 
assessment and  backtracking  from  its  initial, 
rather  "wholesome"  support  of  the  tax  pro- 
posals? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Who  said  this? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Minister  of  Mines 
and  Northern  Affairs. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  makes  his  own  pronounce- 
ments in  the  northwest. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  study  what  my  colleague  said,  and 
I  would  not  want  to  comment  to  the  House— 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  that  an  indication  of 
the  government  reaction? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  think  it 
would  be  premature  for  the  government  to 
be  reacting  in  that  area  as  yet. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Would  the  Treasurer 
consider  it  to  be  premature  for  the  Minister 
of  Mines  and  Northern  Affairs  to  be  reacting? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  oral  question  is  quite 
out  of  order. 

The  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr,  Speaker,  after  sitting 
and  listening  to  about  15  questions  this 
morning,  I  think  you  might  take  a  second  look 
at  what  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Speaker  is  always  being 
advised  by  the  member  for  York  South  and 
he  is  glad  to  have  his  advice.  The  member 
for  Scarborough  West  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  long  as 
the  discrepancies  are  as  obvious  as  they  are, 
I  shall  continue  to  advise  you;  I  am  getting  a 
little  weary  of  this. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West  has  the  floor  to  continue  his  questions. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  hon. 
member  is  not  the  leader  now. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  matters  not  what  I  am— 
a  member  or  the  leader. 


DOMINION  GLASS  STRIKE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Labour:  Has  the  Minister  of 
Labour  been  involved  in  the  Dominion  Glass 
strike  in  Bramalea  which  is  now  resulting  in 
unhappy  incidents  on  the  picket  line  and 
arrests?  This  seems  to  be  a  bit  of  a  pattern 
latterly,  Mr,  Speaker.  What  is  the  minister's 
department  doing  about  intervention  in  these 
strikes? 

Mr.  S.  J.  Randall  (Don  Mills):  Keeping  the 
NDP  out! 

Hon.  G.  Carton  (Minister  of  Labour):  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  department  has  been  involved 
directly  with  the  mediation  services  in  this 
connection.  They  met  last  week,  particularly 
with  the  group  from  Bramalea. 


Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth:)  A  supple- 
mentary question,  Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the 
minister  investigated  the  fact  that  in  the 
Dominion  Glass  strike,  which  is  also  taking 
place  in  the  city  of  Hamilton,  the  unrest 
on  the  picket  line  is  obvious  there  as  well 
as  Bramalea;  and  does  he  not  consider  that 
maybe  it  is  a  policy  of  the  company  to 
promote  this  kind  of  unrest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  I  cannot  answer  that, 
Mr,  Speaker,  but  for  the  member's  infor- 
mation I  think  the  same  thing  is  occurring 
in  Montreal  at  their  plant  too,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Deans:  By  way  of  another  supple- 
mentary: Would  the  minister  then  ask  his 
mediation  department  to  look  into  this  par- 
ticular problem  to  see  whether  or  not  there 
is  a  relationship  between  the  company's 
attitude  toward  its  employees  and  the  fact 
that  the  employees  are  being  forced  to  take 
action  other  than  peace  action? 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  be- 
fore we  get  into  the  Oshawa  Co-Op,  which 
I  can  see- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downsview 
was  on  his  feet  for  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr,  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, while  the  minister  is  investigating 
the  strike  that  was  just  talked  about,  would 
he  look  as  well  into  the  problem  of  the  strike 
at  the  Co-Op  at  Oshawa  and  the  involve- 
ment of  one  Pilkey,  who  is  complaining  that 
labour  just  does  not  understand  the  problems 
of  management? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Private  enterprise! 

Hon.  Mr.  Carton:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  services 
have  not  been  requested  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 

West. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Nobody  said  that  he  cannot 
handle  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Some  management  can 
handle  it  without  help. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  They 
opened  their  books. 


PLUM  HOLLOW  CHEESE  FACTORY 

Mr.   Lewis:   A   question,   Mr.   Speaker,   of 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food. 
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Does  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food 
agree  with  Mr.  Lome  Hurd,  the  general 
manager  of  the  Ontario  Milk  Marketing 
Board,  as  quoted  in  a  major  Globe  and  Mail 
story  on  the  Plum  Hollow  cheese  factory 
situation,  when  he  says: 

Small  plants  like  Plum  Hollow  are  not 
good  business  any  more.  They  are  out- 
dated, their  equipment  is  usually  antiquated 
and  they  are  just  not  viable.  The  only 
thing  they  own  that  is  negotiable  is  the 
milk  quota,  and  that  is  something  we  have 
created  for  them.  Before  we  set  up  the 
quota  system,  plants  like  Plum  Hollow  had 
nothing  that  the  big  processers  were  in- 
terested in. 

Does  he  view  this  as  a  positive  attitude  on 
the  part  of  the  Ontario  Milk  Marketing 
Board? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  an 
opinion  expressed  by  the  general  manager 
of  the  Milk  Marketing  Board.  That  is  his 
opinion;  he  is  not  employed  by  us.  It  is 
an  opinion  which  he  has  expressed  which 
does  not  necessarily  reflect  the  opinions  of 
the  members  of  the  board,  of  the  Ontario 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  nor 
its  minister. 

I  would  say,  however,  that  a  year  or  more 
ago  some  of  the  smaller  factories  were  in 
very  great  diflBculty,  caught  between  the 
high  price  they  were  paying  for  the  milk 
as  required  by  the  Milk  Marketing  Board— 
which  is  certainly  trying  to  get  as  much 
money  as  it  can  for  the  producers  of  On- 
tario—and the  price  that  was  set  by  the 
Canada  Dairy  Commission  for  cheese.  They 
were  caught  in  that  squeeze. 

However,  with  the  enormous  increase  in 
fluid  milk  use  in  this  country  and  with  the 
lessening  amount  of  industrial  milk  available 
for  the  plant  supply  quota,  many  of  the 
smaller  factories  now  find  themselves  in  the 
position-^  fact  this  applies  to  the  larger 
factories  as  well— of  being  able  to  sell  all 
the  cheddar  cheese  they  can  produce.  But 
their  plant  supply  quota  has  been  cut  back 
to  rationalize  the  amount  of  industrial  milk 
that  is  available  to  them.  This  is  why  Plum 
Hollow  finds  itself  in  the  unfortunate  posi- 
tion which  it  does. 

Quite  frankly,  I  think  there  are  opportuni- 
ties here  for  the  Milk  Marketing  Board  to 
act,  and  they  are  considering  these  actions 
whereby  they  may  exclude  milk  used  for 
cheddar  cheese  production  the  same  as  they 
do  milk  used  for  colby  and  brick  or  specialty 


cheese  production,  from  the  application  of 
plant  supply  quotas.  This  would  mean  that 
milk  would  be  available  for  cheddar  cheese 
production  the  same  as  it  is  available  out- 
side of  quota  for  the  other  two  products.  I 
think  this  was  probably  a  reasonable  way 
to  approach  it. 

But  I  would  say  in  defence  of  the  Milk 
Marketing  Board's  plant  supply  quota  system 
that  if  they  did  not  have  it  there  would 
be  little  opportunity  for  the  smaller  plants 
to  compete  with  the  larger  plants  because 
of  their  ability  to  diversify,  to  make  cheese 
today  and  powder  and  butter  tomorrow.  This 
is  the  limiting  factor  that  the  smaller  fac- 
tories were  up  against. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Appreciating  what  the  minister  has  said  about 
what  the  OMMB  might  do,  does  he  not 
think  there  comes  a  point  of  intervention? 
How  many  small  cheese  factories  will  go 
down  the  drain  before  the  OMMB  decides 
to  make  a  variation  in  the  supply,  or  where 
they  use  their  supply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  down  the 
drain  can  hardly  be  described  as  a  financial 
disaster  for  those  who  own  the  plants.  For 
instance,  I  know  of  one  factory  that  closed 
up  quite  recently  and  sold  its  quota  and 
plant  facilities  for  $180  a  share.  That  can 
hardly  be  described  as  a  disaster,  when 
those  shares  cost  $10  a  piece  to  start  with 
a  few  years  ago. 

These  plant  supply  quotas  are  worth  a 
very  great  deal  of  money  today  to  those  who 
have  the  ability  to  diversify  and  who  are  most 
anxious  to  keep  the  high  cost  capital  equip- 
ment they  have  miming  at  full  pace. 

Few  if  any  of  these  smaller  factories  have, 
as  my  friends  suggest,  gone  down  the  drain, 
Mr.  Speaker.  There  have  been  some  over  a 
great  many  years;  as  a  matter  of  fact,  by 
comparison,  far  more  cheese  factories  went 
out  of  business  in  the  last  10  or  15  years 
than  in  the  last  year  or  so.  There  is  no 
comparison  whatsoever  with  the  number.  It 
is  a  gradual  process  of  the  evolution  of  the 
dairy  industry  in  this  province,  which  is 
vastly  exceeded  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
where  I  believe  four  plants  can  handle  virtu- 
ally 70  per  cent  of  all  the  industrial  milk 
produced  in  the  Province  of  Quebec.  There 
is  no  comparison  whatever  between  what 
is  happening  there  and  what  is  happening 
here. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Middle- 
sex South  has  a  supplementary? 
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Mr.  K.  C.  Bolton  (Middlesex  South):  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  minister  whether  he 
has  communicated  to  the  Plum  Hollow 
cheese  factory  the  news  that  there  may  be 
some  rehef  in  sight  for  them,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  many  of  them  are  planning  to  go 
out  of  the  milk  business  completely  within 
the  next  few  weeks? 

Has  any  date  been  set?  Has  any  com- 
munication been  given  to  the  Plum  Hollow 
people?  Has  any  date  been  set  for  any 
revision  of  the  plan? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  no  authority 
to  make  such  a  statement  whatever.  I  said, 
as  my  hon.  friend  may  recall  me  saying 
a  moment  ago,  that  the  matter  is  under 
active  consideration  by  the  Milk  Marketing 
Board.  And  I  know  the  information  has  been 
conveyed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Leeds  (Mr. 
Auld)  to  the  Plum  Hollow  board  of  directors 
that  the  matter  is  under  active  consideration. 

I  do  not  know  what  action  the  Milk  Mar- 
keting Board  will  take,  but  I  do  know  it  is 
considering  this  possibility,  and  I  hope  that 
it  may  work  out  to  the  advantage  of  all  con- 
cerned. 

I  would  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  re- 
spect—and I  realize  I  am  taking  some  time 
here— that  if  this  is  done,  there  will  be  many 
plants  which  manufacture  powder  and  butter 
today  under  the  plant  supply  quota  under 
which  cheddar  cheese  is  made,  that  will  then 
be  saying,  they  are  being  denied  this  amount 
of  milk  that  is  going  outside  of  quota.  But  I 
offset  that  argument  by  suggesting,  as  I  did 
to  the  national  dairy  commission  as  late  as 
Tuesday  of  this  week  and  to  the  federal 
Minister  of  Agriculture,  in  my  opinion  when 
there  is  a  prospect  of  having  150  million 
pounds  of  surplus  powder  in  Canada  this 
year,  we  might  be  well  advised  to  direct 
more  milk  into  cheddar  cheese  production 
because  it  is  readily  salable  on  the  Canadian 
market,  and  in  fact  on  the  British  market 
without  any  degree  of  subsidy  whatever.  In 
my  opinion  this  is  the  proper  course  to  take. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West?  Then  we  have  some  answers  which  I 
think  should  be  dealt  with.  Uoes  the  pro- 
vincial Treasurer  have  his  answer  today? 

LOAN  TO  MUSEUM 
AND  ART  GALLERY 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
asked  last  week  I  think,  or  this  week  on 
second  reading  of  a  bill,  the  details  of 
the  amount  of  money  which  was  being  made 


available  to  both  the  art  gallery  and  the 
museum.  I  think  the  question  was  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Peterborough  (Mr.  Pitman). 
It  was  by  a  member  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party. 

The  amount  which  will  be  loaned,  in  each 
case,  happens  to  be  $12  milHon.  The  loan  is 
phased  over  a  number  of  years,  at  the  rate 
of  $2.5  million  per  year,  although  it  varies 
between  the  two  institutions.  It  is  a  phased 
project  in  both  cases.  The  amount  will  be 
loaned  for  30  years;  so  in  other  words  we 
will  be  paying  back  our  share  over  a  30-year 
period. 

Someone  asked  the  rate  of  interest,  which 
is  currently  7.5  per  cent. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management  also  has  the  answer 
to  what  should  be  an  urgent  question. 


CONTROL  OF  EMISSIONS 
FROM  DOME  PETE  PLANT 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  for  Samia  (Mr.  Bullbrook)  asked 
me  a  question  earlier  this  week  regarding 
Doetne  Petroleum  and  certain  emissions  from 
that  plant. 

Dome  Petroleum,  apparently,  has  experi- 
enced two  distinct  problems,  excessive  smoke 
from  their  flare  and  odours  from  the  storage 
of  sour  condensate. 

The  installation  of  a  steam  plant  to  re- 
duce smoke  from  the  flare  would  in  all  likeli- 
hood render  the  total  operation  uneconomic 
and  force  a  shutdown  of  the  operation.  The 
company  has  retained  a  consultant  to  design 
a  system  to  minimize  flaring  incidents. 

At  the  present  time,  the  company  in  manu- 
ally diverting  excess  material  to  storage 
caverns.  The  company,  as  an  interim  measure, 
will  utilize  floating  plastic  disks  to  minimize 
problems  from  the  storage  tank.  Construction 
of  a  floating  roof  storage  tank  has  been  de- 
layed and  is  now  scheduled  for  completion 
this  fall.  It  is  my  intention  to  place  the 
company  under  a  ministerial  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Attorney  General  has 
answers  to  some  questions. 


REASONS  FOR  SEARCH  WARRANTS 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
five  of  them,  and  I  do  not  want  to  take  them 
all  up  at  once. 
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On  July  5,  the  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  requested  I  look  into  the 
matter  of  police  entrance  into  the  home  of 
Mr.  Ivan  HiUier  in  Samia  on  Wednesday, 
June  23. 

I  am  advised  that  on  that  date  three 
members  of  the  Samia  detachment  of  the 
RCMP  and  a  Samia  city  police  detective, 
but  no  OPP,  searched  the  home  of  one  Ivan 
Hillier  in  Samia  for  narcotics.  They  con- 
ducted the  search  under  the  authority  of  a 
search  warrant  and  explained  the  purpose  of 
the  search  to  Mrs.  Hillier  who  was  present 
with  her  daughter  at  that  time.  Mrs.  Hillier, 
I  am  told,  expressed  her  satisfaction  with  the 
reasons  for  and  the  authority  for  the  search. 

A  seizure  was  made  by  the  RCMP  of  a 
pipe  of  the  type  used  for  smoking  hashish 
and  the  Samia  city  police  detective  also  took 
possession  of  some  other  goods  found  in  the 
house,  which  were  suspected  of  being  stolen 
and  knowledge  of  which  was  denied  by  the 
occupant.  Investigation  is  being  conducted 
by  the  RCMP  respecting  the  narcotic  seizure, 
and  by  the  Samia  city  i>olice  respecting  the 
suspected  stolen  goods. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary: No  charge  has  been  laid,  I  take  it? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Not  to  my  knowl- 
edge, but  this  reply  has  been  prepared  and 
made  ready  for  answering  for  a  couple  of 
days,  so— but  not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  A  supple- 
mentary question:  Would  the  minister  explain 
the  nature  of  the  search  warrant?  Was  it  a 
search  warrant  for  the  purpose  of  entering 
those  specific  premises  or  was  it  a  writ  of 
assistance? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  My  understanding  is 
that  it  was  not  a  writ  of  assistance. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
could  the  minister  explain  why,  if  the  police 
seized  a  pipe  of  the  type  that  may  be  used 
for  sanoking  hashish,  a;t  one  point  in  his 
statement  he  later  referred  to  the  phrase, 
"seizure  of  narcotics." 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  I  said  respect- 
ing the  narcotic  seizure,  and  by  that  I  meant 
the  seizure  under  The  Narcotics  Act. 

Mr.  Singer:  Were  you  referring  then,  at 
that  point,  to  the  seizure  of  the  pipe  of  the 
type  that  may  be  used? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 


Mr.  Singer:  There  were  no  narcotics 
seized? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Not  to  my  knowl- 
edge. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So,  by  way  of  supplementary, 
all  that  was  taken  from  the  home  by  the 
RCMP,  using  this  warrant  to  search,  was  the 
pipe,  and  the  Samia  city  police  are  purely 
looking  into  an  alleged  theft? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  my  imder- 
standing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  has  further 
answers. 


COMMENTS  BY  TAXING  OFFICER 
IN  ONTARIO  REPORTS 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  sir. 

Some  time  ago  the  member  for  Kitchener 
(Mr.  Breithaupt)  asked  me  the  question: 

Is  the  Attomey  General  aware  of  the 
comments  of  the  taxing  officer,  Mr. 
McBride,  at  page  141  of  the  current  On- 
tario Reports,  whereby  he  refers  to  the 
"legalized  larceny  which  has  been  practised 
on  litigants  for  many  years"?  He  further 
states  that,  "the  special  examiners  who  are 
officers  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario 
have  been  mocking  the  tariff  provision 
regularly  for  years." 

It  is  rather  a  long  question. 

Sir  I  am  aware  and  have  been  aware,  of 
course,  of  the  comments  of  Master  W.  C. 
McBride  concerning  charges  made  by  special 
examiners  in  this  province.  I  think  I  should 
point  out  to  the  House  that  in  addition  to 
every  local  registrar,  deputy  registrar  and 
clerk  of  the  county  court,  who  is  ex  officio  a 
special  examiner  for  the  county  for  which  he 
is  appointed,  the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court 
have  appointed  special  examiners  in  Toronto, 
in  Hamilton,  in  Sudbury,  in  Windsor,  in 
Timmins,  in  Ottawa  and  in  Thunder  Bay. 

The  fees  payable  to  special  examiners  are 
set  out  in  item  10  of  tariff  B  of  the  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
Examinations  are  reported  by  county  court 
reporters  and  judges*  secretaries  and  em- 
ployees in  the  offices  of  the  county  court 
clerk  and  by  freelance  reporters  who  are  re- 
tained by  the  special  examiners  appointed 
by  the  Supreme  Court  judges. 

There  has  certainly  been  some  confusion 
concerning  the  fees  charged.  I  am  having 
the  whole  question  of  special  examiners,  in- 
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sofar  as  appointments,  fees  charged  and  other 
such  matters  are  concerned,  considered  by  the 
Law  Reform  Commission  which  is  currently 
engaged  in  an  investigation  into  all  aspects 
of  the  administration  of  Ontario  courts. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary, is  the  Attorney  General  not  at  all 
concerned  about  the  very  great  shortage  in 
supply  of  special  examiners?  Would  it  not 
occur  to  him  that  this  is  the  reason  why  Mr. 
Master  McBride  might  be  moved  to  make 
such  a  judgement? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  and  yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes  and  yes? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  minister  like  to 
give  the  answer  to  a  further  question? 


WRECKED  CAR  HAULAGE  MONOPOLY 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Shall  I  continue?  On 
June  28,  the  hon.  member  for  Essex-Kent 
asked  me  the  following  question: 

Is  the  Attorney  General  aware  that  the 
provincial  police  in  some  areas  of  the  prov- 
ince have  only  one  wrecking  company  haul 
all  cars  away  from  accidents  instead  of 
letting  other  companies  share  in  the  busi- 
ness? 

Sir,  I  have  made  full  inquiries  into  this  ques- 
tion and  I  am  advised  by  my  officials  that 
over  the  years  there  have  been  many  com- 
plaints of  this  kind.  They  were  quite  common 
at  one  time  with  the  result  that  every  super- 
intendent and  every  detachment  commander, 
and  indeed,  every  constable  on  traffic  duty, 
has  been  instructed  to  be  extremely  careful 
to  avoid  any  such  situation. 

For  the  information  of  the  House,  sir,  may 
I  quote  from  the  standing  orders  of  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Police.  Under  the  heading 
"Towing  Trucks  and  Garage  Help,"  these  are 
the  instructions  to  the  police. 

Arrangements  for  the  towing  of  wrecked 
cars  or  otherwise  are  to  be  left  entirely  to 
the  choice  of  the  owner,  driver  or  passen- 
ger of  the  car,  if  at  all  possible,  except 
when  being  held  by  the  police  as  evidence 
for  the  coroner's  or  magistrate's  court. 
Under  no  circumstances  is  any  particular 
garage  to  be  favoured.  When  seizing  a 
motor  car,  try  to  place  it  in  the  nearest 
suitable  garage  so  as  to  save  expense. 

The  practice,  sir,  of  the  provincial  pohce 
is  to  keep  a  list  of  those  garages  which  are 
available  for  towing  work,  and  where  the  car 


owner  does  not  make  a  specffic  request  the 
calls  are  given  out  in  rotation. 

I  can  assure  the  hon.  members  that  I  am 
quite  concerned  about  this  matter  and  if  any 
hon.  member  has  any  indication  of  any  fav- 
ouritism being  played  by  the  provincial  police 
in  this  matter,  I  really  sincerely  desire  that 
they  give  me  that  information. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A  supple- 
mentary to  that:  Would  the  minister  consider 
asking  the  police  to  keep  a  record  of  calls, 
who  received  calls,  as  part  of  that  responsi- 
bility? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  believe  in  respect 
to  car  seizures  and  in  respect  of  these  matters 
I  am  sure  there  must  be  a  record  kept.  I  have 
not  looked  into  that  aspect  of  it  but  I  am 
sure  records  are  kept  right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  has  a  final  an- 
swer, I  believe. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  you  still  want 
them,  sir,  I  have  a  couple  of  them  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  we  should  clear  the 
deck. 


WEAPONS  LICENCES  TO  PERSONS 
WITH  RECORDS 

Bon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  You  do?  All  right, 
full  steam  ahead. 

On  May  14  the  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  (Mr.  Shulman),  who  is  not  in  his  place, 
asked  the  following  question: 

Has  the  department  done  a  study  to 
determine  how  many  of  the  15,000  persons 
in  Ontario  who  are  licensed  to  carry  con- 
cealed weapons  have  criminal  records? 

Under  the  present  system  for  dealing  with 
these  applications  for  permits  to  carry  a  re- 
stricted firearm,  there  is  very  little  chance 
now  that  anyone  who  has  a  criminal  record 
might  be  granted  a  permit  to  carry  a  re- 
stricted firearm.  Upon  receiving  an  applica- 
tion for  such  a  permit,  the  background  of  the 
applicant  is  checked  to  ascertain  if  he  has  a 
previous  criminal  record. 

I  would  add  that  each  year  when  permits 
to  carry  are  forwarded  to  the  registrar's  office 
for  renewal,  a  most  thorough  check  is  made 
to  assure  that  the  applicant  has  not  been 
involved  in  any  misdemeanouir  during  the  past 
year  that  he  held  a  permit. 

The  figure  of  15,000  persons  that  were 
licensed  in  1969  is  an  inflated  figure  today. 
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That  figure  has  now  been  considerably  re- 
duced by  the  more  stringent  poHcy  and  I 
think,  sir,  those  statistics  will  reveal  them- 
selves in  the  next  release  from  the  Ontario 
Provincial  Police. 


NIAGARA  REGIONAL  POLICE 
EMERGENCY  TASK  FORCE 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  final  answer 
that  I  have  today  sir,  is  in  answer  to  a  ques- 
tion asked— a  number  of  questions  asked— by 
the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West  on 
June  24  dealing  primarily  with  the  question: 
Is  the  Attorney  General  aware  of  and  has 
he  been  involved  in  the  Niagara  Regional 
Police  Force's  emergency  task  force  which 
is  training  in  the  peninsula? 

I  have  looked  into  the  matter  of  the  emer- 
gency task  force  training  which  is  being  pro- 
vided to  members  of  the  Niagara  Regional 
Police  Fdrce,  and  certainly  they  are  being 
trained  in  aspects  of  crowd  control.  This 
training  is  being  conducted  in  line  with 
procedures  which  have  been  established  and 
approved  at  the  Ontario  Police  College  and 
also  by  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police.  Equip- 
ment being  used  is  that  which  is  approved 
for  use  by  police  forces  in  Ontario  in  accord- 
ance with  The  Police  Act  and  the  regulations 
under  that  Act. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  it  is  desirable  that 
members  of  our  police  forces  be  thoroughly 
trained  in  approved  procedures  for  crowd 
control  in  preference  to  permitting  untrained 
men  to  attempt  to  deal  with  special  situations 
which  do  or  might  arise  in  the  handling  of 
crowds. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  it  for  today. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Attorney  General,  but  before  I  put  it, 
I  would  like  to  say  to  the  House  leader  that 
I  want  to  thank  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis) 
for  the  invitation  to  Talisman  today.  I  can- 
not make  it,  but  I  want  government  members 
to  see  Highway  10  on  the  way  up  there. 

Mr.  Nixon:  They  are  all  going  to  fly  up 
in  the  Minister  of  Lands  and  Forests'  air- 
plane. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  we  would  also  like  to 
take  a  rain  check  so  that  when  we  have  our 
convention  we  get  the  same  treatment,  the 
same  "no  charge"  that  Talisman  is  giving  the 
government. 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  might  be  good 
for  the  member  to  see  a  good  hotel. 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  see  the  $3  million  high- 
way the  government  gave  them  free. 

Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  member's  ques- 
tion? 

WOMAN  IN  JAIL  FOR 
NONPAYMENT  OF   FINE 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  question  of  the  Attorney 
General,  Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  ask  the  At- 
torney General  if  we  are  reverting  to  the 
debtors'  prison  that  we  read  about  years  ago 
in  the  old  country  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
yesterday  a  lady  from  Wiarton  was  arrested 
on  a  warrant  for  a  careless  driving  charge, 
and  because  she  did  not  have  $121  to  pay  her 
fine  she  is  being  transferred  to  serve  30  days 
in  Toronto  in  the  Vanier  Institute.  The  fact  is 
that  in  the  tour  of  the  Owen  Sound  jail  with 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Correctional  Services 
(Mr.  Apps)  we  talked  to  this  lady  and  it  was 
a  shocking  situation.  She  was  an  attractive, 
well-dressed  lady  being  sent  away  for  30 
days  because  she  could  not  raise- 
Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  The  mem- 
ber should  pay  the  fine. 

Mr.   Sargent:   I  want  to  ask  the  minister 

then,   Mr.   Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  has  asked  the 

question;  he  will  allow  the  minister  to  answer. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No.  The  minister  will  now 
answer  the  question.  The  member  will  yield 
the  floor  to  the  minister;  he  has  asked  his 
question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  sure  I  will  have  a  sup- 
plementary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  is  incredible. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  She  was  well 
dressed? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  if  the  hon.  member 
is  genuinely  seeking  information  and  wanted 
some  information  on  the  matter,  he  at  least 
would  have  given  me  the  common  courtesy  of 
advising  me  in  advance  so  that  I  could  have 
done  some  preparation  work  in  respect  of 
this.  We  have  thousands  of  charges  being 
laid  every  day,  obviously,  and  I  am  sure  he 
does  not  believe  that  I  am  that  conversant 
with  my  department  as  yet  that  I  will  have 
an  intimate  background  of  every  one  of  them. 
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I  would  be  glad  to  take  the  question  as 
notice.  I  would  be  glad  to  find  out  all 
of  the  information  I  can  and  advise  the  hon. 
member  and  the  House  at  a  later  date  if 
he  would  please  send  over  to  me  the 
specifics. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  the  oral  question  period 
has  now  expired.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  had 
expired  when  I  allowed  the  hon.  member 
to   ask  liis  question,   but— 

Mr.  Sargent:  On  a  point  of  order! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Shame! 

Mr.  Speaker:  —I  felt  that  I  would  not— 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  point  of  order! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Speaker  is  on  his  feet. 
The   member  will  resume  his   seat. 

I  felt  that  I  might  not  have  an  easy 
weekend  if  I  did  not  allow  the  hon.  member 
to  get  his  point  in. 

Now  the  hon.  member  has  a  point  of  order? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Strange  way! 

Mr.  Sargent:  My  point  of  order  is  what  is 
happening  to  this  House?  All  week  we  have 
been  sitting  in  an  incredible  situation,  in 
the   affairs    of   the    €?stimates   of   The— 

An  hon.  member:  We  know  that! 

Mr.  Sargent:  —Department  of  Trade  and 
Development. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  It  is 
incredible. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  press  has  not  covered 
one  part  of  the  whole  week's  sitting.  In  other 
words,  how  are  the  people  of  Ontario  to 
know- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  not  a  point  of  order 
as  far  as  the  operation  of  this  House  is  con- 
cerned. I  would  suggest  the  member  might 
take  it  up  with  tlie  press  gallery  who  operate 
here. 

Petitions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
table  the  final  report  of  the  governments  of 
Ontario  and  Quebec  on  water  pollution  in  the 
Ottawa  River.  The  report  is  also  being  tabled 


this  morning  in  tlie  Quebec  Legislature  by 
my  counterpart  in  that  province,  the  hon. 
Victor  Goldbloom. 

The  hon.  members  will  recall  that  an 
interprovincial  investigation  on  pollution  in 
the  Ottawa  River  was  ordered  by  Premiers 
Robarts  and  Johnson  in  1967.  An  interim 
report  on  the  progress  of  this  study  was 
issued  two  years  ago.  The  study  which  is 
being  presented  today  has  attempted  to  estab- 
lish water  quality  standards  for  the  river, 
to  define  the  sources  of  pollution,  to  evaluate 
water  use  patterns  and  to  determine  what 
can  be  done  to  treat  and  control  wastes. 

The  report  recommends  that  waste  dis- 
charges be  restricted  to  achieve  the  desired 
water  quality  standards.  It  calls  for  submis- 
sion to  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Com- 
mission and  the  Quebec  Water  Board  by  the 
end  of  this  year  of  specific  remedial  meas- 
ures to  achieve  compliance  with  these  stan- 
dards; and  the  governments  of  Ontario  and 
Quebec  and  the  federal  government  have 
agreed  to  each  appoint  three  members  to  a 
special  committee  which  will  ensure  that 
the  recommendations  of  this  report  are  car- 
ried out. 

The  committee  will  review  the  cost  esti- 
mates contained  in  the  report  and  prepare 
recommendations  for  the  three  governments 
concerned  by  September  1,  next. 

I  regard  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  precedent- 
setting  experiment  in  mutual  co-operation 
between  the  two  provinces. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  that  commencing 
on  Tuesday  next,  tlie  House  will  meet  each 
day,  including  Wednesday,  at  10  a.m.  and 
will  rise  for  the  luncheon  interval  from  12 
noon  until  2  p.m.;  and  that  in  the  period 
of  each  day  from  10  a.m.  until  12  noon  the 
House  will  deal  with  orders  of  the  day,  the 
routine  proceedings  being  taken  up  as  usual 
at  2  p.m. 

Mr.  Nixon:  There  are  two  points.  Has  the 
House  Leader  considered  Wednesday  eve- 
ning—that is  not  so  important— and  second, 
is  he  going  to  consider  some  means  whereby 
we  can  order  the  business  more  to  accom- 
modate bills  here  at  a  time  when  the  com- 
mittees are  not  meeting? 

Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  AfiFairs ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
the  first  point,  we  would  sit  evenings  as  now, 
that  is,  on  Monday,  Tuesday,  Thursday.  I 
would  hope  that  the  House  might  perhaps 
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do  that  also  on  Wednesday.   I  will  confirm 
that  on  Monday. 

On  the  other  point,  which  I  said  yesterday 
was  under  consideration,  arranging  the  busi- 
ness so  that  we  can  have  more  attendance 
in  the  House  so  as  not  to  interfere  with  com- 
mittees and  vice  versa,  perhaps  I  will  be 
able  to  mention  something  on  that  on  Mon- 
day too. 

I  realize  the  diflBculty  in  that  latter,  but 
I  think,  as  I  said  yesterday,  we  are  operating 
under  the  rules  of  the  House.  I  know  it  is 
difficult  for  parties  to  allocate  their  member- 
ship to  attend  to  business  in  the  House  and 
committee,  but  it  is  something  that  we  can- 
not altogether  avoid,  no  matter  how  we  ar- 
range it.  There  is  only  one  committee  sitting, 
and  I  think  we  must  do  our  best  to  allocate 
the  membership  to  attend  to  those  matters 
which  the  House  has  to  get  on  with.  I  shall 
do  my  best  to  make  some  arrangement  to 
facilitate  -the  arrangements. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  one  or 
two  observations  to  make.  May  I  preface 
them  also  by  asking  a  question?  Why  is  the 
House  leader  doing  this?  What  is  the  pur- 
pose? 

Mr.  H.  Peacock  (Windsor  West):  There 
is  no  reason. 

Hod.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
always  been  my  impression,  in  the  years  I 
have  been  in  the  House,  that  our  business 
was  to  attend  to  the  business  of  the  House, 
the  legislation  and  the  work  of  the  House. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  are  only  in  the 
fourth  month  of  the  session. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  feel  that  members 
will  want  to  spend  their  time  during  the  days 
of  the  week  attending  to  this  business. 

Mr.  MacDonald:   In  an  orderly  way. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  have  been  doing  it  since 
March  30. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  part  of  the  mo- 
tion which  says:  "We  will  proceed  promptly 
at  10  o'clock  to  deal  with— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Is  this  a  permanent  ar- 
rangement? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  government  changing 
this  permanently  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  No;  I  am  only  con- 
cerned at  the  moment  with  this  session. 


Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  government  wants  to 
get  out  sometime,  does  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  see  a  large  amount 
of  work  on  the  order  paper. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  wants  to  close  the 
sessiooi  off. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  this  morning  is  fine. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  If  members  will  allow 
me  to  tell  them  what  I  think— in  reply  to 
what  they  asked:  I  see  a  lot  of  business  on 
the  order  paper,  which  I  think  has  some 
urgency.  We  are  here  to  do  it.  I  think  if  we 
start  at  10  o'clock  to  do  it  and  devote  our- 
selves to  it,  we  can  get  it  done  with  more 
expedition. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  In  an 
ordered  fashion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  could  get  it  done  with. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  coidd  sit  all  night. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  So  I  do  not  make  any 
apology  for  that.  That  is  the  reason.  I  do 
not  think— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  the  reason. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  government  wants 
to  get  out  of  here. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  We  are  looking  after 
the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Interjections    by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  we  might  have 
some  order.  The  hon.  members  have  asked 
a  question  and  it  might  be  well  if  they  al- 
lowed the  House  leader  to  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  the  hon. 
members  should  suggest  that  it  is  any  atti- 
tude of  wanting  to  get  out  of  here.  When 
I  have  a  job  to  do,  I  like  to  get  it  done.  And 
I  do  not— 

Interjections  by  hon,  members. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Will  you  permit  a  question  on 
that  statement,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  do  not  think  it  is  any 
great  hardship  to  start  to  work  at  10  o'clock 
in  this  House  and  stay  with  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Nor  do  we. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion on  the  minister's  statement. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position wishes  to  ask  a  question  of  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Why,  if  he  wants  the  work  to 
be  done,  did  the  government  not  introduce 
the  legislation  in  an  orderly  manner  from  the 
beginning  rather  than  bringing  in  eight  bills 
yesterday? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
only  say  this,  and  I  do  not  say  it  in  any  face- 
tious way,  but  I  am  quite  sure  that  if  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  had  the  task 
of  considering  and  preparing  legislation,  he 
would  find  that  it  cannot  be  done  overnight, 
if  it  is  to  be  presented  in  an  orderly  way  and 
to  meet  with  proper  consideration. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  has  consid- 
ered the  detoxification  centre  for  12  years. 
It  considered  the  answer  for  three  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  This  government  has 
been  sitting  for  something  better  than  three 
months  and  with  new  ministers.  It  takes 
some  time  to  prepare  bills  properly.  That  is 
the  answer  to  that. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Legal  counsel  are  sitting  over 
there   with  new  bills   right  now. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Pits  and  quarries  legislation 
is  not  in  yet. 

Hon.   Mr.  Wishart:    I  think  perhaps— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Stick  around;  you 
ain't  seen  nothing  yet! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  will  disintegrate  com- 
pletely before  this  session  is  over. 

An  hon.  member:  They  are  all  getting 
scared,  that  is  all. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  We  are  not  getting 
down  to  the  business  of  the  House.  The 
minister  is  making  a  reply.  Perhaps  the  mem- 
bers would  give  him  the  courtesy  of  listening. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  like  to  see  those 
birds  getting  jittery  anyway. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  length  of  time  the  hon.  members  op- 
posite are  taking  to  consider  these  bills  after 


they  are  prepared  surely  must  bring  to  their 
minds  that  the  preparation  of  this  legisla- 
tion necessarily  took  a  good  deal  of  time. 
You  cannot  get  them  all  in  on  the  first 
week  of  the  session. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  are  all  getting 
scared. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hesitate  to  be- 
labour it  unduly. 

Mr.  Randall:  The  member  is  wasting  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  a  remarkably  hypocri- 
tical and  indefensible  pyosition  for  the  House 
leader,  who  is  not  given  to  that  kind  of  stufi^— 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  Who  is  trying  to  waste 
time  now? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —that  kind  of  half -Tory  stuff 
in  the  dying  days  of  the  session. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  motion  before  the 
House  and  it  is  debatable. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  debating 
the  motion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  opposing 
the  motion.  And  we  are  opposing  the  motion 
for  a  number  of  reasons  which  might  quickly 
be  itemized. 

No.  1,  not  in  the  last  four  years  has  this 
House  been  in  such  a  shambles  in  the  state 
of  its  organization  as  it  is  now.  Never,  in 
the  days  of  the  former  Prime  Minister  (Mr. 
Robarts),  bad  as  they  were  in  the  war  of 
attrition  in  the  last  few  days,  have  we  had 
so  much  chaotic  stuff  in  the  last  few— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  is  jit- 
tery. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Jittery?  Jittery?  Nothing  would 
please  us  more  than  for  this  govenunent 
to  call  that  election  and  get  us  to  the  people, 
instead    of   the    nonsense   it   is    engaged    in. 

An  hon.  member:  Right  now! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Getting  jittery. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  tr>^  to 
make  the  other  points. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Run  up  the  white 

flag! 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  has  been  hav- 
ing committee  meetings  in  unnecessary  com- 
petition with  proceedings  in  the  House. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  For  the  first  time  in 
the  member's  life  he  has  had  to  work. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  required  of  the  members 
of  the  House,  who  would  happily  do  it  in 
an  appropriate— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Stick  around! 

Mr.  Lewis:  —and  orderly  fashion,  demands 
on  their  time  which  cannot  possibly  be 
served  if  we  are  to  examine  both  legislation 
and  committee  proceedings,  and  the  esti- 
mates appropriately. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  should 
ask  his  father.  Do  they  not  do  this  in 
Ottawa? 

Mr.    Lewis:    But    worse    than    that,    Mr. 
Speaker,  this  government  has  brought  in  all 
of  its  legislation  at  the  11th  hour,  while  most 
of  its  major  stuff- 
Interjections  by  hon,  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  its  environment  bill,  it 
has  its  transit  bill,  it  has  its  auto  insurance 
bill.  It  has  not  even  brought  in  pits  and 
quarries,  which  is  21  months  old. 

Excuse  me! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  is  about  time  the 
member's  voice  changed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  seldom  happens. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  is  a  sign  of 
growing  up  anyway. 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Mines  and 
Northern  Affairs):  At  the  earliest  opportunity. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!    Order! 

An  hon.  member:  Pretty  embarrassed  over 
there.  And  we  are  embarrassed  for  them;  we 
cringe. 

Another  hon.  member:  We  are  a  little  em- 
barrassed for  the  member. 

An  hon.  member:  Where  was  the  member 
at  10  o'clock  this  morning?  And  where  is  he 
going  to  be  next  Tuesday  morning  at  10 
o'clock? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  both  sides  of  the 
House  will  now  let  the  member  complete  his 
remarks. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  will  forgive  my  pre- 
pubescent  moment,  Mr.  Speaker. 


An  hon.  member:  Prepubescent? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Prepubescent,  yes. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Trotter  (Parkdale):  Spell  it  for 
Hansard! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  did  it  for  the  Attorney 
General.    He  is  enjoying  this. 

What  the  government  is  really  trying  to  do, 
and  we  might  as  well  discuss  it,  is  to  force 
the  Legislature  into  adjournment  by  next 
Friday.  It  is  as  simple  and  as  clear  as  that. 
That  is  precisely  what  the  government  is  try- 
ing to  do.  And,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  so  ineptly 
handled,  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  adjourn 
next  Friday.  All  you  have  to  do  is  look  at 
the  number  of  hours  that  are  left  for  the 
estimates.  All  you  have  to  do  is  anticipate 
the  debate  on  automobile  insurance  which  is 
going  to  occupy  a  lot  of  time  in  this  House. 
All  you  have  to  do  is  look  at  the  debate  which 
will  come  on  the  medical  insurance  audit,  on 
the  environmental  bill,  on  the  pits  and 
quarries— which  we  do  not  yet  have— on  much 
of  the  ccMnonittee  stuff. 

What  you  do,  if  you  do  it  intelligently,  is 
do  it  in  an  orderly  fashion,  so  we  sit  until 
the  third  or  fourth  week  of  July  if  necessary. 
If  you  are  still  bringing  in  bills  constantly, 
then  by  all  means  do  it,  but  there  is  no  point 
in  turning  the  functions  of  the  House  into  a 
shambles  in  order  to  serve  personal  political 
purposes. 

Hon.  A.  F.  La>vrence:  Nonsense!  Nonsense! 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  is  going  to 
have  its  estimates  committee  meeting  all  day. 
The  point  was  made  yesterday  that  it  should 
reform  the  committee  proceedings,  and  yet 
when  we  finish  in  here  this  morning  we  go 
back  into  the  education  committee  where 
mean'bers  must  be  for  votes;  and  we  are  sitting 
again  in  the  Trade  and  Development  esti- 
mates committee.  Also  we  have  the  Attorney 
General's  estimates  in  here. 

This  government  does  not  know  what  it  is 
to  order  the  business  of  the  House.  They 
work  frantically  from  day  to  day,  and  from 
hour  to  hour  they  change  the  order  of  busi- 
ness. They  cannot  decide  the  night  before 
which  bills  they  are  going  to  call.  Never 
has  this  government  been  so  discredited  in 
terms  of  the  affairs  of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  What  is  the  member 
complaining  about? 

Mr.  Randall:  Okay;  call  a  vote! 

An  hon.  member:  Utter  shambles! 
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Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  veiy  much  a  reflection  of 
the  way  this  government  works. 

An  hon.  member:  Failure  again! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  be 
here  obviously  for  whatever  hours  you  chose 
to  employ  us  in  these  sittings  and  we  will 
participate  in  the  debates.  I  just  want  to 
assume  the  government  that  its  little  fantasy 
about  closing  off  on  Friday  was  desitroyed  by 
its  inabihty  to  organize  the  introduction  of 
legislation.    And  it  is  not  going  to  happen. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  And  the  leader  of 
the  NDP  will  continue  to  delay  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Where  did  the  member 
get  that  idea? 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  is  going  to 
have  to  have  it  subject  to  appropriate  debate, 
and  it  would  be  much  better  for  everyone 
concerned  in  the  House  if  we  continue  to  do 
it  in  the  way  we  have  been  doing  it  through- 
out—with the  exception  of  the  competing 
committees— that  we  sit  in  the  afternoons  and 
in  the  evenings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not  know  what  besets 
the  government;  I  do  not  know  what  disarray 
or  panic  infects  the  House  leader  who  norm- 
ally handles  things  with  some  equilibrium.  I 
do  not  know  w'hether  it  is  just  that  the 
Premier  has  been  away  this  week- 
Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Talk  about  wasting  time. 

Mr.  Trotter:  There  has  been  chaos  for 
four  months. 

Mr.  Lewis:  When  he  is  away,  as  with  the 
previous  Premier,  then  it  is  bedlam.  They 
cannot  move  from  one  day  to  the  next  with- 
out considerable  confusion.  I  just  suggest 
to  the  government,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  they 
had  better  pull  themselves  together.  It  is  a 
pretty  unhappy  spectacle  that  they  are  pre- 
senting publicly  and  in  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  L.  M.  Reilly  (Eglinton):  We  are  willing 
to  give  whatever  time- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  we  will  oppose  this  motion. 
I  say  to  the  House  leader  that  he  has  no 
right  to  introduce  it. 

An  hon.  member:  We  are  going  to  oppose 
them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  is  a  motion,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  minister  will  reply  only  at  the 
end  of  the  debate. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  not  yet  spoken  on  this. 

Mr.  Nixon:  No,  I  have  not  spoken  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  been 
looking  at  the  order  paper  during  the  course 
of  the  comments.  In  the  last  10  sitting  days 
48  bills  have  been  introduced;  35  are  still 
on  the  order  paper,  10  of  them  are  not  even 
printed  and  the  legislative  counsel  sits  there 
with  stacks  of  copies  of  new  bills  waiting 
to  be  introduced   later  this   morning. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member, 

Mr.  Nixon:  Our  position  on  this  would  be 
to  support  the  government  if  in  fact  the 
governmental  business  had  been  introduced 
in  a  regular  series  with  a  legislative  pro- 
gramme that  was  recognizable.  But  obviously 
these  bills  are  being  hurled  into  the  hopper 
at  the  last  moment,  surely  for  the  good  of 
the  community  and  hopefully,  according  to 
the  House  leader,  for  the  good  of  his  own 
party. 

We  want  to  take  the  time  to  discuss  them— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Nixon:  —and  we  want  to  take  the  time 
to   discuss   them    efficiently. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Nixon:  I  would  be  the  first  to  say  that 
we  are  wasting  time  now,  because  there  are 
enough  of  the  House  leader's  members  here 
to  ram  through  the  order  that  he  puts  before 
the  House  in  this  motion. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Nixon:  But  surely  the  House  leader  is 
a  reasonable  man,  and  for  him  to  imply, 
much  less  say,  that  the  legislative  business 
has  been  put  forvi^ard  as  an  orderly  pro- 
gramme, of  course,  is  just  nonsense, 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  It  has  been. 

Mr.  Singer:   Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Nixon:  The  resolution  before  us  is  one 
that  will  make  us  sit  longer  hours.  We  have 
no  objection  to  that.  Surely  the  proper  order- 
ing of  the  business  would  have  been  a 
reasonable  adjournment  at  the  end  of  June 
and  a  continuation  of  the  business  of  the 
province  in  the  fall,  which  has  been  our 
custom. 

An  hon.  member:  Right! 
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Mr.  Nixon:  Election  or  not,  there  will  be 
people  elected  and  a  government  operating 
the  affairs  of  this  province.  So  surely  we  can 
give  reasonable  consideration  to  the  bills  that 
must  be  put  forward  for  the  benefit  of  the 
taxpayers  and  the  residents  of  Ontario. 

We  will  vote  against  the  resolution  that 
is  put  forward  for  the  reasons  I  have  put 
before  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want 
to  add  a  brief  word  on  the  motion  that  is 
before   the   House. 

This  House  has  not  yet  met  for  three 
months,  taking  into  account  the  Easter  re- 
cess. In  the  past,  it  is  true,  when  we  got  to 
the  sixth  or  the  seventh  or  the  eighth  month, 
the  war  of  attrition  came  on  because  every- 
body felt  we  wanted  to  get  out  of  here.  But 
we  have  not  yet  met  three  months.  The  gov- 
ernment increased  the  remuneration  to  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature  to  $18,000  because 
we  were  going  to  be  working  most  of  the 
year.  Since  when  does  three  months  become 
most  of  the  year?  What  are  we  doing  in 
terms  of  handling  the  people's  business  by 
working  virtually  around  the  clock? 

If  one  is  going  to  go  to  committee  and  if 
one  is  going  to  prepare  to  deal  with  legisla- 
tion in  the  House,  it  is  not  simply  a  case 
of  the  House  sitting  from  10  o'clock  in 
the  morning  until  10:30  at  night.  One  has  got 
to  be  working  elsewhere.  This  is  a  mis- 
handling of  the  people's  business,  not  an 
orderly  handling  of  the  people's  business.  It 
is  proof  once  again  that  this  government  is 
abusing  the  situation.  Everything  must  be 
accommodated  to  the  particular  needs  of  the 
Tory  party. 

It  was  in  the  first  instance  because  of  their 
convention,  the  session  did  not  begin  until 
the  end  of  March.  Now,  because  of  your 
plans  for  an  election,  the  people's  business 
is  going  to  take  second  place  with  hasty 
handling  in  this  House,  because  you  simply 
cannot  handle  the  business  of  the  House 
in  a  fashion  like  this. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  If  this  were  the  appro- 
priate way  to  do  it,  then  presumably  we 
would  be  doing  it  from  the  beginning  of  the 
session— meeting  at  10  o'clock.  But  generally 
the  government  deems  it  to  be  inappropri- 
ate and  it  is  not  appropriate  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  has 
to  be  said— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  leader  of  the  NDP 
did  not  say  it,   so  the  member  can  say  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orderl 

Mr.  Singer:  —in  language  simple  enough 
for  even  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food 
to  understand,  that  the  government  is  in 
complete  and  absolute  chaos.  They  do  not 
know  where  they  are  going  from  one  day  to 
the  next. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  say  this,  sir.  I  say  that  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  they  have  introduced  ap- 
proximately 50  bills  in  10  sitting  days. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Wait  until  the  mem- 
ber sees  the  next  10  days! 

Mr.  Singer:  The  fact  is  we  have  presently 
the  estimates  of  the  Attorney  General  be- 
fore the  House  and  the  estimates  of  the 
Minister  of  Trade  and  Development,  which 
still  have  several  votes  to  carry. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  even  politically  inept 
in  July.  Nobody  is  opposing  or  listening  to 
the  government.  The  govenmient  should  wait 
until  September  if  they  want  to  make  some 
hay! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Nobody  is  listening 
to  us? 

Mr.  Randall:  The  opposition  member's 
thinking  is  as  fast  as  tennis  players  in  divers' 
shoes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  we  might  have  a  lull 
in  the  interruptions  and  allow  the  hon. 
member  to  complete  his  remarks. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  fact  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
probably  the  most  controversial  estimates  are 
now  to  come  before  the  House  or  committee 
—those  of  The  Department  of  Education  have 
not  even  started  yet.  One  must  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  government's  ineptness  is 
a  planned  ineptness  to  stifle  public  discus- 
sion of  important  matters  they  want  to  run 
in  at  the  last  minute. 

I  say,  therefore,  sir,  that  this  debate  on 
this  motion  is  important  and  our  vote  against 
it  is  important  because,  hopefully,  the  people 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  will  know  that  the 
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new  wave  is  a  sham  and  a  fraud  and  that 
these  people  just  do  not  know  anything 
about  how  to  run  a  government  or  a  Legisla- 
ture in  a  fair  and  reasonable  manner. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor West. 

Mr.  Peacock:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  whole  exer- 
cise that  this  House  went  through  in  revis- 
ing its  rules  in  the  fall  of  1969  and  through- 
out the  early  part  of  the  session  of  1970 
has  now  been  set  aside.  The  House  at  that 
time,  with  the  concurrence  of  both  opposi- 
tion parties— albeit  reluctant  concurrences- 
imposed  on  the  members  and  on  the  business 
of  the  House  the  limitation  of  225  hours 
for  estimates.  That  was  the  part  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  House  which  until  that  point  had 
caused  us  the  greatest  difficulty  in  concluding 
the  business  of  this  province  within  the  span 
of  12  months  or  the  time  that  was  available  to 
the  House  for  sittings  during  the  calendar  or 
fiscal  year. 

We  got  ourselves  into  tremendous  difficulty 
in  trying  to  deal  adequately  with  all  of  the 
estimates  of  the  departments  as  tlie  expendi- 
tures of  this  government  grew  and  grew. 
Now,  after  surrendering  the  open-ended  con- 
sideration of  estimates,  we  have  the  imposi- 
tion of  the  guillotine  on  legislation- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Peacock:  —with  no  consideration  what- 
soever by  the  select  committee,  with  no  con- 
sideration by  the  procedural  affairs  committee 
of  this  House  that  followed  on  that  select 
committee.  Having  concurred  in  the  restric- 
tions on  estimates,  a  restriction  which  we  now 
come  to  the  end  of,  the  225  hours  have  almost 
run  out  for  the  time  available  for  consider- 
ation of  estimates,  we  are  going  to  have  all 
of  the  remaining  48  or  so  pieces  of  legislation 
pushed  through  this  House  in  the  space  of 
a  week,  if  the  government  House  leader  has 
his  way.  This  motion  is  completely  in  bad 
faith. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Who  said  anything 
about  that? 

Mr.  Nixon:  Who  said  anything  about  it? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Next  week,  too. 

Mr.  Henderson:  We  would  be  working  all 
summer. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Right! 

Mr.  Peacock:  It  is  entirely  against  the  spirit 
of  the  revision  of  the  rules  for  the  business  of 


this  House.  We  are  shortly  to  clear  oflF  the 
estimates  work  of  the  House,  and  all  of  the 
time  that  need  be  spent  on  legislation  is  there 
to  be  spent  in  the  normal  routine  sittings  of 
the  House.  In  another  week's  time  we  could 
have  absolutely  normal  procedures  to  deal 
with  the  balance  of  legislation. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right— like  10  o'clock  sit- 
tings. 

Mr.  Peacock:  There  is  no  necessity  at  all 
moving  to  rush  through  every  last  piece  of 
business  within  the  space  of  one  more  week. 
By  extending  the  hours  we  may  well  finish 
the  estimates  somewhat  faster,  but  a  lot  of 
the  legislation  will  go  through  without  con- 
sidered study  and  adequate  debate  on  the 
major  pieces  of  legislation. 

The  Attorney  General,  or  rather  the  gov- 
ernment House  leader,  should  withdraw  the 
motion. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Who  is  rushing? 

Mr.  C.  G.  Pilkey  (Oshawa):  The  govern- 
ment is! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Nonsense. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ontario 
South. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  motion,  speaking  in  favour 
of  the  motion,  I  was  also  elected  like  the 
rest  of  members  to  represent  my  riding  and 
the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

We  have  a  lot  of  urgent  government  busi- 
ness before  this  House,  and  I  think  we  should 
sit  longer  hours  to  look  after  the  people  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  All  I  can  say  is  that 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  two  opposition  parties 
do  not  seem  interested  in  getting  on  with  the 
business  and  the  urgent  matters  facing  the 
people  of  this  province.  That  is  their  problem 
right  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Ruston:  Why  did  the  government  not 
do  that  last  March? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  was  nobody  here 
at  10  o'clock  on  that  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  When  are  we  going  to  get  some 
intelligent  comment  from  the  back-benchers 
on  the  business  of  the  House? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Parkdale 
has  the  floor. 
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Mr.  Trotter:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  last  speaker 
completely  missed  the  point. 

An  hon.  member:  As  usual! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  No,  he  did  not,  he 
had  it  right  on! 

Mr.  Trotter:  We  oppose  this  motion  for,  I 
think,  two  main  reasons.  One  of  them  has 
been  pretty  obvious,  that  the  government  has 
allowed  the  session  to  drag  on  and  on  up 
until  the  last  two  or  three  weeks. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Nonsense! 

Mr.  Trotter:  And  now  we  have  major  legis- 
lation, such  as  the  House  leader's  amendment 
to  The  Insurance  Act,  which  certainly  needs 
a  lot  of  debate.  The  amendments  to  the— 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  will  not  stand  up  to  close 
scrutiny. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  will  take  a  week  in  itself. 

Mr.  Trotter:  —Health  Services  Insurance 
Act,  which  is  a  very  important  piece  of  legis- 
lation. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  minister  has  not  even  in- 
troduced these  yet. 

Mr.  Trotter:  The  Minister  of  Energy  and 
Resources  Management  has  an  extremely  im- 
portant bill.  Why  is  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  these 
three  major  pieces  of  legislation  are  crammed 
in  at  the  end  of  the  session? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Do  not  move.  It  is  sit- 
ting right  here. 

Mr.  Singer:  This  is  the  business  of  the 
people.  We  are  not  near  the  end  yet. 

Mr.  Trotter:  Among  the  major  estimates  in 
this  House  are  those  of  The  Department  of 
Education.  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  these  estimates  have  been  left  to  the 
very  last— 

An  hon.  member:  Deliberately! 

Mr.  Trotter:  —when  the  amount  of  time 
that  has  been  left  to  debate  the  estimate  is 
practically  gone,  in  order  to  stifle  the  debate 
on  the  matter  of  education. 

Mr.  Newman:  Whose  fault  is  that?  That  is 
the  opposition's  fault. 

Mr.  Trotter:  The  whole  attempt  is  for  the 
government  to  cover  up,  not  only  the  mis- 
management on  the  affairs  of  the  House— 

An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear! 


Mr.  Trotter:  —but  essentially  to  coN^er  up 
management  of  government— 

"  Mr.    MacDonald:    When    the    government 
gets  out  of  here,  it  will  never  be  back. 

Mr.  Trotter:  —over  the  last  period  of  years, 
because  the  estimates  of  The  Department  of 
Education  are  of  utmost  importance. 

Mr.  Singer:  Right! 

Mr.  Trotter:  Yet  it  will  receive  the  least 
amount  of  attention  in  this  House.  In  that 
way,  that  was  planned  chaos  on  the  part  of 
the  administration. 

So  I  say  there  are  two  main  reasons  I  vote 
against  this  motion.  The  first  and  most  im- 
portant is  that  major  pieces  of  legislation,  and 
the  major  estimates  before  this  House  are 
not  going  to  receive  proper  debate,  or  at 
least  it  is  an  attempt  by  the  government  to 
stop  proper  debate.  The  second  reason  is 
that  it  is  an  indication  that  this  House  in  this 
session  has  been  mismanaged  by  the  govern- 
ment. It  is  typical  of  the  administration  over 
the  last  number  of  years. 

Mr.  T.  Reid  (Scarborough  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  might  throw  a  bit  of  historical 
perspective  on  what  the  government  is  do- 
ing- 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  has  been 
here  so  long;  and  so  often! 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  I  will  be  here  one  hell  of  a 
lot  longer  than  the  goveniment  members. 

Interjections  by  hon.  meanbers. 

Mr.  Singer:  Come  on  foot-in-the-mouth, 
put  it  in  again. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  The  Attorney  General  could 
pull  his  hair  out! 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  a  person  called  Fred 
Schindeler,  a  professor  of  poHtical  science  at 
York  University,  who  wrote  his  thesis  on 
how  this  government  has  operated  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  first  under  George 
Drew- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  will 
speak  to  the  motion  and  not  to  the  operation 
of  government.  There  is  a  motion  on  the 
floor  of  the  House. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  any  time  you 
want  to  squash  me,  go  ahead! 

I  will  make  a  very  simple  point.  Fred 
Schindeler  has  stated  time  and  time  again— 
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his  thesis  is  now  out  in  the  form  of  a  book 
and  anyone  can  read  it— that  this  government 
during  the  Fifties  and  the  Sixties  consistently 
put  an  overload  on  the  House  toward  tlie 
end  of  the  session,  particularly  in  the  form 
of  controversial  legislation,  and  that  the  pur- 
pose of  doing  so  is  to  prevent  discussion.  It 
is  as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  We  have  never  stopped 
a  discussion  of  any  bills  in  this  House  and  do 
not  forget  that. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Cut  it  out!  The  hon.  member 
is  just  trying  to  get  out  of  here  next  Friday 
to  go  back  and  scramble  in  his  constituency. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  hon.  member  will  not  even 
be  back  here  next  time. 

Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston  (St.  Catharines):  He 
wiU  be  back  here. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Schindeler  makes  the  point 
very  simply,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  what  we  have 
witnessed  in  the  standing  committee  on 
huiman  resources  with  The  University  of 
ToroiDto  Act  is  an  a£Front  to  the  business  of 
this  House.  If  we  are  to  do  justice  to  that 
Act  we  need  time  to  discuss  that  Act  properly 
in  that  committee.  We  need  time  to  discuss 
the  Education  estimates.  To  have  the  House 
sitting,  to  have  two  standing  committees 
sitting  at  the  same  time,  to  pour  in  again 
an  overload  by  having  extra  meetings  in  the 
mornings  and  then  trying  to  cut  it  off  on 
Friday  is  an  affront  to  the  democratic  pro- 
cess— 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): One  of  tlie  member  opposite's  front 
bendhers  has  gone  into  private  management. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  —which  has  been  well  docu- 
mented before  in  this  province. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria- Haliburton): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  fact  is  that  the  coanmittees  are  sitting 
concurrently  with  the  House  with  the  agree- 
ment of  the  House  and  the  members  opposite. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  so. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  The  motion  of  the 
chairman  of  that  committee  asking  permission 
of  this  House  to  sit  concurrently  was  agreed 
by  the  people  opposite.   They  did  not  object. 

Mr.  Peacock:  It  was  agreed  under  normal 
routine  procedure. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  The  other  thing,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  speaking  in  favour  of  this  mo- 


tion, I  would  like  to  point  out  that  there 
was  agreement  by  the  opposition  members  as 
well  as  the  goverrmient  members  of  the  select 
committee  that  the  225  hours  was  adequate 
time,  but  there  was  inherent  in  that  agree- 
ment that  the  opposition  parties  would  have 
to  manage  their  time  properly. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  They  should  disci- 
pline themselves! 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  estimates  are  not  the 
problem. 

Mr.   R.   G.   Hodgson:   The   fact   that   they 
have  limited  time- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   R.   G.  Hodgson:   The   fact   that   they 

have  limited  time,  and  are  running  short  of 

time  in  estimates  consideration- 
Mr.   Singer:   The  government  has  25  bills 

it  has  not  introduced  yet;  we  have  not  even 

heard  yet! 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  At  least! 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  —is  because  they  have 
mismanaged  their  time  and  mismanaged  their 
own  affairs.  They  do  this  in  this  House,  and 
they  are  part  of  government  of  the  affairs  of 
the  people  of  this  province. 

I  say  that  they  have  not  carried  out  their 
duties  properly— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.    R.    G.    Hodgson:    —and    if   they    are 
going  to  vote  against  such  a  motion  as  this, 
which  will  allow  proper  and  full  discussion 
of  the  legislation- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  —I  think  that  they  are 
wrong- 
Mr.  Singer:  Oh  come  on!   Shame,  shame! 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  They  should  join  with 
the  government  in  getting  on  with  the  affairs 
of  the  people. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Why  not  stick  with  the  rules 
then? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order!  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Niagara  Falls  has  the  floor. 
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Mr.  G.  Bukator  (Niagara  Falls):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take  part  in  this 
shouting  match.  I  have  heard  a  lot  of  con- 
fusion in  this  Legislature.  I  am  very— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  hon.  member 
has  been  the  cause  of  some  of  it  too. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Yes,  I  guess  I  have  been,  and 
I  intend  to  be  much  more.  But  I  am 
going  to  tell  you  something,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
response  to  the  last  gentleman  who  was  on 
his  feet  talking  about  allotting  225  hours  to 
the  estimates  of  this  House  to  do  the  busi- 
ness of  the  province  and  we  find  at  this 
time  that  there  is  not  sufficient  time  to  com- 
plete that  business  in  225  hours:  I  for  one 
am  content  to  sit  here  the  rest  of  the  sum- 
mer and  I  do  not  mind  coming  in  in  the 
morning  and  I  do  not  mind  sitting  here  to 
6  o'clock  at  night;  but  I  am  going  to  tell 
you  something— your  night  sessions  are  some- 
thing that  you  ought  not  to  contend  with 
even  at  this  moment. 

While  we  are  debating  in  this  House  the 
method  by  which  we  operate  the  province's 
business,  the  Minister  of  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment is  down  there  right  now  with  estimates 
that  I  want  to  be  debating  also.  And  when 
we  have  an  overlapping  and  they  run  con- 
currendy  we  are  not  doing  the  business  of 
the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  the  poirrt.  That  is  ex- 
actly the  point. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  education  commitbee  is 
meeting  now. 

Mr.  Bukator:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  would 
like  to  sit  in  on  that  committee  meeting  also. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  greatest  show  in 
town,  that  education  committee— even  better 
than  this. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Anything  would  be 
better  than  this. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  would  not  have  to  be  much 
better  to  be  better  than  this. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Orderl 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  understood  when  I  first 
came  here  that  the  hon.  gentlemen  of  this 
House  started  the  order  of  the  business  with 
a  little  bit  of  a  prayer— and  that  is  the  most 
orderly  part  of  the  whole  day's  events.  After 
that  it  is  nothing  but  a  state  of  confusion;  the 
government  does  nothing  but  disturb  us  to 
the  point  where  we  get  somewhat  frustrated.  I 
thought,  as  some  of  the  members  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House  have  said,  that  I  was 


sent  here  by  the  people  in  my  particular 
riding  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula  to  do  the 
business  of  this  province  and  to  do  it  well. 
There  is  not  one  man  sitting  in  this  House 
this  morning  who  would  run  his  business  the 
way  they  run  this  government— not  one.  If 
people  who  are  in  business  find  they  cannot 
complete  their  business  in  a  period  of  hours, 
then  they  extend  those  hours.  I  am  quite  con- 
tent to  sit  here  for  the  rest  of  the  summer 
with  no  time  oflF  while  we  are  doing  the 
business  of  the  province,  but  I  think  this 
weekend  what  we  Liberals  should  do,  since 
we  all  have  had  an  invitation  to  live  at  the 
Talisman  club  where  we  are  going  to  have 
free  rooms  and  free  meals,  is  we  ought  to 
take  those  two  days  oflF  and  relax  a  bit  and 
come  back  in  here  Monday  morning. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  They  are  all  get- 
ting pretty  jittery. 

Mr.  Bukator:  No,  the  minister  has  that 
wrong;  it  will  take  a  lot  of  time  for  some  of 
his  colleagues  to  make  the  member  for 
Niagara  Falls  jittery. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  guess  that  is 
right  too. 

Mr.  Henderson:  The  member  should  come 
over  and  join  us.  He  would  like  to  be  part 
of  us. 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  would  join  them  if  they 
had  some  policy  over  there. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Coming  from  a  Liberal, 
that  is  a  remarkable  statement. 

Mr.  Bukator:  I  thought  possibly  it  would 
be  the  lesser  of  the  two  evils.  We  could  put 
this  House  in  order,  and  we  will  put  this 
House  in  order  because  this  government  has 
not  administered  the  afiFairs  of  this  province 
well— not  well  at  all.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
their  days  are  over  as  far  as  troubles  are 
concerned  because  they  have  created  such 
chaos  in  this  province  that  we  will  never 
get  out  of  it  simply  because  of  the  arrogance 
of  these  ministers  in  the  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  How  about  getting  back  to 
the  motion? 

Mr.  Bukator:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  understand 
that  you  are  an  unbiased  man.  Now  since  I 
pick  on  your  government,  you  ought  not  to 
complain. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  charged  with  the  im- 
possible task  of  endeavouring  to  keep  the 
members  on  the  debate  on  the  motion. 
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Mr.  Bukator:  I  understand,  Mr.  Speaker, 
let  you  and  I  have  a  bit  of  a  debate  here. 
If  you  were  on  your  feet  I  would  have  sat 
down.  But  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
remarkable  thing  that  you  interject  at  cer- 
tain times  with  some  members,  while  other 
people  go  on  hour  by  hour  in  this  House  and 
get  away  with  it.  Why  is  this?  Why  is  this 
biased  opinion  of  yours  imposed  on  only 
some  of  us? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Hear,  hear!  It  is  just 
part  of  the  general  chaos  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Now  let  us  get  back  to  the— 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  all  I  ask,  to  come 
back  to  the  motion. 

Mr.  Bukator:  Very  good.  I  will  comply 
since  I  am  a  generous  man. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  What  was  the  hon.  mem- 
ber talking  about? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  you  cannot  stand 
the  heat  get  out  of  the  kitchen. 

Mr.  Bukator:  But  I  say  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  government  has  not  been 
administering  the  aflPairs  of  this  province 
the  way  it  ought  to,  and  I  am  quite  sure  the 
people  know  that  by  this  time.  However, 
while  we  are  here  wasting  our  time  there 
are  two  very  important  estimates  going  on 
in  other  rooms  and  how  can  you  expect  one 
man  to  be  in  three  places  at  one  time?  I 
consider  the  last  half  hour  as  a  waste  of 
time,  including  my  little  contribution. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Timiska- 
ming  has  the  floor  unless  there  is  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  On  a  point  of  order. 
The  estimates  of  the  Trade  and  Develop- 
ment committee  are  not  going  on  and  they 
will  not  go  on  until  after  the  orders  of  the 
day. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Timiska- 
ming. 

Mr.  D.  Jackson  ( Timiskaming ) :  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  the  party  accepted  the  limita- 
tion of  225  hours  for  the  completion  of  the 
debate  on  the  estimates,  we  did  so  because 
we  thought  it  would  contribute  to  the  orderly 
business  of  the  House.  That  has  changed. 
We  have  lived  within  those  Hmitations  and 
we  intend  to  live  within  those  limitations. 
To  use  that  as  an  excuse  to  extend  the  hours 
is  just  a  lot  of  clap-trap. 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  just  like  to  ask  one 
question  of  the  House  leader.  Would  it  be 
that  there  are  so  many  members  on  his  side 
who  do  not  intend  to  take  part  in  any  de- 
bate and  would  just  as  soon  be  sitting  along- 
side a  swimming  pool  some  place  as  looking 
after  the  province's  business?  Is  that  why 
they  want  out  of  here? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wellington- 
Dufferin. 

Mr.  J.  Root  (Wellington-Dufferin):  I  have 
listened  with  great  interest  to  the  debate  on 
this  motion  and  some  of  the  suggestions  that 
have  been  made  that  the  government  is  not 
trying  to  conduct  the  business  in  an  orderly 
manner  and  that  we  should  vote  against  the 
motion.  I  want  to  say- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  who  is  that?  Is 
that  a  member?  Someone  has  wandered  into 
our  environs. 

Mr.  Root:  I  want  to  say  to  the  leader  of 
the  NDP  he  does  more  interrupting  in  here 
and  holding  up  of  the  business  of  the  House 
than  probably  any  other  member. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  glad  the  member  is  here 
today  to  hear  my  interruptions. 

An  hon.  member:  Daddy  did  not  bring 
him  up  very  well. 

Mr.  Root:  And  I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  sat  in  this  House  for  just  about  20 
years  and  I  never  saw  a  party  any  more 
disorganized  than  the  NDP. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  member  will 
come  back  now  to  the  motion.  Orderl 

Mr.  Root:  Mr.  Speaker,  last  night  we  had 
two  members  of  the  NDP  in  the  House  and 
how  are  you  going  to  carry  on  the  orderly 
conduct  of  the  business  that  way?  If  they 
cannot  stay  up  at  night,  let  us  start  in  the 
morning  the  way  we  farmers  start.  I  am  in 
favour  of  the  motion. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Six 
of  us  were  in  committee. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Let  us  not  be  hypocritical. 
Where  was  the  member  for  Wellington- 
Du£Ferin  at  10  o'clock? 

Mr.  Martel:  There  were  two  Tories  asleep 
in  the  other  committee. 
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Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Wellington- 
DufiFerin  is  funnier  about  sewage  than  he  is 
in  this  debate. 

Mr.  Bolton:  I  was  in  the  House  last  night 
from  8  until  10:30.  At  no  time  did  this  party 
have  merely  two  members  present.  I  would 
like  the  last  speaker  to  withdraw  his  incor- 
rect statement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  how  would  the  member 
for  Wellington-DuflFerin  know  how  many 
members  we  had  present?  He  has  not  been 
in  the  House  for  three  months. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  is  right.  For 
a  while  it  was  only  one. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
had  more  life  from  the  Tory  benches  this 
morning  than  through  the  whole  session. 

Mr.  Root:  I  was  in  the  House  last  night. 
The  leader  of  the  NDP  was  not  here  and 
there  were  two  members.  One  was  the  mem-, 
ber  for  Middlesex  South,  and  the  other  the 
member  from  Sandwich-Riverside  (Mr.  Burr)-I 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  was  in  the  education  com-^ 
mittee,  so  the  member  should  sit  down.  Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.  Root:  -yet  the  NDP  leader  tells  the 
press  they  always  have  five  members  in  the 
House,  and  that  goes  out  to  the  public. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  is  true.  We  had  them 
here  last  night. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Order! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Whoever  that  is,  call  him  to 
order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
has  the  floor  to  engage  in  the  debate  on  the 
motion. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  got  out  of  his  field;  be 
was  not  talking  about  sewage. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  do  not  understand  these 
things.  These  people  who  have  never  been 
here;  I  think  they  should  be  checked. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  The  Tories  think  they 
are  at  public  school  and  it  is  the  end  of 
term. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  It  is  the  end  of  the  NDP*s 

term. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  have 
one  area.  The  members  of  this  party  have 


put  the  case  so  cogently,  that  it  is  unlikely 
that  the  motion  will  pass,  but  should  we  nm 
the  risk  that  it  would  pass,  I  would  like  to 
ask  the  House  to  consider  an  amendment 
to  the  motion,  simply  because  we  are  not 
prepared  to  await  the  decision  of  the  House 
leader  or  of  the  government  on  the  question 
of  the  concurrence  of  the  sittings  of  the 
committees  outside  the  chamber  when  legis- 
lation is  being  considered.  Therefore,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  move  that  the  motion  be 
amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
words:  "But  that  standing  committees  not 
meet  while  legislation  is  being  considered 
on  second  reading,  or  in  Committee  of  the 
Whole." 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  must  be  con- 
fused, now  he  wants  to  amend  his  o^vn 
motion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  very  least  to  salvage 
this   travesty  of  the   government's. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  putting  this  amend- 
ment I  would  like  to  draw  to  the  attention 
of  the  members  of  the  House  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  on  July  8,  in  the  period  2:45 
p.m.  and  on,  whereby  Mr.  Villeneuve,  from 
the  standing  human  resources  committee, 
presented  the  committee's  report  which  was 
read  as  follows,  and  adopted: 

"Your  committee"— now  this  came  from 
the  committee— "your  committee  requests 
permission  to  sit  concurrentiy  with  the  House 
to  consider  Bill  80,  the  University  of  Toronto 
bill. 

"Mr.    Speaker,    is    it   the   pleasure   of   the 
House  that  the  report  be  adopted  and  con-^ 
curred  in."  And  it  was  carried  jvithout  further 
or  other  debate. — ■ — '    " 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  that  is  a  red  herring- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Now,  I  am  merely  pointing 
out  to  the  members  of  the  House- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:   Order!  Order! 
Interjections  by  hon,   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  the  floor— I  have  the 
floor  and  when  I  sit  down  the  member  may 
have  it.  The  hon.  member  will  wait  until  I 
have  completed  what  I  am  saying. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  do  you  not  occupy  a  seat 
over  there? 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Now,  what  I  am  pointing— 
if  the  hon.  members  will  just  wait— they  do 
not  need  to  get  so  excited.  What  I  am  point- 
ing out  is  that  there  has  been  considerable 
debate  here,  and  I  am  going  to  put  the 
amendment  to  the  motion  in  a  moment. 

But  I  want  to  point  out  to  the  members 
that  the  matter  which  is  being  amended  is 
one  which  was  voted  on  in  the  House  and 
was  carried  unanimously,  and  there  has  been 
considerable  debate  about  that;  and  I  felt 
that  the  members  of  the  House  should  have 
their  memories  refreshed  as  to  what  hap- 
pened. My  view- 


ions  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  so  what?  What  gratuitous 
interpretation  is  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  not  an  interpretation,  it 
is  nothing  except  drawing  to  the  attention 
of  the  members  of  the  House  what  Hansard 
has  recorded. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  an  intervention  in 
the  debate  by  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  not  an  intervention  in 
the  debate  by  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is.  If  he  does  not 
recognize  it,  that  is  the  problem. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  wonder  my  voice  cracks 
in  this  House. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  As  I  said  before, 
stick  around,  that  is  not  all. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  about  to  put  the  amend- 
ment, unless  the  member  for  Riverdale 
wishes  to  rise  at  this  point,  otherwise  I  vdll 
put  the  amendment. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick  moves  that  tlie  motion  be 
amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
words:  '^but  that  the  standing  committee"— 
committees,  is  it  plural?— "that  the  standing 
committees—" 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Right— "that  the  standing 
committees  not  meet  while  legislation  is  being 
considered  on  second  reading  or  in  Committee 
of  the  Whole." 

Now,  the  House  is  open  of  course  for 
debate  on  the  amendment  to  the  motion 
and,  of  course,  those  who  have  spoken  on 
the  motion  may  also  speak  on  the  amendment. 


Mr.  R.  M.  Johnston:  Let  us  vote  on  it  and 
beat  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  the  House  leader  go  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  all  the 
motion  asks  of  this  House  is  that  they  work 
two  hours  extra  per  day,  from  10  o'clock  to 
12  o'clock,  on  four  days  of  the  week— Tues- 
day, Wednesday,  Thursday- 
Mr.  Lewis:  And  we  sit  here  Wednesday. 
We  have  not  been  sitting  on  Wednesdays. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  So  the  hon.  members  get 
up  at  6  o'clock  in  the  morning  to  do  their 
preparation  for  10  o'clock  sitting. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Welcome  to  the 
club. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  At  the  last  Parliament, 
the  memiber  for  Downsview  says- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not  two  hours  more  a  day. 
That  is  not  so.  You  are  adding  a  total  of 
eight,  12,  14^  hours  to  next  week.  The 
total  is  14%  hours. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  i  thought  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West  had  anade  his  com- 
ments on  the  motion.  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  seems  to  have  a  fixation  in  his 
mind  that  somebody  wants  to  get  out  of  this 
House  next  Friday.  Where  he  gains  that  im- 
pression, I  know  not. 

Mr.  W.  G.  Pitman  (Peterborough):  Why 
the  change  in  the  rules?  We  have  been  here 
for  the  past  three  months. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Because  we  have  a 
lot  more  work  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Because  there  is  much 
work  to  be  done. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  do  not  think  the 
opposition  is  working  hard  enough. 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  why  we  are  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  All  the  motion  asks  is 

that  we  work- 
Mr.  Singer:  Again  rediscovery  of  America, 

more  work. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  All  the  motion  asks  is 
that  the  members  work  a  couple  of  hours 
longer  in  this  House  and  I  suggest— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Fourteen  and  a  half  hours  more. 
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An  hon.  member:  Ten  and  a  half;  10%  it 
is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  suggest— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  suggest  the  memlbers 
reconsider  their  opposition  to  this  motion  and 
agree  that  they  will  work  a  little  longer  in 
this  session. 

An  hon.  member:  A  little  harder. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  says  that  this  is  an  attempt  to  stifle  dis- 
cussion. It  is  an  attempt  to  do  exactly  the 
opposite. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  To  give  more  time  for 
discussion. 


Mr.  Singer:  Last  week  the  minister  could 
not  tell  us  from  one  hour  to  the  second  one. 

An  hon.  member:  We  could  have  but  we 
chose  not  to. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  government  lost  the  Min- 
ister of  Education  (Mr.  Welch)  for  half  a 
day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  heard  the— 

Mr.  Singer:  It  drives  the  Attorney  General 
to  distraction.  He  cannot  get  three  solid 
hours  on  his  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  it  was  the  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  who  said  there  are  bills 
on  this  order  paper,  major  legislation,  and 
that  we  are  not  going  to  have  time  to  look 
at  them  properly.  This  is  an  oflFer,  a  pro- 
posal, a  motion  to  give  him  more  time. 


Mr.  Peacock:  The  guillotine  of  exhaustion.  Mr.  Lewis:  We  have  the  rest  of  the  year. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  The  member  for 
Windsor  West  says  this  is  the  guillotine.  It  is 
no  such  thing.  It  is  an  opportunity  for  the 
member  for  Windsor  West  to  spend  some 
more  time  in  this  House  in  debate  and  on  the 
business  that  is  before  the  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  is  just  all  heart. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  the  minister  puts  us  in  com- 
mittee and  in  the  House  from  10  in  the  morn- 
ing.   He  calls  it  only  two  hours  more  a  day. 

An  hon.  member:  The  hon.  member  can 
get  up  a  little  earlier. 

Another  hon.  member:  Do  a  little  work. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  does  not  know 
what  he  is  talking  about.  It  is  the  exhaustion 
process.    That  is  the  syndrome. 

Mr.  Peacock:  It  is  the  guillotine  of  ex- 
haustion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
bers opposite  speak  about  order.  If  they 
would  order  their  time  and  their  personnel  in 
an  eflBcient  and  orderly  manner  they  would 
have  no  diflBculty. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  did  not  even  give 
us  advance  notice. 

Mr.  Peacock:  He  will  not  even  give  us  the 
staff. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  cannot  even  get  his  cabinet 
to  agree  on  how  he  is  going  to  bring  in  the 
estimates. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  All  he  needs  to  do  is 
attend  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  is  going  to  increase  the 
hours  of  the  day  from  24  to  30. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  members  opposite  have 
wasted  an  hour  this  morning. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  will  have  30  hours  from 
here  on  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  We  might  have  got 
some  legislation  through  but  for  this  waste 
of  time. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Yes,  and  if  we  had 
our  way,  it  would  be  a  nine-day  week  too. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.  Martel:  Why  did  the  government  not 
call  the  House  back  after  its  five-month  holi- 
day? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Someone  mentioned— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  like  to  see  a  lot 
of  sweat  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  believe  it  was  the 
member  for  Scarborough  West  who  men- 
tioned the  insurance  bill.  That  has  been  on 
the  order  paper  for  15  or  16  days— it  was 
introduced  on  June  24,  ample  time  for  the 
opposition  to  be  ready  to  discuss  it.  I  would 
like  to  give  them  a  couple  of  hours  extra  each 
day  to  discuss  it. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  We  are  ready  to  discuss  it. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  I  see  the  minister  is  going  to 
send  it  to  committee  too. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  If  those  guys  do  not 
like  it,  they  had  better  unionize.  They  should 
get  together. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  surely— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member  for 
Oshawa  can  tell  theon  all  about  that, 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Surely  the  members 
opposite,  if  they  stop  and  pause  to  think,  will 
realize  that  all  they  are  asked  to  do  is  give 
a  little  more  time  to  the  business  which  is 
before  the  House. 

I  would  oppose  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  member  for  Riverdale  and  support  the 
motion  and  ask  that  it  be  passed. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  speaking  to  the 
amendment,  you  will  recall  I  think  two  weeks 
ago  we  brought  to  your  attention,  sir,  when 
this  first  became  a  problem,  that  the  commit- 
tees were  interrupting  the  discussion  of  the 
bills  here  in  the  House.  This  amendment  is  a 
very  useful  one  indeed  and  one  which  surely 
the  House  leader  might  well  have  considered 
before  it  was  brought  before  the  House  by 
an  opposition  member. 

I  would  suggest  that  he  do  give  it  the  kind 
of  consideration  that  it  merits  because  obvi- 
ously this  will  solve  our  problem.  No  one  here 
is  resisting  the  requirement  that  we  work  long 
hours;  we  do  already,  and  he  knows  it.  We 
are  not  resisting  that  requirement.  We  do 
want  the  opportunity  to  order  our  comments 
and  our  approach  to  the  bills. 

Now,  my  last  point,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  real 
difference,  when  one  considers  what  has  hap- 
pened in  other  years,  it  is  true  that  when 
there  has  been  an  overload  dumped  into  the 
legislative  hopper,  there  has  been  additional 
pressure,  Mr,  Speaker;  this  has  happened  year 
after  year.  But  the  real  difference  is  that  in 
the  past  the  former  leader  of  the  government 
very  quietly  would  speak  to  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  and  the  leader  of  the  NDP,  some- 
times in  his  office  or  elsewhere,  and  say,"This 
is  what  I  propose  to  do." 

Sometimes  this  would  bring  forward  de- 
bate in  the  House  and  sometimes  a  lot  of 
acrimony,  before  the  rules  required  an  ad- 
journment of  10:30,  as  we  went  through  to 
midnight,  1:30,  2:30  and  on  many  occasions 
until  4  or  5  in  the  morning.  But  at  least  the 
leader  of  the  government  and  the  leaders  of 
the  opposition  parties  knew  what  was  hap- 
pening. The  big  change  is  that  the  new  lead- 


er of  the  government  has  never  imdertaken 
to  order  the  affairs  of  the  business  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  exactly  my  point. 

Mr.  Nixon:  He  has  simply  turned  to  his 
House  leader  and  said,  "It  is  all  yours,"  and 
he  has  made  a  mess  of  it, 

Mr.  Singer:  Nobody  co-operates  with  the 
House  leader,  nobody  pays  any  attention  to 
him, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Peter- 
borough. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  do  not  want  to  be  repetitive 
on  this  question- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members, 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  want  to  state  some  concern 
with  the  allegations  that  have  been  made  by 
members  on  the  other  side  of  this  House,  that 
the  reason  we  are  opposing  the  motion  is  that 
we  do  not  wish  to  work  long  and  hard  on  the 
business  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  This  is 
not  the  point  at  all,  and  the  members  over 
there  realize  that, 

I  wish  some  of  the  members  over  there  had 
been  in  the  human  resources  committee,  I 
can  simply  say  to  them  that  the  human  re- 
sources committee  has  at  least  two  or  three 
weeks  work  to  do,  and  there  is  no  way  by 
which  we  can  complete  the  bill  on  The  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto.  It  is  bringing  forth  a  great 
many  delegations  and  it  is  causing  great  con- 
cern as  a  result  of  four  years  of  debate  on  the 
other  side  of  University  Avenue,  There  is  no 
way  that  we  can  honestly  cover  that  bill  in 
the  way  that  the  Minister  of  University 
Affairs  has  suggested— that  is,  openly  debating 
a  bill  without  any  predilection  with  the  whips 
being  on,  as  the  minister  himself  put  it,  and 
also  carry  on  the  estimates  of  The  Depart- 
ment of  Education  within  a  few  days.  It  is 
impossible  for  us  to  carry  on  our  responsibili- 
ties in  that  committee,  because  we  have  to 
be  there  to  hear  those  delegations  and  to  be 
here  in  the  House,  It  may  be  wrong-headed, 
it  may  be  arrogant  for  us  to  suggest  on  this 
side  that  each  of  us  may  have  something  use- 
ful to  say  on  the  very  important  pieces  of 
legislation  that  are  coming  before  this  House, 
That  may  be  the  opinion  of  those  on  the 
other  side  of  the  House,  but  we  were  elected 
by  our  constituents  to  come  here  and  deal 
with  the  laws  which  are  being  passed  for  this 
province.  Since  I  have  been  in  this  House, 
which  is  not  a  long  time,  Mr.  Si)eaker— 
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Mr.  Stokes:  We  intend  to  carry  out  that 
custom. 

Mr.  Pitman:  We  intend  to  carry  out  that 
responsibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Well,  why  do  they  not 
get  on  with  the  business  of  the  House?  Let 
us  go  to  work. 

Mr.  Pitman:  Since  I  have  been  in  this 
Legislature— Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  say  this 
without  the  harping  and  the  carping  from 
the  other  side— I  have  had  a  feeling  that  I 
could  cope  with  the  legislation  with  some 
degree  of  involvement  in  the  estimates  of 
those  departments  in  which  I  have  some 
interest  as  a  result  of  my  own  background 
or  because  my  constituents  are  interested  in 
it,  and  also  in  the  committee  work. 

For  the  last  few  days  I  have  been  com- 
pletely unable  to  carry  out  my  responsibilities 
as  n  member  of  this  House— to  be  here  to 
carr>'  out  my  duties  in  this  Legislature,  to  be 
down  in  that  committee  and  to  find  that 
legislation  had  been  passed,  that  things  had 
gone  on  in  this  chamber  which  I  was  not 
even  able  to  discuss  intelligently  and  knowl- 
edgeably  with  people  who  were  in  my  own 
constituenc\'.  That  is  a  denigration  of  my  re- 
sponsibility. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Pitman:  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  my 
political  party.  We  have  been  here  in  num- 
l>ers  which  I  think  show  a  degree  of  commit- 
ment to  this  House  which  carmot  be  in  any 
way  denigrated  by  those  on  the  other  side 
of  this  chamber.  Or  matched,  I  might  say, 
by  others  in  this  chamber. 

It  comes  down  to  this:  It  is  not  a  matter 
of  working  hard  and  long;  I  am  in  my  office 
at  7  o'clock  in  the  morning  and  I  am  pre- 
pared to  be  here  at  11:30  at  night. 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  is,  too.  I  can  attest  to  that. 

Mr.  Pitman:  They  can  check  that  with  the 
people  who  work  on  the  doors  in  this  build- 
ing. 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  follows  me  in. 

Mr.  Pitman:  I  am  prepared  to  work  those 
hours.  I  am  not  prepared  to  go  through 
the  motions  of  wreckage  of  a  Legislature 
which  is  supposedly  acting  in  the  interests  of 
this  province. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Very  good! 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  This  is  incrediblel 


Mr.  Pitman:  The  minister  has  said  we 
spend  time  and  we  are  prepared  to  spend 
the  time.  We  have  been  here  since  the  last 
day  of  March,  we  can  be  here  in  July  and 
August  and  September  and  October  and  No- 
vember; we  are  prepared  to  stay  in  this 
chamber  until  we  have  carried  out  the  inter- 
ests of  the  people  of  this  province. 

Why  is  it  that  the  government  is  insistent 
upon  wrecking  the  democratic  process  in  this 
chamber?  That  is  exactly  what  we  are  talking 
about.  That  is  what  the  issue  is  on  and  that 
is  what  we  are  not  prepared  to  do. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  I  would  like  to  speak  to  the 
amendment  that  would  enable  this  House 
to  consider  legislation  and  for  my  reasons,  I 
would  like  to  quote  from  a  book  by  Fred 
Schindeler  entitled  "Responsible  Govenmient 
in  Ontario,"  to  back  up  the  case  I  am  making 
in  support  of  the  amendment  put  forward 
by  the  third  party. 

This  is  very  important  because  this  puts  in 
a  nutshell  what  is  really  happening  in  this 
place.  The  quotations  are  brief,  Mr.  Speaker. 
This  is  on  page  216,  of  so-called  "Responsible 
Government  in  Ontario": 

Since  the  Second  World  War  the  normal 
procedure  has  been  to  bring  very  little 
business  before  the  House  in  the  first  month 
or  so  and  then  to  introduce  nK>re  and  more 
bills  as  the  session  progresses  and  the  House 
becomes  increasingly  involved  in  committee 
of  supply  and  other  activities.  The  result 
is  that  in  the  last  few  days  of  the  session, 
members  must  consider  not  only  the  esti- 
mates and  the  new  legislation  being  intro- 
duced, but  also  the  bills  that  went  through 
their  first  stages  earlier  in  the  session. 

He  has  a  table  here  and  in  that  table  he 
points  out,  for  the  years  1960  to  1965,  Mr. 
Speaker: 

It  may  be  seen  that  in  the  last  three 
weeks  (15  sitting  days)  of  each  of  those 
five  sessions,  members  had  to  study  an 
average  of  28.6  pieces  of  new  legislation, 
of  which  they  probably  had  no  previous 
knowledge;  and  during  the  same  period 
they  were  expected  to  give  second  reading 
to  an  average  of  43.8  bills,  consider  88 
bills  in  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
and  give  third  reading  to  88.6  bills.  Is  it 
any  wonder- 
Professor  Schindeler  points  out  in  his  study— 
—that  little  time  or  forethought  is  given 
to  the  detailed  revisions  of  bills  in  com- 
mittee of  the   Whole   House— 
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For  example,  The  University  of  Toronto  bill 
right  now— 

when  60,5  per  cent  of  all  bills  are  taken 
through  that  stage  in  the  last  15  days  of 
the  session. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  quotation  is  to  put  this  in 
perspective  of  what  this  government  is  trying 
to  do. 

And  Fred  Schindeler  points  out  in  his  study 
of  this  government  for  the  years  1960  to 
1965,  Mr.  Speaker— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  That  was  the  previ- 
ous government. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Social  and 
Family  Services):  That  is  not  this  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  It  is.  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
the  very  point,  there  is  no  new  wave.  What 
this  government  is  doing  right  now  is  exactly 
what  it  has  been  doing  since  1945.  The 
pattern  is  the  same,  there  is  no  new  wave. 
It  is  the  same  polluted  stream  that  is  miming 
through  this  place.  The  same  polluted  streaan 
of  bald-headed  men! 

ilnterj'ections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  But  Schindeler  points  out, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  real  problem  with  this 
process,  is  the  organization  of  business  of  the 
House,  rattfier  than  the  shortness  of  the 
session. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  How  about  some  of 
the  member's  own  ideas? 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  It  is  bad  management. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Now,  could  the 
member  tell  us  something  of  his  own  experi- 
ence? 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  No,  I  have  to  quote  these 
great  professors.  And  do  you  know  what 
Schindeler  said  on  page  218,  Mr.  Speaker? 
He  said: 

What  would  be  remarkable  would  be  to 
find  that  this  legislation  was  carefully  gone 
over,  to  ensure  that  it  laid  down  the  de- 
tails of  policy,  defined  the  limits  of  any 
powers  which  were  delegated,  and  clearly 
set  out  the  lines  of  responsibility. 

Mr.  Speaker,  1  refer  the  hon.  members  to  this 
book.  It  is  aboiit  what  this  government  was 
doing  between  1960  and  1965  and  what  it  is 
doing  now,  in  the  same  mould,  the  same  atti- 
tude and  the  same  arrogance  of  jxrwer  that 
they  can  do  what  they  like  with  their  power 


in  this  province.  I,  for  one,  I  am  sure,  will 
see  them  in  that  mould  just  as  a  dissipated 
wave  falling  upon  a  polluted  beach,  if  you 
like. 

Mr.  Henderson:  That  is  the  last  speech  the 
member  will  make  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr,  Speaker,  it  is  happening 
right  now  in  the  fact  that  we  just  had  the 
Minister  of  Trade  and  Development  call  off 
his  hearing;  the  minister  was  there  plus  30 
other  of  his  top  brass  and  one  single  member 
of  the  Legislature- 
Mr.  Henderson:  Where  is  the  member 
voting? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  (because  the 
members  are  arguing  about  nothing  over 
there. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Just  a  minute!  It  is  happen- 
ing right  now.  We  could  only  corral  one 
member  and  I  was  there  for  15  minutes  alone. 
Finally  the  member  for  Algoma  (Mr.  Gilbert- 
son)  walked  in  so  we  had  two  members  to 
assess  this,  the  biggest  estimates  in  the  House, 
the  most  important  estimates. 

Mr.  Henderson:  The  committee  does  not 
start  until  after  the  orders  of  the  day.  Orders 
of  the  day  were  not  called  then. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  faOt  is  the  findings— 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  The  memlber  was  in  the 
wrong  cham;ber. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —that  are  coming  up  in  these 
estimates  are  shocking.  It  is  almost  incredible 
what  is  happening,  yet  no  one  knows  about  it, 
I  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  is  where  the 
action  is.  This  chamber  should  revert  to  the 
system  whereby  the  main  estimates  coane 
through  this  House  and  are  not  hidden  away 
down  in  a  comer  with  two  or  three  other 
committees  going  on  and  no  one  knows  what 
is  going  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  meonber's  party 
agreed  to  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  took  the  press  to  task  for 
not— 

An  hon.  member:  Once  in  a  while  we  make 
a  mistake. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —covering  the  meetings.  The 
press,  I  will  go  along  there— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  As  a  matter  of  fact 
the  opposition  insisted  on  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —are  greatly  overworked  and 
I  know  there  is  a  shortage  of  the  press  here. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Who?  Come  on! 
That  is  even  more  ridiculous  than  their  State- 
ments. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  not  chickening  out  a  bit. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  That  is  a  fundamental  point- 
people  have  the  right  to  know  through  the 
press. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  think  is  that  people  will 
never  know.   1  have  spent  literally— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  minister  lowering  the 
drinking  and  voting  age  today? 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Me? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes.   Or  is  it  pits  and  quarries? 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  spent  many  hours  prepar- 
ing for  the  estimates  of  this  minister  and 
everything  we  have  come  up  with  has  gone 
down  the  drain.  The  people  in  this  province 
do  not  know  what  kind  of  an  operation  the 
minister  is  running  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  hon.  member  was 
agreeable. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  will  never  know— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  The  meanber  is  a 
great  help  to  his  leader. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —because  the  press  has  not 
got  the  time  to  cover  all  the  operations  so  I 
suggest  we  should  get  back  to  this  chamber. 
The  people  have  a  right  to  know  what  is 
going  on  and  they  will  never  know. 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  a  three-ring  circus 
and  the  imember  wants  to  get  back  to  the 
meeting. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Who  is  wasting  time 
now? 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  one 
matter  that  has  not  been  raised  yet  that  I  feel 
is  of  rather  vital  imjxjrtance.  Some  time  ago 
I  raised  with  the  House  during  the  budget 
debate  that  it  was  not  possible  for  members 
to  carry  out  the  business  that  they  were  ex- 
pected to  carry  out  on  behalf  of  their  con- 
stituents if  we  continued  with  the   present 


method    of    having    House    and    committee 
sitting  concurrently. 

What  the  House  leader  for  the  government 
has  suggested,  of  course,  perhaps  in  part 
meets  that  objection.  But  what  he  has  failed 
to  recognize  is  that  every  single  one  of  the 
members  of  this  House  has  a  fairly  heavy 
case-load  of  constituent  work- 
Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Deans:  —that  is  also  a  part  of  the 
job  that  we  are  elected  to  perform.  The  only 
time  that  this  work  can  reasonably  be  done 
is  during  the  hours  in  which  the  various 
departments  of  government  are  in  operation 
and  open  to  the  public. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  From  8:30  to  4:30. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  can  be  done  only  between 
8:30  or  9  o'clock- 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  member's  party 
has  a  member  who  repeatedly  insists  on 
calling  for  a  quorum. 

Mr.  Deans:  —and  4:30  in  the  afternoon.  I 
know  that  if  we  are  going  to  have  to  be  here 
by  10  in  the  morning  in  this  chamber  or  in 
the  committee;  sitting  until  noon;  spending 
the  time  between  12  and  2  o'clock  eating 
and  preparing  for  the  afternoon  session  and 
the  evening  session,  it  will  drastically  cut 
down  on  the  opportunity  to  perform  the  valu- 
able services  that  we  do  perform  on  behalf  of 
constituents. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Right! 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  that  what  you  are 
asking  of  us  in  going  to  affect  drastically  the 
problems  that  people  have  that  they  require 
us  to  assist  them  with. 

Now  I  am  prepared,  and  everyone  in  this 
party  is  prepared,  to  sit  for  as  many  days  as 
are  necessary  to  continue  to  deal  with  the 
legislative  programme  of  the  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  So  are  we! 

Mr.  Deans:  We  are  prepared  to  sit  here 
through  the  summer.  We  are  prepared  to  sit 
in  August  and  September  and  October  as 
my  colleague  from  Peterborough  said.  We  are 
prepared  to  sit  in  such  a  way  that  will  en- 
able us  to  continue  to  carry  out  all  of  the 
obligations  that  we  have  as  political  people. 
That  includes  being  available  in  the  mornings 
to  carry  on  conversations  with  constituents; 
to  meet  with  delegations;  to  make  represen- 
tation to  departments,  to  discuss  with  minis- 
ters; to  dictate  letters;  to  do  all  of  the  things— 
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Mr.  Lewis:  To  appear  before  the  Work- 
men's  Compensation  Board. 

Mr.  Deans:  —to  appear  before  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  or  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  hearings;  to  do  all  of  the 
things  that  are  rightfully  expected  of  us.  And 
if  you  think  for  one  minute  that  this  can 
reasonably  be  done  with  the  hours  that  the 
House  leader  has  proposed  this  morning,  he 
is  wrong.  If  the  government  does  not  think 
the  people  of  this  province  wall  suffer  as  a 
result  of  what  it  has  offered,  it  is  also  wrong. 
I  suggest  that  while  the  House  Leader  may 
in  all  good  conscience  have  believed  that  this 
was  a  way  to  meet  the  objection  which  I 
raised,  which  the  leader  of  this  party  raised, 
and  which  other  members  in  this  House  have 
raised  from  time  to  time  over  the  last  nrnnber 
of  weeks  he  is  mistaken.  This  is  not  how  to 
do  it,  if  the  government  wants  to  enable  the 
members  of  the  Legislature  to  deal  sensibly 
or  as  sensibly  as  we  are  capable  of  dealing— 
the  Attorney  General  obviously  feels  that 
many  of  us  have  little  to  say. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  I  feel  that  members 
opposite  waste  too  much  time. 

Mr.  Deans:   This  may  well  be  so. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  With  repeated  argu- 
ment. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  may  be  so. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  This  is  going  to  re- 
quire a  little  self  discipline. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Come,  come!  The  Attorney 
General  has  never  sat  over  here—to  be  faced 
by  a  government  like  his  and  then  to  be 
accused  of  being  repetitive. 

Mr.  Deans:  To  require  self  discipline  is 
one  thing. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  The  Attorney  General  was 
looked  on  as  a  maverick.  He  was  a  maverick. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  a  little  different.  I  think 
the  cabinet  has  to  understand. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  have  to  be 
changes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  will  be  changes. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  government  will  never  be 
returned  with  a  majority,  my  friend.  It  hap- 
pened last  February— that  is  when  it  began. 


It  is  being  consolidated  here  today.  The  gov- 
ernment is  going  right  down,  right  down. 
Its  days  are  over.  Everything  it  does  shows  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  is  wasting  time.  Let  us 
go. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  the  cabinet  fails  to 
recognize  one  thing.  Its  members  may  well 
be  able  to  carry  out  their  business  because 
their  obligations  in  terms  of  legislative  pro- 
gramme and  entering  into  estimates  and 
debate  generally  encompass  only  one  par- 
ticular estimate,  or  one  set  of  bills  that  are 
coming  into  the  House.  Cabinet  ministers 
can  then  leave  the  chamber,  as  they  invari- 
ably do,  and  go  to  their  offioes  and  carry  on 
their  work,  using  the  large  staff  that  they 
have  allocated  to  them.  We  recognize  that 
the  government  back-benchers  do  not  enter 
into  debate  and  do  not  generally  take  part 
in  what  goes  on  in  the  House.  Therefore, 
they  can  afford  to  be  away  from  this  House, 
taking  care  of  the  business  of  their  consti- 
tuents. 

The  only  people  who  suffer  by  this  kind 
of  change  are  the  people  in  the  opposition; 
and  the  opposition,  whether  the  government 
likes  it  or  not,  is  a  valuable  and  important 
part  of  any  democratic  process.  It  has  to  be 
given  some  consideration  in  not  only  the 
preparation  of  the  remarks  but  also  in  the 
opportunity  to  deliver  the  remarks  that  its 
members  have.  I  suggest  to  the  House  leader 
that  what  he  is  doing  is  to  the  detriment 
of  the  people  of  this  province,  and  I  ask  him 
to  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  may  have  to  announce  our 
candidate  in  St.  George  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  whh 
to  enter  the  debate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
just  like  to  draw  the  attention  of  the  House 
to  the  fact  that  the  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough East,  after  having  made  such  an 
impassioned  speech  on  behalf  of  democracy, 
and  so  on,  quoted  from  a  book.  It  has  always 
been  the  courtesy  extended  to  the  hon. 
members  of  the  House  that,  when  asked  the 
hon.  member  sends  one  a  copy  of  it  or  lets 
him  read  from  it.  I  have  asked  the  hon. 
member  to  be  kind  enough  to  send  it  to  me— 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Does  the  minister  want  this 
book? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  —so  I  could  see 
within  what  context  it  was  written.  He  has 
refused. 

Mr.  Trotter:  I  did  not  know  that  the 
minister  read  books. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  I  thought  he  was  swearing 
at  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Of  course,  now  the 
hon.  member  is  sending  it  over  when  he  sees 
the  debate  is  over  and  I  have  no  chance 
to  look  at  it.  He  probably  thinks  that  I  was 
going  to  look  there.  I  was  anxious  to  find 
out  what  he  said  about  the  duties  of  the 
opposition. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  read  that  part.  It  has 
been  around  for  some  five  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  are  busy  running 
the  government,  not  looking  up  things  like 
that.  We  have  our  own  ideas.  We  do  not 
necessairily  have  to  go  into  the  library  to  see 
what  to  say. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Oshawa. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Union  buster! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  remember  the  contribution 
of  the  hon.  member  for  Chatham  at  North 
American  Plastics.  I  remember  his  contri- 
bution two  years  back.  We  will  talk  about 
that. 

I  want  to  just  make  a  comment  in  regard 
to  the  statement  that  was  made  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Wellington-Duffedn  when  he 
said  that  there  were  only  two  members  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  in  the  House, 
which  obviously  is  not  true.  There  were  at 
least  five  of  us  here  all  of  last  evening. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Well  there  was  the  member 
for  Hamilton  East,  the  member  for  Went- 
worth,  myself  and  the  two  members  here. 
We  were  not  out  of  the  House— we  were  here 
all  the  evening.  Hansard  will  show  that  we 
were  here. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  (Minister  of 
Heakh):  How? 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  participated. 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  participated  in  the  debate. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  And  participated.  Right. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Anyway  one  member  was  not 
in  his  right  seat  in  this  vote. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Let  me— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  never  seen  this  member 
before.  I  do  not  believe  it. 

Hon.  A.  F.  LawTence:  If  the  member  for 
High  Park  was  here,  he  would  accuse  his 
leader  of  misleading  the  House. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  do  not  beheve  it.  I  just  do  not 
believe  it.  We  will  look  into  this— 

Mr.  Deans:  Are  you  someone— 

Mr.  Lewis:  —when  this  is  over  I  will  want 
to  find  out  just  who  he  is. 

An  hon.  member:  We  will  find  out. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  In  other  words,  there  was  some 
legislation- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  There  was  some  major  legisla- 
tion being  debated  last  night.  The  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party  yesterday— just 
after  the  orders  of  the  day— asked  the  House 
leader  to  suspend  the  committees  while  we 
debated  important  legislation  in  this  House. 
I  happen  to  think  that  every  member  in  this 
House  has  a  responsibility  to  be  in  this 
Legislature  when  important  legislation  is 
being  debated,  and  obviously  he  cannot  be 
here  if  he  is  in  some  committee  some  place. 

And  then  to  have  a  member  of  that  govern- 
ment side  stand  up  and  criticize  the  New 
Democratic  Party  for  not  having  people  in 
the  House  when  they  are  in  committees  of 
this  Legislature,  by  the  action  of  this  govern- 
ment, is  most  irresponsible,  most  irrespons- 
ible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  That  is  what  hon. 
members  opposite  did  to  the  minister. 

An  hon.  member:  Resign! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  the  government  would 
provide— 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  he  is  not  even  a  member 
of  this  House.  He  is  not  even  a  member  of 
the  government. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence;  The  member  said 
that  all  the  NDP  members  were  down  in  the 
committee  if  they  were  not  in  the  House? 

Mr.  Pilkey:  That  is  right.  That  is  exactly 
where  they  were. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  You  see,  on  this  side  of  the 
House  it  is  not  good  enough  for  us  to  find  out 
what  happened  in  this  Legislature  by  reading 
the  newspapers.  The  back-benchers  over 
there  find  out  what  is  going  on  in  this  House 
the  next  day.  They  pick  up  the  newspaper 
and  they  find  out  what  has  happened. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  want  us  to  read  the  story 
for  them. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Right.  We  want  to  'be  here  and 
participating  in  a  responsible  way  while  the 
legislation  is  being  debated;  we  do  not  want 
to  read  about  it  in  the  newspaper  the  next 
day. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  newspapers  are 
not  here.  The  member  for  Grey-Bruce  says 
the  newspapers  are  not  around. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  I  want  to  just  reiterate  the  posi- 
tion that  has  been  taken  by  many  of  the 
people  on  this  side  of  the  House,  that  we  are 
prepared  to  stay  in  this  chamber— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Let  us  get  down  to 
business. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  —and  to  conduct  the  business 
of  the  people  of  this  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Obviously  it  should  be  done  in 
an  orderly  fashion.  It  is  just  chaos  at  the 
moment,  and  it  has  been  prevalent  for  the 
last  month,  and  I  know  that  the  House  leader 
and  the  Attorney  General  were  somewhat 
disturbed  last  night. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  is  right.  He  was 
delaying  things  intentionally. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  Yes.  The  minister  said  it  was 
delaying  things.  He  was  somewhat  disturbed 
because  we  moved  three  of  his  bills  into 
committee,  and  for  a  very  obvious  reason— 
the  members  who  wanted  to  discuss  that 
legislation  were  in  the  committees.  They 
were  not  given  the  opportunity— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Where  are  they 
now? 


Mr.  Pilkey:  I  beg  your  pardon?  Are  his 
bills  up  at  this  point?  They  are  not  even 
being  debated.  They  will  be  here  to  discuss 
them.  But  they  cannot  be  in  two  places  at 
once. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  He  is  in  no  place  at 
once. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  And  as  far  as  I  am  concerned 
it  is  most  irresponsible— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Let  us  get  back  to 
our  ballot  sheets. 

Mr.  Pilkey:  —if  the  members  of  this  Legis- 
lature cannot  participate  in  the  debates  when 
important  legislation  is  being  placed  in  this 
House. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

May  I  before  this  debate  proceeds  further, 
draw  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of  the 
House  who  were  attacking  Mr.  Speaker  for 
interfering  in  the  debate,  that  what  was  in 
Mr.  Speaker's  mind  was  standing  rule  16a(6), 
which  has  disturbed  me. 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  now  of  check- 
ing the  records  and  of  conferring  with  the 
clerk,  and  that  rule  says  that  a  matter  is  out 
of  order  if  it  reflects  upon  any  previous  vote 
of  the  House,  unless  it  is  the  intention  to 
move  that  it  be  rescinded.  Therefore,  unless 
the  amendment  to  the  motion  now  before  the 
House  is  reworded  so  as  to  rescind  the  previ- 
ous motion,  it  is  not  in  order.  That  is  the 
point  that  Mr.  Speaker  was  trying  to  make 
when  he  read  the  proceedings  of  the  other 
day,  and  at  the  moment  he  did  not  quite 
have  the  necessary  information. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  If  I  may  comment  upon 
your  remark,  I  think  I  would  agree  with  you 
that  is  the  interpretation  the  rules  would 
require,  if  that  were  the  motion  on  the  only 
item  before  the  House.  This  is  an  amend- 
ment to  a  procedural  motion  put  by  the 
House  leader;  it  is  a  matter  dealing  with 
procedure,  not  a  matter  which  has  been  de- 
bated and  decided  for  all  time  in  the  Legis- 
lature as  a  procedural  matter.  Therefore, 
as  it  is  a  procedural  amendment  to  a  pro- 
cedural motion  put  by  the  House  leader  to 
change  the  hours  of  sittings  of  the  House, 
I  would  simply  suggest  that  it  would  be 
ridiculous  to  state  that  procedural  amend- 
ment such  as  this  is  out  of  order.  It  would 
destroy  the  substance  of  the  rules  of  the 
House. 
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All  we  are  attempting  to  say  is  that  if  the 
government  is  proposing,  as  it  is  in  its  motion, 
to  change  the  order  of  business  of  the 
House,  to  change  the  hours  of  sittings  of 
the  House- 
Mr.  Stokes:  They  are  changing  the  rules 
of  the  ballgame. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  —then  it  is  quite  in  order. 
And  it  would  not  have  mattered  if  it  had 
been  debated  yesterday  afternoon  in  a  dif- 
ferent context;  it  would  be  perfectly  in  order 
for  an  amendment  to  be  made  varying  the 
change  proposed  by  the  House  leader.  I 
would  submit  that  in  these  circumstances 
that  particular  rule  of  the  House  was  not 
intended  to  apply,  and  does  not  in  fact  apply 
to  a  situation  such  as  this. 

Mr.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  speaking  to  the 
point  of  order,  I  want  to  urge  you  as  strongly 
as  I  possibly  can,  sir,  not  to  rule  the  amend- 
ment to  the  motion  out  of  order.  Surely 
it  should  be  considered  by  yourself  as  a 
proper  amendment  of  a  motion  that  is  before 
the  House  on  the  ordering  of  our  business 
during  the  next  week  and  not  as  anything 
that  is  going  to  set  down  ground  rules  for 
all  time.  Surely,  sir,  it  should  be  considered 
by   the   House   as   a  valid   amendment. 

An  hen.  member:  Hear,  hear! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course,  I  have  no  objec- 
tion. The  debate  has  proceeded  and  I  pre- 
sume the  motion  will  be  taken,  but  I  was 
most  upset  and  am  still  upset  at  the  allega- 
tion that  Mr.  Speaker  was  engaging  in  the 
debate.  I  am  trying  to  point  out  why  Mr. 
Speaker  was  involved- 
Mr.  Stokes:  So  are  we. 
Mr.  Lewis:  So  are  we. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —I  am  still  of  the  opinion 
diat  my  view  of  the  matter  is  correct,  that 
this  is  a  matter  which  recinds  a  previous 
motion  of  the  House  and  therefore  should 
be  specifically  included  in  this  motion.  How- 
ever, now  that  the  matter  has  been  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  members  and  both 
opposition  parties  understand  the  situation, 
as  far  as  Mr.  Speaker  is  concerned  we  will 
proceed  with  the  motion  and  the  amendment 
debate  as  we  have  been  doing. 

Is  there  any  other  member  who  wishes 
to  speak  to  this  amendment?  Has  the  min- 
ister anything  further  to  say? 


Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  There  is  a  lot  that 
could  be  said,  but  we  do  not  want  to  waste 
the  time  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Deans:  Most  of  what  he  has  said  is 
irrelevant  anyway. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  by  hon.  Mr. 
Wishart  is  that:  Commencing  on  Tuesday 
next  the  House  will  meet  each  day,  includ- 
ing Wednesday,  at  10  a.m.,  and  will  rise 
for  a  luncheon  interval  from  12  noon  until 
2  p.m.;  also  that  in  the  period  each  day 
from  10  a.m.  until  12  noon  the  House  will 
deal  with  orders  of  the  day,  the  routine 
proceedings  being  taken  up  as  usual  at 
2  p.m." 

In  amendment,  Mr.  Renwick  has  moved 
that  the  motion  be  amended  by  adding 
thereto  the  following  words,  "But  that  stand- 
ing committees  not  meet  while  legislation 
is  being  considered  on  second  reading  or 
in  Committee  of  the  Whole  House." 

The  House  divided  on  Mr.  J.  Renwick's 
amendment  which  was  negatived  on  the  fol- 
lowing vote: 


Ayes 

Ben 
Bolton 
Braithwaite 
Bukator 
Bun- 
Deacon 
Deans 
EdighofFer 
Ferrier 
Gaunt 
Gisbom 
Haggerty 
Jackson 
Lewis 
MacDonald 
Makarchuk 
M  artel 
Newman 

( Windsor- 

Walkerville) 
Nixon 
Peacock 
Pilkey 
Pitman 
Reid 

( Scarborough  East) 
Renwick 

( Riverdale ) 
Renwick  (Mrs.) 

( Scarborough 

Centre) 


Nays 

Allan 

Apps 

Auld 

Bales 

Belanger 

Bemier 

Brunelle 

Carruthers 

Carton 

Demers 

Downer 

Dunlop 

Evans 

Gilbertson 

Grossman 

Guindon 

Hamilton 

Haskett 

Henderson 

Hodgson 

( Victoria- 

Haliburton) 
Hodgson 

(York  North) 
Jessiman 
Johnston 

(St.  Catharines) 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Lawrence 

(CarletonEast) 
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Ayes  Nays 

Ruston  Lawrence 

Sargent  (St.  George) 

Singer  MacNaughton 

Spence  Morrow 

Stokes  McKeough 

Trotter  McNeil 

Worton— 32.  Newman 

( Ontario  South) 

Potter 

Price 

Randall 

Reilly 

Rollins 

Root 

Rowe 

Rowntree 

Smith 
(Simcoe  East) 

Smith 
( Hamilton 
Mountain) 

Snow 

Stewart 

Villeneuve 

Wells 

White 

Whitney 

Winkler 

Wishart 

Yaremko— 51. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
"ayes"  are  32,  the  "nays"  51. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  declare  the  amendment  lost. 
The  vote  will  now  be  on  the  main  motion.  Is 
it  agreeable  that  the  same  count  in  reverse 
be  taken? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

■Introduction  of  bills. 


PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence  moves  first  read- 
ing of  bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  The 
Public  Health  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  B.  R.  Lawrence:  Mr.  Speaker, 
briefly  this  relates  to  outdoor  festivals  and 
the  input  that  is  required  on  behalf  of  this 
department  by  the  emergency  health  services, 
by  our  public  health  division  and  by  the 
Addiction  Research  Foundation. 

It  is  intended  to  give  the  department, 
through  the  minister,  more  power  to  regulate 
in  relation  to  health  and  personal  safety  in- 
volving these  particular  activities. 


PITS    AND    QUARRIES    CONTROL   ACT, 

1971 

Hon,  Mr.  Bemier  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  Regulate  Pits  and 
Quarries  and  to  Provide  for  their  Rehabili- 
tation. 

Motion  agreed  to;  firsit  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  take  very  great  plea- 
sure today,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  introducing  to 
this  House  The  Pits  and  Quarries  Control 
Act,  1971,  An  Act  to  Regulate  Pits  and 
Quarries  and  to  Provide  for  their  Rehabilita- 
tion. 

Few  matters,  Mr.  Speaker,  have  been  the 
subject  of  more  exhaustive  investigation  and 
research  by  members  of  my  department  than 
the  preparation  of  this  Act.  The  Act  reflects 
the  consensus  that  resulted  from  the  re- 
search which  led  to  the  production  of  14 
separate  reports;  the  experience  gained  by 
the  government  of  Ontario  and  various  mu- 
nicipal governments  administering  The  Niag- 
ara Escarpment  Protection  Act;  meetings  with 
aggregate  producers,  citizen  and  ratepayer 
groups,  as  well  as  with  municipal  govern- 
ment representatives. 

A  great  many  private  citizens  have  also 
come  to  talk  to  me  about  particular  problems 
they  face  in  their  own  communities.  As  well, 
I  have  toured  many  parts  of  southern  On- 
tario to  see  first  hand  the  nature  of  pit  and 
quarry  operations— the  bad  ones  as  well  as 
the  good  ones— and  I  intend  to  examine  these 
operations  further  in  the  future. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  much  of  the 
research  in  the  drafting  of  The  Niagara 
Escarpment  Protection  Act  took  place  during 
the  period  in  oflBce  of  my  predecessor,  the 
hon.  member  for  St.  George,  now  the  Min- 
ister of  Justice  and  Attorney  General  of 
Ontario.  I  would  like  to  pay  him  tribute 
for  the  very  excellent  and  thorough  work 
he  did  in  preparing  the  way  for  this   Act. 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  It  is  a  well-earned 
tribute.  This  proposed  legislation,  if  approved 
by  this  House,  will  guarantee  not  only  that 
sufiicient  aggregate  will  be  available  to  meet 
present  and  future  demands  of  the  vigorous 
construction  and  the  highway  programmes 
that  are  both  being  carried  out  and  con- 
templated, it  will  also  provide  protection 
of  the  quality  of  our  environment  and  the 
aesthetics  of  life  that  have  been  so  often 
overlooked. 
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Mr.  Stokes:  By  whom? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  The  job,  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  be  diflBcult— 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  That  is  the  order  of 
priority  of  this  government— right  in  that 
paragraph.  It  is  a  failure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  The  job,  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  be  diflBcult.  Estimates  published  by  my 
department  indicate  that  by  1980,  18  tons 
of  aggregate  will  be  required  on  a  per  capita 
basis  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  Toronto- 
Hamilton-Niagara  area  of  this  province,  and 
much  more  will  be  needed  in  northern  On- 
tario for  road  construction  alone.  In  1967, 
the  per  capita  use  of  aggregate  in  the  north 
was  15.4  tons,  and  as  more  and  more  high- 
rise  apartments  and  oflBce  buildings  are  built 
and  as  reinforced  concrete  and  precast  con- 
crete consumption  grow,  so  too  will  the  de- 
mand for  aggregate  continue  to  grow. 

But,  diflBcult  though  the  task  will  be,  the 
government  of  Ontario  is  prepared  to  pro- 
vide the  leadership  we  need  to  ensure  the 
end  of  this  eyesore  to  the  Ontario  landscape. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Who  is  responsible  for  the 
eyesore? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  think  I  should  read 
that  again,  gendemen.  But,  diflBcult  though 
the  task  will  be,  the  government  of  Ontario 
is  prepared  to  provide  the  leadership  we 
need  to  ensure  the  end  of  this  eyesore  on 
the  Ontario  landscape. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  all  happened  under  the 
Tory  government  for  25  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Way-to-go! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  The  government  is 
prepared  to  act.  It  accepts  the  resi)onsibility 
placed  upon  it  by  the  rapidly  changing  de- 
mands of  our  urban  society- 
Mr.  Stokes:  This  government  presided  over 
the  eyesore  for  28  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Will  members  hurry 
this  legislation  through? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  And  it  has  set  its  sights 
high  enough  to  ensure  a  high  degree  of 
environmental  protection.  At  the  same  time, 
we  will  ensure  a  suflBcient  supply  of  aggre- 
gate to  meet  the  needs  of  our  expanding 
Ontario  community. 

For  years,  pit  and  quarry  operators  have 
been  extracting  aggregate  from  all  over 
southern    Ontario,    many    with    little    regard 


for  the  noise,  dirt  and  traflBc  hazards  caused 
by  their  operations  and  even  less  for  any 
thought  of  rehabilitating  the  land  that  they 
have  disturbed. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  introduction 
of  this  Act  would  not  have  been  possible 
had  pubhc  opinion  not  been  aroused  to  the 
need  for  change- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  It  certainly  would  not 
have  come  from  the  government  anyway! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Never  before  in  the 
history  of  Ontario  have  so  many  individuals 
and  citizen  organizations  spoken  so  clearly 
on  public  aflFairs  as  they  have  in  the  past 
three  years.  And  the  government  of  Ontario 
has  listened  to  them;  it  has  Hstened  to  them 
very  carefully,  I  might  add,  and  has  re- 
sponded to  them  in  the  drafting  of  this 
legislation. 

Mr.  Martel:  For  28  years  it  has  listened. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  There  has  been  pres- 
sure on  the  govermnent  from  some  who  have 
been  demanding  that  the  government  act 
before  all  the  facts  were  known  and  all  the 
views  of  all  the  people  had  been  heard.  I 
am  proud  that  my  colleagues  in  the  govern- 
ment resisted  this  pressure  and  insisted 
throughout  the  public  discussion  of  this 
matter  that  leadership  would  prevail  over 
blind  panic- 
Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  have  underestimated 
the  Minister  of  Mines;  he  outdid  the  Minister 
of  Trade   and  Development  in  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  There  has  also  been 
pressure  to  propose  legislation  that  would 
have  the  eflFect  of  practically  ruining  the 
industry.  The  job  of  tying  together  provide- 
wide  legislation- 
Mr.  Stokes:  As  the  Minister  of  Trade  and 
Development  would  say,  this  is  an  awful  lot 
of  incredibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —that  for  the  most  part 
deals  with  private  property  is  at  once  im- 
mense and  controversial.  It  is  also  time- 
consuming. 

In  nearly  all  cases,  particularly  in  southern 
Ontario,  where  most  aggregate  production 
takes  place,  the  work  is  carried  out  on 
privately  owned  land.  This  means  that  the 
normal  government  restrictions  which  might 
apply  to  the  use  of  Crown  lands  simply  do 
not  apply. 

Until  the  passing  of  The  Niagara  Escarp- 
ment Protection  Act  last  year,  controls  which 
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could  be  made  to  apply  to  the  mining  oper- 
ation in  the  north  had  no  application  to  the 
pits  and  quarries  on  privately  owned  lands  in 
the  southern  part  of  the  province.  What  is 
more,  municipalities  which  have  had  plan- 
ning jurisdiction  have  certain  regulatory  by- 
laws, but  more  often  than  not,  these  go 
unenforced.  Even  when  they  are  applied, 
they  are  so  divergent  that  anything  approach- 
ing overall  supervision- 
Mr.  Singer:  What  page  are  we  up  to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —of  the  extractive  in- 
dustry is  almost  impossible  and  will  remain 
so,  Mr.  Speaker,  until  this  Act  is  passed. 

It  is  self-evident  that  blanket  legislation 
could  not  work  if  each  case  is  to  be  tried 
on  its  individual  merits.  It  is  for  this  reason, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  Act  which  lies  before 
you  relies  to  a  considerable  extent  on  the 
use  of  regulations  reserving  to  the  minister 
broad  discretionary  powers. 

Mr.  Singer:  Justice  goes  out  the  window 
again. 

Mr.  T.  Reid:  Lies  on  the  floor  again. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  McRuer  is  dead  again. 

Mr.   Lewis:   It  is  a  bogus  Act. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  The  reasons  are  there. 
They  explain  to  you— 

Mr.  Singer:  There  were  193  recommenda- 
tions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  We  will  have  all  kinds 
of  opportunities. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  has  the 
floor  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  speech  on 
the  introduction  of  a  bill,  and  not  for  de- 
bating the  bill  with  members  of  the  oppo- 
sition. Would  he  please  continue  with  his 
statement. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Tell  him  not  to  be  so  pro- 
vocative and  tell  him  to  stick  to  the  text.  I 
have  lost  my  place. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Here  comes  the 
nonsensical  delay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  The  next  paragraph  is 
extremely  interesting. 


Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  This  Act  vests  the  prov- 
ince and  the  municipalities  with  equal  power: 
The  province,  because  of  the  necessity  for 
uniform  control,  and  the  municipality  l^ecause 
it  is  so  directly  affected  by  the  proxiniit>'  of 
pit  and  quarry  operations. 

In  essence,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  legislation 
should  perform   four  basic   functions. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  province  passes  half  the 
regulations  and  the  municipalities  the  other 
half. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No,  I  think  the  hon. 
member  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  for  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  First,  it  would  allow 
the  province  to  control  the  operation  of  pits 
and  quarries  as  they  affect  the  environment. 
Second,  it  would  allow  municipalities  to  con- 
trol the  location  of  future  pits  and  quarries 
within  the  framework  of  The  Ontario  Plan- 
ning Act.  Third,  it  would  ensure  the  re- 
habilitation of  excavation  sites. 

Fourth,  it  would  guarantee  that  sound 
planning  principles  established  by  the  gov- 
ernment of  Ontario,  through  its  Department 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  will  apply  to  the  estab- 
lishment of  future  pits  and  quarries,  and  as 
vv^ell  will  maintain  control  through  my  de- 
partment of  all  existing  pits  and  quarries 
which  are  now  licensed  throughout  the  Nia- 
gara Escarpment,  or  in  any  area  to  be 
designated  by  this   government. 

This  legislation  has  been  designed  in  a 
way  that  permits  ultimate  flexibility.  For  this 
we  will  bring  in  supplementarv'  regulations 
to   cover  stipulated   areas. 

Mr.  Singer:  Regulations  and  supplementary 
regulations? 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  flexibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  This  is  because,  1  ex- 
plain, the  areas  themselves  cannot  even  be 
broken  down  into  counties  or  townships.  In 
fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  are  really  pieces  of 
land  we  can  only  describe  as  parts  of  the 
province.  Some  of  them  straddle  concession 
lines- 
Mr.  J.  Renwiek:  Gracious!   Imagine  thaat! 

Hon.    Mr.    Bemier:    —others    are   so    small 
they  may  only  cover  part  of  a  township- 
Mr.  Stokes:  Ver>'  percepitive. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —so  that  once  we  get 
into  specifies  the  Hnes  of  demarcation  will 
have  to  be  expressed  in  lot  numbers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  quite  a  relevation, 

Mr.  J.  Ren  wick:  What  was  there  first?  The 
pit  and  quarry  or  the  demarcation  line? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  This,  then,  is  blanket 
legislation  covering  the  entire  province  but 
excluding  those  areas  not  used  for  extraction. 

Mr.  Stokes:  This  is  blanket  legislation. 
There  is  a  lot  going  on  under  the  covers! 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Under  this  Act,  existing 
operators  will  continue  their  operations,  but 
they    will    within    six    months    apply    for    a 
licence- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
■  Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  Keep  going. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —after  a  site  plan  has 
been  filed  with  my  deparbuent. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Their  licences  will  be 
for  one-year  perioils  subject  to  regular  in- 
spection by  officials  of  The  Department  of 
Mines  and  Northern  Affairs  and  in  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  this  proposed 
legislation. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  Wait  till  the  editor  of  the 
Globe  and  Mail  gets  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Wait  till  the  minister  reads  the 
Globe  and  Mail  tomorrow. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  All  site  plans- 
Mr.    Lewis:     The    minister    will    not    be 
smiling. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  All  site  plans  must  ibe 
filed  with  my  department  within  six  months 
of  the  date  this  Act  comes  into  force. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  We  are  giving  him  a 
licence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  The  Niagara  Escarpment 
Protection  Act  will  be  repealed  seven  months 
from  the  day  this  Act  comes  into  force. 

The  Act  provides  for  two  routes  of  appeal. 
The  Ontario  Municipal  Board  will  hear  any 
appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  minister. 

Mr.  J.  Renwick:  I  am  glad  he  switched 
from  the  permits. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  The  Act  also  provides 
an  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario 
on  any  point  of  law. 

Mr.  Singer:  Point  of  law?  That  is  gracious 
of  the  minister. 

Hon.   Mr.   Bernier:    Mr.    Speaker,   I   would 
like  to  thank  all  those  who  have  participated 
in  the  de\'elopment  of  this  legislation- 
Mr.  Singer:  Is  second  reading  to  start  now? 

Hon.  Mr  Bernier:  —and  in  particular  I 
would  like  to  thank  the  representatives  of 
municipal  governments  and  municipal  associ- 
ations who  have  spent  many  hours  with  me 
discussing  the  urgent  need  for  this  legisla- 
tion in  their  areas. 

I  would  also  like  to  express  my  own  ap- 
preciation for  the  efforts  some  aggregate 
producers  have  made  in  improxing  the  quality 
of  their  operations  and  who  have  responded 
positively  to  the  need  for  change. 

To  the  citizens  groups  which  visited  me 
may  I  say  they  have  my  assurance  that  those 
areas  where  the  need  exists  will  be  the  first 
to  become  designated  areas  once  this  Act 
comes  into  force. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  the  Act  will  speak 
for  itself.  It  is  my  hope  that  it  will  receive 
the  endorsation  of  all  members  of  this  House 
within  the  very  near  future,  so  that  its 
benefits  can  take  effect  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Lewis:  There  was  a  closing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:   —as   a  northerner  it  is 
my  hope  that  this  Act- 
Mr.  Nixon:  That  sounds  like  the  minister. 
Mr.  Trotter:  This  is  election  stuff. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —will  restore  to  southern 
Ontario  the  natural  beauty  that  the  north 
has  never  lost. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  a  ques- 
tion. Are  we  to  have  the  regulations  accom- 
panying this  Act  before  second  reading  today? 
Everything  is  dependent  on  them;  are  we  to 
have  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right,  okay.  Then  the  Act 
is  a  bogus  Act. 

Mr.  Singer:  No  more  bills? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 
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Hon.  A.  A.  Wishart  (Minister  of  Financial 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  is  standing  by  to  give 
royal  assent. 

The  Honourable,  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
of  Ontario  entered  the  chamber  of  the  legis- 
lative assembly  and  took  his  seat  upon  the 
throne. 

Hon.  W.  Ross  Macdonald  (Lieutenant 
Governor ) :   Pray  be  seated. 

Mr.  Speaker:  May  it  please  Your  Honour, 
the  legislative  assembly  of  the  province  has, 
at  its  present  sittings  thereof,  passed  certain 
bills  to  which,  in  the  name  of  and  on  behalf 
of  the  said  legislative  assembly,  I  respect- 
fully request  Your  Honour's  assent. 

The  Clerk  Assistant:  The  following  are  the 
titles  of  the  bills  to  which  Your  Honour's 
assent  is  prayed: 

Bill  49,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Securities 
Act,    1966. 

Bill  62,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Trustee  Act. 

Bill  66,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Venereal 
Diseases  Prevention  Act. 

Bill  67,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Nursing 
Homes  Act,  1966. 

Bill  71,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor 
Licence  Act. 

Bill  72,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Liquor  Con- 
trol Act. 

Bill  75,  The  Tile  Drainage  Act,  1971. 

Bill  76,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising 
of  Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Bill  77,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Ontario 
Universities  Capital  Aid  Corporation  Act, 
1964. 

Bill  78,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Public 
Service  Superarmuation  Act. 

Bill  84,  The  Hotel  Fire  Safety  Act,  1971. 

Bill  88,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Farm 
Products   Marketing  Act. 


Bill  90,  An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Protec- 
tion of  Persons   in  Industrial  Establishments. 

Bill  91,  An  Act  to  Regulate  the  Handling 
and  Use  of  Hydrocarbons. 

Bill  96,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Agricultural 
Representatives  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  In  Her  Majesty's 
name,  th-  Honourable,  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor dotli  assent  to  these  bills. 

The  Honourable,  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
was  pleased  to  retire  from  the  chamber. 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence  (Minister  of  Justice): 

Can  we  pass  xote  901  an\wa\-  and  uct  s()ni<>- 
thing  done  toda>  ? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  No,  no! 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  appears 
to  be  so  close  to  the  hour  of  1  o'clock  that— 

Hon.  A.  F.  Lawrence:  The  opposition  has 
kept  on  delaying,   Wiisting  time   again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  Before  I  move  the 
House  adjourn,  I  would  indicate  that  on 
Monday  afternoon  we  would  go  on  the  order 
paper  to  the  estimates  of  The  Department 
of   Justice   and   continue   those    for   the    day. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  And 
maybe  some  bills? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart:  I  think  on  Tuesday— 
if  members  wish  me  to  forecast  that  far 
ahead— on  Tuesday  morning,  in  line  with  the 
motion  which  we  debated  this  morning,  at 
10  o'clock  I  would  suggest  we  would  go 
to  those  items  which  appear  vmder  Committee 
of  the  Whole,  in  the  hours  between  10  and  12 
and  attempt  to  dispose  of  those  on  Tuesday 
morning.  The  estimates  of  The  Department  of 
Justice  will  continue  on  Monday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wishart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion    agreed    to. 

The    House    adjourned   at    1    o'clock   p.m. 
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